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West Bay Law 

Law Office of J. Scott W eavef o 

July 3, 2017 

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

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

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

Our Mission No Eviction appeals the decisions of the Planning Commission 

Made on June 1, 2017 regarding the proposed project at 1726-30 Mission Street 

(hereafter "proposed project") proposed by applicant Our Mission No Eviction appeals 
the following decisions of the Planning Commission made on June 1, regarding the 

project proposed for 1726-30 Mission Street (hereafter "Proposed Project"). 

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

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

Exemption. 

The Final Motion for the relevant appeal is attached as Exhibit A. Evidence in 

support of the appeals is attached as Exhibits B-D and is also contained in the letters 

submitted to the Planning Department objecting to the approval of the Project and the 

Community Plan Exemption, incorporated here by reference. Exhibit E contains the 

$578 appeal fee for the CEQA appeal. 

4104 24th Street# 957 •San Francisco, CA 94114 • (415) 317~0832 912



Page Two 

CEQAAppeal 

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 "Mission Gateway" which was not 

considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plain EIR (PEIR). Potential impacts with 
respect to traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation and open space, 

impacts on SRO Hotels, and overall gentrification and displacement impacts on 
businesses, residents, and nonprofits within the Mission Gateway. 

• 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 underperforrning 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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CEQAAppeal 

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 previously identified 
significant impacts; there is new information of substantial importance that 
would change the conclusions set forth in said EIR and the requirements of 

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Report. 

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

• 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. 

:J 
/Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

l!J Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) IE! First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

IE! Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) 

IEl Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee (Sec. 423) 

00 Residential Child Care Fee (Sec. 414A) 

D Other 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 
UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District 

68-X Height and Bulk District 
3532/004A and 005 
Jody Knight - Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
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 REP AIR) 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. 
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Motion No.19931 
June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
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. 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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion No. 19931 
June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Motion No. 19931 
June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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

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

5. Public Comment. The Department has received one letter of support from San Francisco 
Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC), and four letters opposing the project, expressing concern 
over the height of the project, impacts to light and air to adjacent residential properties, mcreased · 
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 principal.Ly permitted PDR uses per Sec. 843.70-843.87 
or seek a Conditional Use, as required by the Planning Code. 

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

The subject lots are 7,800 sq. ft. in total, thus resulting in a maximum allowable floor area of 39,000 
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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Motion No. 19931 
June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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

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 de.fined 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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CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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 1552 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
res1dentJ.ai uses, at ieast two Ciass 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 wz1l provide 62 Class 1 bicycle pa:rking 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 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) 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 6 
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CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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-Joot-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. 

SAN FRANGISCO 

The Project includes more tha:n twenty dwelling units, and the replacement of PDR space; therefore, 
the TSF, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A, applies. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 7 
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CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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 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 On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, 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 Apn1 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. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8 
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7. Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District. Planning Code 
Section 329(c) lists nine aspects of design review in which a project must comply; the Planning 
Commission finds that the project is compliant with these nine aspects as follows: 

A. Overall building mass and scale. 

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

B. Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials. 

The Mission is one of the City's most distinctive neighborhoods as identified in the City's General 
Plan. The proposed facade design and architectural treatments with various vertical and horizontal 
elements and a pedestrian scale ground floor which is consistent with the unique identity of the 
Mission. The new bui1ding'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 Section 27U.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 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. 

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 

OBJECTIVE 1 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Policyl.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 

Policyl.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 undemtilized 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. 

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. 

Policy4.4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental units wherever possible. 

Policy4.S 
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. 

SAN 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. 

Policyll.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. 

Policyll.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote 
community interaction. 

Policyll.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 fRAMCJSCO 
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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. 

Policy13.1 
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 16th Street & Mission Bart Station is slightly more than a quarter mile to the south on 
Mission Street. Residential mixed-use development at this site would support a smart growth and 
sustainable land use pattern in locating new housing in the urban core close to jobs and transit. 

Furthermore, the bicycle network in the Mission District is highly developed and utilized. The Project 
provides an abundance of biC1jcle 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: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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 

Policy3.6: 
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 Gass 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 OTY'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 permitted ratio of .75 per 
unit. The parking spaces are accessed by one ingress/egress point measuring 12-Jt. 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 
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY. 

Policy4.3: 
Carefully consider public actions that displace existing viable industrial firms. 

Policy4.4: 
When displacement does occur, attempt to relocate desired firms within the city. 

The Project will be replacing approximately 2,250 square feet of PDR space. The building is currenty 

unoccupied, therefore displacement will not occur. 

MISSION AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

Land Use 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Project will replace a vacant industrial building with a new mixed-use building with ground floor 

PDR space and residential units above, consistent with the existing residential, commercial and PDR uses 

in the nighborhood. Additionally, the Project complies with the applicable building height and bulk 

guidelines and with the bedroom mix requirements. 

Housing 

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

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

Policy 2.3.5 
Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public funds and grants, 
assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund community and neighborhood 
improvements. 

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

Eastern Neighborhood Impact Fee, Transportation Sustainability Fee and Residential Childcare Fee. 

OBJECTIVE 2.6 
CONTINUE AND EXP AND 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 buz7t 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 pattem 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 Plv;n for this location. In 
addition, the Project is located within the prescribed height and bulk limits, and includes the appropriate 
dwelling-unit mix, since 50% or 20 of the 40 units are two-bedroom dwelling units. The Mission is one of 
the City's most distinctive neighborhoods as identified in the City's General Plan. The new building's 

character ensures the best design of the times with high-quality building materials that relates to the 
surrounding structures that make-up the Mission's distinct character while acknowledging and respecting 
the positive attributes of the older buildings. It also provides an opportunity for an increased visual 

interest that enhances and creates a special identity with a unique image of its own in the neighborhood. 

Overall, the Project offers an architectural treatment that is contemporary, yet contextual, and that is 

consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The Project minimizes the off-street parking 
to a single entrance along Mission Street. 

8. Planning Code Section 101.l(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 wz1l 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 FDR space, which wz?l 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 wz1l be designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety 
requirements of the Buz1ding 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.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 Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Large Project 
Authorization Application No. 2014-002026ENX subject to the following conditions attached hereto as 
"EXHIBIT A" in general conformance with plans on file, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped "EXHIBIT B", 
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

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

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

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

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

I here · certVy that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 1, 2017. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards 

Fong, Melgar 

June 1, 2017 
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AUTHORIZATION 

EXHIBIT A 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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 l, 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. 

RECORDATJON OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 

subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

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

SEVERABILITY 

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PL.ANNING DEPARTMENT 23 
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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-planning.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, 

www.sf-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-plmming.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 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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1726-1730 Mission Street 

avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project 
Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-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 information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.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 Plrmner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-plrmning.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, 
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 vai,tlts, 
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 fa~ade 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 fa~ade (the least desirable location). 

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

Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

12. Unbundled Parking. All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project residents 
only as a separate "add-on" option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with any Project 
dwelling unit for the life of the dwelling units. The required parking spaces may be made 
available to residents within a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units pursuant 
to Planning Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the market rate 
units, with parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit. Each 
unit within the Project shall have the first right of refusal to rent or purchase a parking space until 
the number of residential parking spaces are no longer available. No conditions may be placed 
on the purchase or rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner's rules be established, which 
prevent or preclude the separation of parking spaces from dwelling units. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org. 

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.sf-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 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 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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15. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.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, Pla:nning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.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 infonnation about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335, 

www.onestapSF.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.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 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, 
W-UJW.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.sf-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.sfplanning.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, 
www.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 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. 

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

f) 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: 
http://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, 

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

5500, www.~f-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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(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) 
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Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of 

affordable units according to the Procedures Manual. 

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

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

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

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

32 
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Exhibit B Link to Planning Commission Hearing June 1, 2017 

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

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

Commissioners, 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Room 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

May30, 2017 

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

I am unable to attend the meeting scheduled for June 1, 2017 and therefore make this 
submission for your consideration of the above referenced matter. 

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

Context. 

The proposed project (36 units) is being built in conjunction with a number of other 
projects currently in the pipeline for the area. Pipeline projects between the intersection of South 
Van Ness and Mission, and 16'h 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 151

h Street, (184 units- density bonus). 
Additionally, there are two affordable housing projects, one at 1950 Mission Street ( 157 units), 
and one at 490 South Van Ness Avenue (133 units). Total number of pipeline units, including 
the proposed project are within two blocks either side of sausage factory is 1,659 units. 
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Built after 2008, but equally applicable to any cumulative analysis are 1880 Mission 
Street (202 units), 1501 lSthStreet (40 units), 380 14th Street (29 units) and 411 Valencia (16) 
1587 15th (26 units) 1972 units. 

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

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

Cumulative Impacts Require Examination 

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

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

For example, anyone who drives down Mission Street in the immediate area of the 
project has observed slow, backed up traffic. Addition of these units will only make matters 
worse and will cause further congestion affecting both the automobile drivers and commuters 
traveling along the many bus lines that travel through the area. Further, the intersection of 
Duboce Avenue and South Van Ness, one block away, is severely backed up- especially during 
commute hours. 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 area between Duboce and 
16"' Street, Valencia and South Van Ness Avenue. 
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Other issues to consider are noise (the 101 Freeway crosses Mission Street very close to 
the proposed project), Open space is virtually non-existent, yet the thousands of people who 
would move to the area would require it, and recreation (other than the local bars, there is none). 

Finally, we cannot overlook the gentrification impacts on the already genttifying 
neighborhood which would effectively wipe out small mom and pop businesses and SRO Hotels 
as we know them. 

CLOSER ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW IS REQUIRED 

Presumably, this and many of the other projects mentioned above received (or anticipate 
receiving) a Community Plan Exemption based on the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR2

• The use of 
the PEIR is inappropriate in this instance for several reasons. exemption was in e1Tor because 1) 
the eight-year-old PEIR is no longer viable due to unanticipated circumstances on the ground, 
and 2) the PEIR did not consider impacts on this eight block area, nor could it have anticipated 
the intense level of development along this gateway to the Mission. 

Substantial New Information Negates the Exemption From Environmental Review. 

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

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

The demand for affordable housing has increased significantly since the PEIR, and the 
glut ofluxury housing only makes matters worse. The most recent Nexus Study, commissioned 
by the Planning Departtnent, concluded that the production of I 00 market rate rental units 
generates a demand of24 lower income households through goods and services demanded by the 
market rate tenants. The affordable housing proposed by the project does not meet this demand. 

'We recognize that two projects, 30 Otis Street and 1601 Mission are outside the area studied under the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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When substantial new information becomes available, CEQA Guidelines require 
comprehensive analysis of these issues. (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15183). The situation on the 
ground has changed substantially since the PEIR was prepared in 2008. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The PEIR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint, nor 
from that of the demand for housing. The specter of living within a few blocks of a 
free ride to work has caused many tech employees to move to areas where the shuttles 
stop - predominantly in the Mission. As such we have high earning employees 
exacerbating the already high demand for housing. The anti-eviction mapping project 
has documented the connection between shuttle stops and higher incidences of 
nofault evictions. ) 

The cumulative housing production in the Mission (built and in the pipeline) now 
exceeds projections under any of the three scenarios envisioned when the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan created. According to Planning Department Data, projects 
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containing 2,451 housing units have either been completed or are under environmental 
review as 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 authorization under the Interim Controls instituted by the Commission on January 14, 2016. 

Planning Code Section 303(c)(l) 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 compatible with the 
community. Conditional use should be denied for several reasons: 1) the project is inconsistent 
with the stated purposes of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Plan, 2) the 
proposed project 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 
arid the city's economy. 

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

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

Mission-wide goals include: 
• Increase the amount of affordable housing. 
• Preserve and enhance the existing Production, Distribution and Repair businesses. 
•Preserve and enhance the unique character of the Mission's distinct commercial areas. 
• Minimize displacement. 

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

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

Under the Interim Controls, the sponsor is required to evaluate, from a socio-economic 
perspective, how the proposed project would affect existing and future residents, business and 
community serving providers in the area. (Interim Controls, IV.C(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: I) preserving 
and enhancing neighborhood employment and ownership of neighborhood-serving businesses; 2) 
preserving, existing neighborhood character and economic and cultural diversity; and 3) 
preserving and enhancing affordable housing. 

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

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

More Rigorous Evaluation is Requested. 

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

JSW:sme 
cc Plaza 16 Coalition 
bee numerous 

959



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

12 May 2017 

Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 

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 
Deparhnent to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new 
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is "to 
ensure that data on meeting affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods 
informs the approval process for new housing development." This report is the fifth in the 
series and covers the ten-year period from 1January2007 through 31December2016. 

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

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

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 14%. Three major development projects were 
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site 
permits are obtained. Remaining phases for these three projects will add up to 22,000 net units 
including over 4,900 affordable units; this would increase the projected housing balance to 20% if 
included in the calculations. 
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San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 
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BACKGROUND 

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

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

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting 
the goals set by the City's Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the 
City's Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and 
2022, 57%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 new housing 
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and 
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to 
low-income families as well as working, middle income families. 3 

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

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 -

by calling HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports online. 
3 

For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see~~~~""-'--"""~"-'=~ 
SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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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 
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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. 

Table lA 
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Ql - 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 

Built 
Sites Protected Units Built Units Balance 

Completed Status Permitted 

Bos District 1 170 - (496) 4 340 114 -70.9% 

Bos District 2 37 24 (315) 11 871 271 -21.3% 

Bos District 3 205 6 (372) 16 951 302 -11.6% 

BoS District 4 10 - (437) 7 115 98 -197.2% 

Bos District 5 709 293 (398) 196 1,744 598 34.2% 

BoS District 6 3,239 1,155 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 22.1% 

Bos District 7 99 - (220) - 530 104 -19.1% 

BoS District 8 97 17 (655) 17 1,115 416 -34.2% 

Bos District 9 217 319 (582) 17 1,034 237 -2.3% 

Bos District 10 1,353 24 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 22.2% 

Bos District 11 30 - (323) 9 180 297 -59.5% 

TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 13.6% 
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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 lB 
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 
Cumulative 

Housing Replacement 
New Units Entitled 

Housing 
Built 

Sites 
Units 

Protected Units Built Units 
Balance 

Completed Status Permitted 

Bos District 1 170 - 144 (496) 4 340 114 -39.2% 

Bos District 2 37 24 251 (315) 11 871 271 0.7% 

Bos District 3 205 6 577 (372) 16 951 302 34.5% 

Bos District 4 10 - - (437) 7 115 98 -197.2% 

Bos District 5 709 293 806 (398) 196 1,744 598 68.6% 

Bos District 6 3,239 1,155 561 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 24.5% 

Bos District 7 99 - 110 (220) - 530 104 -1.7% 

Bos District 8 97 17 330 (655) 17 1,115 416 -12.7% 

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 10,880 22.5% 

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE 

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

Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collected. 
Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the 
inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as sen­
iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans. 

Table 2 
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4 

Total Total Affordable 

Bos District 
Very low Low 

Moderate TBD Affordable 
Net New 

Unitsas%of 
Units Income Income 

Units Net New Units 

BoS District 1 - - - - - 19 0.0% 
Bos District2 - - - - - 25 0.0% 
BoS District 3 - - 14 - 14 190 7.4% 
Bos District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0% 
Bos District 5 - - 28 3 31 275 11.3% 
Bos District 6 - 158 103 52 313 3,664 8.5% 
BoS District 7 - - - 284 284 1,057 26.9% 

Bos District 8 - 5 3 - 8 84 9.5% 
Bos 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 % and 3,240 or 53% respectively). District 10 
follows with about 4,280 (15%) net new units, including over 1,350 (22%) affordable units. 

The table below also shows that almost 22% of net new units built between 2007 Ql 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 as% of Total 

Units 
Units Net Units 

Bos District 1 170 - 170 340 50.0% 

BoS District 2 37 - 37 871 4.2% 
Bos District 3 161 2 42 - 205 951 21.6% 

Bos District 4 10 - 10 115 8.7% 

BoS District 5 439 174 96 - 709 1,744 40.7% 
Bos District 6 1,982 727 507 23 3,239 17,158 18.9% 
Bos District 7 70 29 - 99 530 18.7% 

Bos District 8 82 15 - 97 1,115 8.7% 

Bos District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,034 21.0% 

Bos District 10 404 561 388 - 1,353 4,281 31.6% 

Bos District 11 13 17 - 30 180 16.7% 

TOTAL 3,364 1,628 1,151 23 6,166 28,319 21.8% 

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are 
included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit 
homeless individuals and families - groups considered as EVLI - have income eligibility caps at 
the VLI level. 
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units 

Table 4 below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquired between 
2007 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. 

Table 4a 
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. 

Table 4b 
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 5 7 806 

Bos District 6 4 561 
BoS District 7 1 110 

Bos District 8 4 330 
Bos District 9 2 268 
BoS District 10 2 436 
Bos District 11 - -

TOTALS 29 3,483 

Units Removed From Protected Status 

San Francisco's Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and 
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords 
can, however, terminate tenants' leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion, 
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants' fault. The 
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent 
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of 
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition, 
Ellis Act, and owner move-ms (OMis). 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 Protected 

Status 

BoS District 1 3 26 160 307 496 
Bos District 2 17 13 86 199 315 
BoS District3 6 10 238 118 372 
Bos District 4 - 87 76 274 437 
BoS District 5 17 21 125 235 398 
BoS District 6 1 76 46 12 135 
Bos District 7 - 31 37 152 220 
Bos District 8 19 43 262 331 655 
BoS District 9 4 61 209 308 582 
Bos District 10 2 29 45 173 249 
Bos District 11 - 81 44 198 323 

TOTALS 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182 
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Entitled and Permitted Units 

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

Table 7 
Permitted Units, 2016 Q4 

Total Total Affordable 

Bos District 
Very Low Low 

Moderate TBD Affordable 
Net New 

Units as% 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 District 5 108 so 38 - 196 598 32.8% 

Bos District 6 235 483 242 - 960 6,409 15.0% 

Bos District7 - - - - 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 

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department 
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on April 1 and October 1 of each year. 
Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by 

goingtothislink: J.Ji!P..:ii0t:D_1Y::!':f.~~illJJlnli~:gilnf!!~!!2.~K4mg~=~ 

ANNUAL HEARING 

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by 
April 1 of each year. This year's Housing Balance Report will be scheduled to be heard before the 
Board of Supervisors before the end of June 2017. The Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development, the Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the 
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building Inspection, and the City Economist will 
present strategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance consistent with the City's 
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance also requires that MOHCD will determine 
the amount of funding needed to bring the City into the required minimum 33% should the 
cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold. 
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APPENDIX A 
Ordinance 53-15 

FILE NO. 150029 

AMENDED IN COMMITIEE 
4/6/15 

ORDINANCE NO. 53-15 

[Planning Code - City Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting] 

2 

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

4 the balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish 

5 a bi-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 environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of 

9 ' consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 

10 Section 101.1. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font 
Additions to Codes are in ~[1gle_:11!1.ilerline italics T[IJJec!'.l:lmUlomon {0111. 
Deletions to Codes are in ~1tgh Ualies Tt.1.·cs Sew R<J1natt-fem. 
Board amendment additions are in ~~IOQ!ir!ine:Q Arial foot 
Board amendment deletions are in striKethFe1:1gh Arial fGRt ·· · 
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 ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

21 Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

22 Supervisors in File No. 150029 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of 

23 Supervisors affirms this detennination. 

24 (b) On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19337, adopted 

25 findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistenL on balance, with the 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the 

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

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

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

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

herein by reference. 

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

9 as follows: 

10 SEC. 10.1 .. llOUSING BALANCE MOJIJITORJNG' AND REl'ORTJNG. 

11 {!!LflUJJ.<>st~s. Tn maintain a halance he tween new u({ordahle and mark;>r rate lwu~ing Citv-

12 !Y.iJi.f.JflUI ·witllf!J nl!i1•hhorhnnd,·. to muke hmL,·inv avaiiahle !Or all income levels and housing nee.d 

16 sutticient lww·i11g a(fOrdable to househohl> of 1yrv low, low, and morlcrsJ!.!! i11comrs. l_t!.."11.lli!:..<r .. SlfklJH{!lf. 

17 !ro1L~lng for families. seniors and the disabled communirv, lo ensure that da1a on mect[l]g af(Ordaf!(<: 

18 lt01L\'i11g taq:ers Cit1-wide and within neighhorlroods infiJrms tile approvaf process f1n:_new how£i1ig 

19 cle•·elopment, and to <'nab!.· public participarion in dCTerminini;: tht• appropriare mix o[new Jwusinr:. 

20 arnromls, th1m: is Jwrchv estahfi:,;,e,J a requirement, as derailed ill 1his Secrlon 103, to monitor and 

21 r..li.gularlv report rm the hnusint< balance herwcen markc:t rare hou.,fm:: and a(fi>rdable homin!'. 

22 (b) Fimling.~, 

23 (11 ln ,VnvemhLT 2014, t/1<: Cit~· voters enacted l'rowM·/rio11 K, which established Ci('I/ 

24 ' l'f!.!i.fY In h(fp, £0!'.<frucf QI...Tghqhililaf.f.. at lca.<f 30,(ID{) hmne.v hv 1020. More than 50% o{lltis homirw 
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1 income J1quseho[ds,.smd_tJ1e Citv is ~7J!fCled to develnr strater:ie., to achie\'C that r.:oaf. This section 

4 (2) 711e CiO' 's re11.L<(11J!il.i;(e<Lq!JsfJ1j?.[11'.l(Jlle111lv aJJord(lhle ho1!5.i!Jg srock sen•cs 1·c1T low-. 

5 low-. and moderare-income (amil!e,,~. long·!i!Jl.i'Ji!§l<f.e~l!Lf.!..4..cr}J,§£!Li.!!L~.s!faf!l>k4.ffr.rnu,'!_.and others 

6 Tr.e Cin: Sl!eks lo achieve and maintain an aPPri>priale ba]fl!JJ:C be111'<;'.flL!?Jarke1 l:.<!L<I..bQlbmJUTJJl 

7 a(Jordable lwusim; Cif\·-wide and within neighborhoods because the om!{abilitv i>[{iecem housiryg_g_!J.<i 

8 a suitable lil'ing em·iro11mcnt for e\'er11 San Fmnciscan is o(viral importapce. Art<limw::m ofrflt?J.:ifJ::..~ 

9 housir1v !'Oafs relmirt's 1he cooperative vaniciparion o(go11er11111ent and tlte private sepor to exp_glJfi 

10 hm«i1w opanrtu11ities tn accommodate housimz need< for San f"ranciscans at all economic levels and 10 

14 i11c[<'(lteL<tmi!igaJ..el1Sl!JD'.,J(Ld!:!m.7IJl'.tlJJ:jf i11 thc}JJ.1S.!g,.;.1 gnd ls;gjJ]r11iw: A11gfr<t '.< Octnher Wl3 

15 Policy..,'3,11ah'sis R.crLorf on Tc.lJ£.l!Jf Disvlq_i;;e})E.11i Sa11Er~~J.~.12f!.k1:!£iflg_p..r.iKJlv!lli!.s. 

16 withdrav.:n from re/If cnmrol.<. Such rises otie1LJJ.ccompa11)'J!1'riods of sharp increases f.!u!.roveny 

17 mlues and ho11Si11g prices. From 1998 through 2,013, 1he Rent Board reported a (()/al o.f_J 3 027 no:fault 

18 evictions ti.c .. eYic1io11s in which the tenant hod not 1•iofated onv lease tams. b1111he owner sought rq, 

19 re1•ai11 possession of the uni(). Total evictions o(a/J ly'!JCS have increased bv 38.2% ti·om Rent Board 

20 Year (i.e. (tom March Thrmwh Fi.•Jmwryl 2010 to Ren/ Board !'ear 2013. Durinrr the same period, E!li.1· 

21 d.el eviction5)11r n111(1aceJI miter e\'iclions. increw·imr lw 169.R~-{. ti·om -13 ill Rem Board Year 2010 to 

22 .llfi in Ren/ fl.oard Year J0f3. These m1mhl!r.1· do 1101 capture thf lqrge numQ.er o[mmer huw>ufs o( 

23 : ' temmt<c wfti_clu:_n11trih11(eJjlrther lo the /nss nfrmH·tahili=ed 1111i1s (i-om thi;}tnft.<lng margt Anv fair, 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SAN FRANCISCO 

(.$) Pursuant 10 Gm·ernmenr Code Section 6558.t. th,; Association o[Bay Area 

Gmwnmenls {ABAGJ. i11 coordination with !he California Sr are Decanmenl o[Housiw" and 

Communilf' Den!lopmclll fHCD), determines rhe Bar Area~> rer!ional !umsing need based on ref!imwl 

1r<•11d>, projected job growth and exiuing needs. 1/ze rerdonal lumsinr: need,· assessme/lf (RHNA I 

determinaiion includes producf/011 larr:t?rs addressim? lm1L>inr: needs o(a range o(Jwu.wiwld income 

catevories. For 1hc RIINA lJt!riod cav,.ring 2015 tltrour:/1 2022. AIMG has nrofrcted thal al fctL"f 38% 

a( new lum,inr.: d.:mamfr fhr San Francisco will be from 'YO' low am! lnw income hou.w:hnlcfr 

: porml<ltion, m1d .'<lll(J.rl grrm1'1._gpai.< Q[J>ro"iding hmL>1ngJU.££!1!.!:0fpreas ljlc_<?_San Francf.w:o, n<'llr jobs 

\· anlfJIJ11-1El,_rllt.: ... ,'5JgteJ)sJ!SlrL".~~!IU?lHC1li5lf1J:J!!1fLG>l!l!!l!r!JJry Dcwlopmellf fHCD!, with th<~ 

EJ.f!!lQJ.Ulf.!riod San Praudsco must plan (or the capacirv !Or rough/;• 28,870 new uniL~. 57% o{whid1 

! [ should be suitable liJr housing for the extremely low. i·erl' low. low and modera/e income homclwld' to 

I 
!~(cct its share of the region's projccled housinr: demand" Obiectfw 1 o(the Housin;: Elemcnl state< 

r!Jar rhe Ci!).' should "identffi.• and make al'Oilable for deve/v1J1ne111 adequale sires lo m<'<'f the Citv'." 

housing need~. especial fr permanellfl\' affordable /1011slnt:. "Obh•ctit·e 7 st mes thfll San franci.wn'x 

R_rojected aftimlabie housing needs (or outpace !he capacity [or lhe Citv to secure subsidie.< ff>r r1m: 

aOordable units. 

!61 In 2UI 2, the Cirv enacted Ordinance 237-12. the "lfm1sin;: Presc'rmtion gm! 

f'rodu,·1ion Ordinance." codifle,f in Administrative Code Chanler lOF. . .J. In req11jre l'lamriJJg 
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2 tJemgJJ.l_:fhgLQr:..di!mtLai.J:.iJ!JJ!it.11.:~f!!JLOJ11Mo!JJ11Jlhi:1'_ofJ!llllU!UJfL~rgg~L,Qf.l}J_~.lf!.i!KPJ:QifHf!.i.!!l1 

3 • 1 J'.r!2_CIS~§J1liw:.i2.JJ§_!!lJ2LiJ,gf:>..L/i!J:lo3;1_0,Q..f2Li?.?s:/J.@!..d.iJU .. lailJ.fP-QrlL'21J.J!lLI11:"P!!.sfJlr.r:.Qk<:1~1.fJJxe 

5 fliJ.!J!lUJg})SJ?PJ'.ll?lf1JLJ.JJ!S_l<Hl.Ur:.11.c.!;s1l tfo:t.11!!!1l!..cr:_of_gf1'9J.siJJ.IJ.~:!1J!l!-£i.11g_m1.ik• amiJS!.taL!.YJl!Jil.!I!...<!f 

6 /1(!]1si11.r:_tJ[JjJ.LJJJtfltJhrQ..(Jgllfl!flif.1~('11J:.SJ1lffj1J..81f..CiJJr orw_umd sh£11ld hf: ah(e 10 rrn,c}; rhe r!J]jo callf!i. 

7 .tiY:.L'l..tfli;;_&lil:w./J!.L 

8 (7l..J1sJiw . .12liYi1(0!J.ilrk<'J.fl1JS.S.!!J}J.a~k('(f 1tf1Q11._and gqxemmc11cofl/ci(l{s_haw r.rr_ged, ar1 

9 (imbitiqps.J1mgmm to prf141!.fe yiwificant qrru.nm(!J_n.f.new hnusing in the CiQ'. 11z,, limited remaining 

10 qrailablc land makes ii essential to assc.1~< 1he impacf of the approml of' new markcl rare housing: 

11 d.evelarm1ents 011 the cn•ailqbilin• of/and tor affordable h01L1·ing and to encourage the dep/ovment u( 

12 resources 10 provide such housing. 

13 (c) Housing Bala11ce Calc11latio11. 

14 fl) For purposes o[this Secliun 103. "Housing &dance" shall he defined as fhe 

15 proportion of'all nell' housing unirs affordable 10 hou.w:hohfr of'exrreml'ly low. w·rv low. low or 

16 modaaf<' income housdwld~. as defined in Calitim1ia Health & Sa(i!rv Code Scciirms 50079.5 el seq .. 

17 g,< such provL~io11s may be amended from fline to lime. ro !he total n11mher of all new lwminP 11ni1s fin• a 

16 10 vear Housing /Ialance Period 

19 f1/ 11w Hou.sing Balance Period shall begin with thi: fJnt quarter ofri:ar 2005 lo thi: 

20 las/ quarter u(2014 and 1hereafier fi;r the ten 1'<'urs prior tlf the most r<"-'"111 cafrudar qlJgr/<?r. 

21 f]) For c;1d1 vear that dala is al'llilable, he1•i1111hw in 2()05. thg ['Janninf! flJ'Jl_arlm<"ll 

22 shall report net housing cOn.\lniction hJ' income len:lx, as well a.,. w1ils that havc he"" withdrawn W!E. 

23 protection afforded b1• Cit}' law, such m· laws rm»idim: liJr rent-ctmtrnlled mu( sim;le l't:.,£!.denl 

24 occ11pamT (SRO) 1111i1s. The a@rdahle Jwusim: cafegaril!.\' xlml! im:lm~' net rw11:._1111its. l!D>'cll 11,r 

25 ex isling units that were prcriouslv nar restricted hv deed or regylatory ar:reemrnt that qr.•U!muirt;,df'!L 
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pres« nation as permanent fr aflordabfe housing as c/,;Fermined b1' the Maror '.• Of/ice of HotL''ing and 

2 Communitv Development (MOHCDi {nor including refinancing or other rehabilitation under existing 

3 ownership!, protected b}' deed or reRtt!atorv agreemellf (Or a minimum o(55 vear>~ The report slwli 

4 include, br n'ar, and (Or the fates/ quar/Cr, all units that hal'c recefre<i Temporarv Certltkares of 

5 Occupancr wilhin that n'ar, a sevara/e catei:on• [i)r rmils 1ha1 ohlained a site or huilding permit, and 

6 another caregon• &r units /hat lull'I! receii'ed apprm·al from the Pfwming Commi.uiort or Planning 

7 DepartmenJ. hut lza1·e 1101 yet ahtained a .<ire or huildinv rermir to commence cnnstructhm (except anv 

9 plam1e<I entirlemem.,· includjny hut not limited In sudwre(ls m TreasurfJ5is!1!£/,_H11mectl'Jll!Jl. 

10 Shi17vard and Park ,Merced, sha/l nnt he inc!µ,{icd in titLrJpl!er fJlJS .. I:!11J:.J'!J)il indi1~iJf.rm!J:&.ildim:: 

11 entitlement< nr sile ~!£!LJ!J!l',L(lved for sp!.'fific l101s<inJ;..J!J:Q}f£1..<. F.<!.c£f!.£/J.x"'-<J1'. . .9.T...i!i!.PLQ.Y.fil 

12 slg{!l\', !he ti:il/owing catei:orie,· shall be S!i/?.llratel\' rnwrJ.£Jl.:.. 

13 t:dlE:wrmeb•ll'w [nc_qlJJ£.Jl!Ji.1,<,_J\'.!Jifh_Cfl'.cWrfts 1ncaf(a]>fe to indMdrm]s_Q[ 

15 Ctlii£Ji.i!.£Lion 50 }_06 and we subj!'cf In pr[C<' or rent restrictions between 0-30% A.HJ· 

16 (/}! Ven• low income Units, which are units m·allab/e ta indil'iduals ar (amilics 

17 making b1•fll'een 30-50% /I Ml as detinf!d in Ca!itornia Health & Sa(erv Code Section 50 !05, and are 

18 ,,uhkct I'! price or rent restricrfom bfnreen 30-50% AMI: 

19 fCi Lawer income Units. which are units available to indfridua!s or familjcx 

20 f!!Jlking ]>.etwecn 50-81r'/u AMI us defined in Culi(ornia lica/11! & Sati:n· Code Section 50079.5 and arc 

21 ~flbjecr 10 price or rel1! restrictions bt>rwecn 50-80"/C A.\fl: 

22 (DJ Moderate lnconw lJniis. wlrich arc um'Js available w indivhl11r1ls or firmilie« 

23 making betll'een 80-120"/o AMJ, and are subiecJ lo price or rent reslr/ctinm· hc1wecn 80-1}.0% A ML: 

24 (Ej Middle Income Unil~. v:hid1are1111its m'tli{Q!>lc In infihid.J.!ilkgrJqmifit,s 

25 makim~ between 120-J 50% A Ml, and are suh;ect to price or rent q:xtrirriQns he(l1'.;..<w.1JJ1.jS.Q%.J.Yf:. 
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fFI Market-rate units, which are units 1101 subject to miv deed i~i: regulatnrJ' 

2 agrc!ement ivith price rex1ricrions.· 

3 IG) Housing units "''ithdrawn (rom protecled sWfllS, including units withdrmm 

4 fi:nm rent control fexcert /hose units otherwise conl'Crted into oermanentlv affordable housingJ, 

5 i!J£l!1.dinp qlf 11nils that hal'e hcen .rnhiect to rent control under the San Francisco R.csidential Rent 

6 ,'iJr;fJJ(i::ath~lH/!Ul Arhitrq/ion OrtlinLJnCI! hut that a rmaerlv owner rcmm·es permanent/;; from the 

7 i:oual markeLtiJJ:!ll!J:fJ.J;.r;mdominium com·er,,·ion our,nwnl lo Admini.l'lratfre Code Sectio1137.9(a!f9J, 

10 Codt' Sur ion 37. 9(aj(!Jl;_ 

11 fH! Public housing replacemem units and substamiallr rehabilitated units 

12 through the HOPE SF and Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD! programs, as well as other 

13 sub.<rantial rehabilitation programs managed bv MOHCD. 

14 {.fl The lfolLl·inv Balance shall be e:qm.:ssed as a percentage. obtained bp dividinP the 

15 cumulatfrc Iota! o(exlrcmelv low, \'cry /rm', low and moderail! income a({i1rdahlc housing w1i1s (all 

16 rmil.• (/ .. /Hi% A Ml/ minus the lost protected unifs. hv tht• total number of'ncf new housing units witlib1 

17 the !lousing Balance Period. The Hmt<iyg Holance shall alm vrm•ide hrn mlciilations: 

19 !Y/:..<'J#yJm:.!lS-..@<1.!1!£1.i!s!..lazwreecilw(a]t£1JIJ!!'rerx .. C<,r.1JJlmJJ!.2LQr;,e1JJJ..<1fil'J:...!JJ:J!.tl1i;r~u.ubm 

20 woulef_q[(pw Ocfl!Pa~10· ofrhi;; .. Hnils.l within t/le_lfJ-vear Hqusjng lkda11cc]eriod, p{11.uhose units rhm 

21 have o&_qined a site or building flt;,IJltil, A seaa.r.atc calcu/aTjnn o[the Cumulariw I lo rising Balance 

22 shall also be provide1f, which includcs HOPE SF and RAD public ltousing replacemem and 

23 1 l1Jbstantiallv rt!lzabiliratcd units (hut nor inc/udim: general rehabilimrion /maintenance o{public 

24 !101L~ing or other a@rdabfe homing units! !hat haw received Tcmporarv Certificates o(Ocn11JG11ct· 

25 
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within the Housing Balance Period 111e Housing Balance lfrporrs wi/Ulww the Cumlilatiwuf!Ll!.S.llig 

2 Balance with and wir/10111 public hmLfing indud{'(f in !he calculation; aud 

3 OJI the Projecf(•d Housing Balance, which shall include am· residential project 

4 rhar has receiwd approval tram the Planning Commission or Planning Deparrmellf, even i(the 

5 housing projixl has 110! vet obtained a site or building pamil to commence construction (except (tl/V 

6 entitlements that haw expired and 1101 been renewed during the Housinr: Balance period)_ Master 

7 J!lmmed enrirh•nwnts shall not be included In the cale1dmion unlil indNiduaf huifding emir!ements or 

8 site permit.< are am1mved 

9 (ill Bi-mmuaf Hmuing Baf011ce Report\'_ WitRm--30--<iays-ef-the--effeGtive date o'-!Ris 

10 SeGtion-1-036y June 1. 2015 the Pfarmitw Dewrf111en1 shall r.qjsu/;rre the C11mulalfrf:..(!nd ProjecwJ. 

12 9.iw.eighhQ!lCQ<JJf_E_fJJ.!1lliJJJLJ!.i•t1j_~_SJL<hw1Jfll.i.IL!.a''--"-'J!J.WiJJ!of11Lng_b;xf1J.fQr .. r,_.<JlJ_d_p_ub!W;J1J!'J!'l 

13 J'9Iilv ,·ivihf.e,_ani[(!ccr_ssiJ>.kJ!flf:<' dey_ri_l?</J_o llnu,'ifJ1g8__qla_~_{i!f.<JlliJnring <Jl!<Lfk-J'.Orfing m1Jh_c_ 

14 f.l(!J]llf]]J!])_ep_a_r1..!1J.f11DLv.:e_f>,,i~IJ.y_Aug1Jst September L'<liJ.lld .. ~3fJ' .. MfilS<!J .... f.1t_JJ.frgfQ..yeai:.Jl.!f 

15 Efrm_1Ji.JJ_gj)..f11f1_[/!ltml ;:!rail 1i_uflllslL<!ll.if .. 11J1_<}pf£J.lJ..f.lf_q_11 .. 'iff1g_J]plance IJ..epg_rt, and P!J:_,~e_nr this reaorti!L 

16 an l!JfQ!J11J1fio11a! heg__rj_ng to lire l'Jq1mi11g Com.mission and Board o(Supen•i.mrs. as well as to anv 

17 relerant hodv with geographic purview over IJJllan area~~qye§.~ along with rhe or her quarterfv 

18 reporting requirements o(Administrativc Code Chapter J Ot:.4_ Iba..annual rep_or:UQJ.he .Boarclof 

19 ~ryi_sors shall be accepted by resolutioq of the Board, which resolution..shallbeintro.duced 

20 ~eJanning_QeRartmenL71-ie Housing Balance Report slwll also be incorporah'd info 1he 

21 Annual Planning Commission Housing Hearing and Annual Report ro the Board o(Super\'i.rnrs 

22 required in Adminb:tratiw Code Chapter !OEJ 

23 (e) Annual II earing bv Boartl o[S1mervi\'Ors. 

24 11) The Bmrrd of Supervisors shall hold a public How·ing Ba!tmcc hearinlJ on an annual 

25 basis br April I o(caclt rear. to comider progress toward~ Ille Citv 's aOorcfable lromim• IJ"'ik 

Sup<lrvisor !Gm 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

SAN FRANCISCO 20 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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1 including the goal o(a minimUJ1J .. ~.lli atfm:«!!lhlr l10J1.•·inv tn Im." and madcrat!i income ho11selw!d1« as 

2 well as the Ci1v ·s General Plan l{o_ysing Efe!JJ.fJJl lr011,~iJ!JU' • .LQf!JJSJfpJ1 goqJy_by__iJJ_<;ome m!~gory. The 

3 _first liearim• .1·/iail occur no later than 30 dap afler the efks1il'e da[£._o[lhis ordinan.B:"<.!'J.d.fu: .. J111::fll 

5 (1/ The hcarim! shall i11d1ule reporling bv 1/ie J>Janning Deparlme/11, which shall r>rt\~enr 

6 the laicst llnmim: Balance Rqmrt Citv-wide and bv Supervisorial DL,trict and Plam1fnrr District: the 

7 MaJYJr ".< omce o{Jfon\'in<r and Comm1milv Dcwlopment. the Afai'llr 's Ofl/ce o(Eccmomic and 

8 WnrkWrce (>fve/opmen/ 1he Re111 Stahili=ation Board bv the Di'fJarlment o(/luilding 111sva1ion. and 

9 rJJ.'" CiJy F.cm1Ql!JJS. nn -'(!:fffcgie.\' for achie1·ing an<}_ mainwining a hmtxim: h[Ilance in accordance with 

13 th» minimum o(33% Housing Bah111ce. Cin· P<'J!,.(!rfmems slu1// ar minimum reporr on the f(Jllawing 

14 issues relnanf to the annual Housing Balance hearing: MOHCD shall report on the annual and 

15 projcc!ed progress bv inconw cafegorv in accordance with the Cit\!·.,· General Plan Ho11.,inl' Element 

16 . , lzouslm? pmd11ctio11 goals project.:d shortfillls and gans In timdinrr and site control. and provrcss 

17 toward Thi! City\ Neighborhood Stahili=alim1 goal' for acmliri111• and nrcs,.,rving the af(brdahilit1· o[ 

18 existin(! renral units in 11eiir1rhorho1Ul• with hii:}r ctmc•mlrarion,<,_o(/nw and mmkr_gjs income 

20 anfi pmpqsed :onim• an;/ land it<c polirie,< thar afji:q rhe Citv'.~firueral Pla.1.1Ho.J1,,ing El\'.mcnr 

21 lIS!l1l.i!JlLJ!£.()_i{£1fJim.t,g,QJJ(~zj}J.Uf!.IJ!lr)iflJI!Z.!lf.Ec.a1J.<•11.1iUJ!ld Tfodf!zrx.r Devc(gp111{'171 sha llDT.Of.I on 

23 

24 

25 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Page9 
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CiN 's General Plan Housing EllJJl.1!".flt lw11si11g protfJ!J:Jjgn ?@Is: the Rent 8Q(z.I1f.§]EJll report on the 

2 withdrawal or addi1io11 o[rem-controlled units and currem q_r propose;! policit;§ that aOect rhese 

3 numbers; the Dcoartment 0[811ildi11g Iuspection shall report 011 the withdrawal or addition o( 

4 Residential !!01el units and c11rrelll or proposed policies that affect these numbers: and the Citr 

5 F.conomisl .<hall report on annual and projected fob growrh bv tire income categories specilie<l in the 

6 Ci!}• 's Ge_neral Plan H<!l{-~iJ]g_[\l..W£!lL 

7 (3) All report§J1Jl.if..J1..rese111ario1l.!.!.!Jl!JJjp!,~ from rhe annuflllip.J!cY.!J.ig_,!Jalanc.e hearing 

8 shall be mainrainc;f bv }·ear fOLJ!!Jblic access o_n tl1J:J2.1Jm1ing Department's 11·<;f>sitc 011 its page 

9 ·. de\·ored 10 Housing Balance Monitoring and Renorting,_ 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SAN FRANCISCO 

i 

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

. enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENN)S J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: 
L ,/l 

,: I-\_/ J ·" ----. 
MARiJ:jijA BYRNE 
Deputy City Attorney 

Suporvisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pago 10 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

City and County of San Francisco 

Tail~ 

Cuyl~ 

l l)r_ ~hun ll. (~xodkt:. Pi.a:e 
$1n f:nnc:~,.CA 9'-tl(O-tli.S!l 

Ordinance 

Filo Number: 150029 Date Passed: Ap1i! 21, 2015 

Ordinance amcndi,"9 the Plannil'19 Code :o roquirc the Planning Department to monrtor the balance 
between new mar!:el rate housing and now affa<dable housing. and publish a bN!nnual Housing 
Balance Rcp<)r1; requiring an annual hearing at t:hc Board or Supervisors on strate9ies for achieving 
and maintaining the required housing balance in acco1dalY"...e V>lth San Francisco's housing 
production goals; and maklr<!J environmental find!flgs, Planning Ce<Je. Secl!on 302, findings, and 
findings of consistency v~:h the Ger.eral Plan, and the eight prionty policies ol Plan.mng Code. 
Section 101.1. 

April 06. 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee -AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT 
OF THE 1/\'HOLE BEARING SAME TITLE 

Apnl 1)5, 2015 Land Use and Tmnsportallon Committee - RECOMMENDED >\SAME ND ED 

Apnl 14, 2015 Boai<l of SuperviSors- PASSED, ON FIRST REl<DING 

Ayes:. 11 -Avalos. Breed, Campos, Christensen. Collen. Farrell, Kirn, Mar. Tang, 
'.'Viener and Yee 

April 21, 2015 Board of SUpe<VISOrs. FINALLY PASSED 

Ayes: 11 - l111<llos, Breed. Campos. Christensen. Cohen. Farrell, Kim, Mar. Tang. 
\flflener and Yee 

Fik };o. 151)029 

~I? Mayor 

I he>mby c:e>rtify that the foregoing 
Ordinance was ANALLY PASSED on 
412112015 by tho Board of Supervisors of 
tho City and County of San Francisco. 

v r Angela Calvillo 
Clerll of the Board 

Dato Approved 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
23 
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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 

1 Richmond 170 (569) 54 513 175 -50.1% 

2 Marina 2 24 (180) 2 282 160 -34.4% 

3 Northeast 191 6 (384) 12 753 271 -17.1% 

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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Table lB 
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 

lRichmond 170 144 (569) 54 513 175 -29.2% 

2 Marina 2 24 138 {180) 2 282 160 -3.2% 

3 Northeast 191 6 577 (384) 12 753 271 39.3% 

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% 

7 Central 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) 1,511 28,319 10,880 22.5% 

SAN FRANCISCO 25 
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Table2 
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 

1 Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0% 
2 Marina - - - - - 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 Affordable as% of Total 

Income Units 
Units Net Units 

1 Richmond 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 21.8"...6 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Table 4a 
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of 
Affordable Housing, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Planning District 
No.of 

Buildings 

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 

Buildings 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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Table 5 
RAD Affordable Units 

Planning District 
No of No of 

Buildine:s Units 

1 Richmond 2 144 

2 Marina 2 138 

3 Northeast 4 577 

4Downtown 3 285 

5 Western Addition 8 919 

6 Buena Vista 2 132 

7 Central 1 107 

8 Mission 1 91 

9 South of Market 1 276 

10 South Bayshore 2 436 

11 Bernal Heights 2 268 

12 South Central - -

13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110 

15 Outer Sunset - -

TOTALS 29 3,483 

SAN FRANCISCO 28 
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Table 6 
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Condo 
Total Units 

Planning District Demolition Ellis Out 
Owner 

Permanently 
Conversion Move-In 

Lost 

1Richmond 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 

7 Central 17 23 132 212 384 
8 Mission 2 33 258 247 540 

9 South of Market 3 20 35 67 125 

10 South Bayshore - 13 8 55 76 

11 Bernal Heights 4 28 45 107 184 
12 South Central - 83 39 253 375 
13 Ingleside - 40 21 118 179 
14 Inner Sunset 6 15 54 114 189 
15 Outer Sunset - 87 72 273 432 

Totals 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Table7 
Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4 

Total 
Total Affordable 

Planning District 
Very Low Low 

Moderate TBD Affordable Net New Units Units as% 
Income Income 

Units of Net 

New Units 

1 Richmond - so 4 - 54 175 30.9% 

2 Marina - - 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 0.0% 

8Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4% 

9 South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9% 

10 South Bays ho re - - - 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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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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 
RHNAGoals 

Production Built Planning in 
Built and 

Goals 2015 Q1 to 2017 Q1 
Entitled by 

2015- 2022 2017 Q1 Pipeline* 
Planning 

Total Units 28,869 9,170 23,773 114.1% 

Abo'1e 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 a remaining total of 22,680 net new units: 
Hunters' Point, Treasure Island and ParkMerced. However, phases of these projects will be included when applications for 
building permits are filed and proceed along the development pipeline. These three projects will include about 4,920 af­
fordable units (22% affordable). 

Memo 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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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, 
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For Department Use Only 

-'"'+l:H'-~:!:!·~o~n received by Planning Department: 

0 APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION 

0 CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

0 MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

0 PROJE_CT IMPACTON. ORGANIZATION 

0 WAlVER APP.ROVED 0 WAIVER DENIED.;-- 1 
,. --.- ~ ~~ ._ ~; 

.;f' 

... : 

FOR MORE INFORMATION: 

Date: 

: ,.-·-

-''}'--<" ..,. .•• 

Cail or visit the San Francisco Planning Department 

SAN FRANGfSGO 
PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

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: 415.558.6377 
Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIG counter. 
No appointment is necessary: 
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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.wellsfargo.com 

11-4288/1210 

20936 

~~:5 -f ':; 

$ 5 i-8/t-

AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE - -- ·- - - .. . _J 
''° s:n THIS DOCUMENT MUST HAVE A COLORED BAGKl.iKOUNU, UL 1 t!AVIVLCI r1oct1::. ANl..I AN At! I ll'"f\,;IAL WA 1 ct1MAAK ON THE BACK- VERIFY FOR AUTHENTICITY._~-

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

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

• E07051/39235 111112) 636520 Rev3/11 • 
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APPLICATION FOR 

Board of Supervisors ppeal Eee .. 

1. Applicant and Project Information 

! APPUCANT NAME'. 

;c,,$~ .. ~~·~······ j 
APPLICANT ADDRESS: . : , " · .. . . . " f TELEPHONE: ... ., 

4 l oc.{ ;i~~. ~··9' s + ~~~--~-ifl::QK:l ~ . . . 
-~~ rra.~c,~c.o ,61 CC'ilf>~ rEMAl~ott CDe~cw{ .e-IP\I 

.... ,_ .. , .. ..--·-.. ·----.. ··--·-""""-·-------.. ·------.. ·-----.. _ .. ___ . ~----.......... ---.. ------......... - ...... _ .... _, __________ , 

j NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION NAME' 

............... ! 
· i ·TELEPHONE: 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 

I t 'TJ..i9-3o /}'r\c..SsroN ~ 
r i>i:ANr.:i1r.:ii3c:AsE"r.:io::-7 - -,---- --............... -...... , BUILDING PER-Ml-T-AP_P_uc_A_:no_N_N_o __ : -----~: o.A.JEof'6£Crs10N{iF'fiNYi-:--- ---· 

L~Ql_§~_QOY~iY. PK~- _j - --- ----........ _,_, __ .... _. ______ ,, __ ....... _1 ~J,_~QLl_i 

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. 

~ 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. 

)8:. 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 

~~~·~o~n received by Planning Department: 

0 APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION 

0 CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

0 MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

0 PROJECT IMPACTON.ORGANIZATION 

0 WAIVER APPROVED 0 WAIVER DENIED 

FOR MORE INFORMATION: 

Date: 

Cail or visit the San Francisco Planning Department 

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: 415.558.6377 
Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter 
No appointment is necessaiy. 
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: jscottweaver@aol.com; jknight@reubenlaw.com
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson,

 Lisa (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Jain,
 Devyani (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS);
 Somera, Alisa (BOS); Goldstein, Cynthia (BOA); Li, Michael (CPC); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: APPELLANT RESPONSE LETTER: Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission
 Street - Appeal Hearing on September 26, 2017

Date: Thursday, September 21, 2017 1:35:55 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon,
 
Please find linked below an appeal response letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board
 from J. Scott Weaver, of West Bay Law, on behalf of the Appellants, regarding the proposed project
 at 1726-1730 Mission Street.
 

Appellant’s Response Letter - September 21, 2017
 
Please note that the appeal hearing for this matter is noticed and scheduled for a 3:00 p.m.
 special order before the Board on September 26, 2017.
 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
 below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170808
 

Thank you,
Brent Jalipa
Legislative Clerk
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under
 the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be
 redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with
 the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
 Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and
 copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—
including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board
 and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the
 public may inspect or copy.
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West Bay Law 
Law Office of J. Scott Weaver 

September 21, 2017 

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

Re: Board of Supervisors File No. 170808, Appeal of Planning Department 
Case No. 2014-002026ENV.1726 Mission Street 

Dear Supervisor Breed and Members of the Board. 

By injecting an irrelevant and terribly flawed study, the Planning Department Reply to 
Our Mission No Eviction's appeal presents nothing more than a distraction from the issues raised 
by appellants. Yet the Department has said nothing to dispute Appellants essential arguments, 
thus conceding their merit. The undisputed facts are as follows: 

1. The Department concedes that it has not properly analyzed cumulative impacts of 1924 new 
units built, entitled, or under review in a small eight block area on each side of Mission 
Street, from South Van Ness Avenue to Sixteenth Street. 

2. The Department admits s that CEQA requires such a cumulative impacts analysis, including 
that of traffic and circulation, pedestrian safety, noise, recreation and open space, and land 
use. 

3. The Department concedes that the number of units built, entitled, or under environmental 
review under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan far exceeds the number anticipated under the 
PEIR. Attachment A evidences over 3,465 units either built, entitled, or under environmental 
review. The PEIR anticipated no more than 2,054 units. This calls into question the 
applicability of PEIR use for a Community Plan Exemption. Moreover, we can no longer 
ignore the fact that underlying assumptions of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan have, for the 
most part, proven to be incorrect. It cannot be denied that he Plan needs to be restructured so 
as to achieve its stated purposes. 

4. The Department acknowledged that Substantial New Information became available since the 
PEIR, including overbuild of housing, steep increases in the price of housing, overbuild of 
luxury housing, and changed transportation modes such as tech shuttles and so-called "ride 
sharing". 

4104 24th Street, #957 San Francisco, CA 94114 (415 317-0832 
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5. Finally, the Department conceded that the Traffic Analysis done for the Proposed Project 
lacked Critical Information - including its failure to consider cumulative impacts. 

The Department's submission is an attempt to deflect from these issues. Although the 
submission is irrelevant to the issues raised, we cannot let its presentation to you go unanswered. 
The report attached to the reply was prepared at the request of this Board after the appeal of the 
1515 South Van Ness Project, and later used with respect to the 2675 Folsom Street project. The 
Department contracted with ALH to prepare a report, which was completed in a matter of only 3-
4 months. The South Van Ness and Folsom Projects were settled before the Board could review 
the report or determine if the ALH Report had any merit at all. 

ALH hastily prepared its findings based on cherry-picked data and without regard for 
many requests from community stakeholders that it look at specific issues present in the Cultural 
District. It is therefore not surprising that ALH claimed no negative impacts from gentrification 
- a baffling conclusion given that it defies everything we have observed on the ground over the 
years. 

Perhaps most exemplary of the error in this report was the heavy reliance on a report by 
Rachel Meltzer, Gentrification and Small Business, Threat or Opportunity. After reading this 
report it appeared to us that ALH, in its haste to reach a "no impact" conclusion, either 
intentionally or negligently misread the underlying data in the report. We contacted Ms. 
Meltzer, and she concurred with us: the underlying data demonstrated that gentrifying 
communities of color suffer greater business loss than non-gentrifying communities of color. 

Many other fallacies, shortcomings, and errors in logic are described in attached Exhibit 
B should the Board choose to consider for any purpose the Planning Department's submission. 

JSW:sme 
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Mission Projects Completed or Under Environmental Review 
2008-2/23/16 (Planning Dept Data.) 

3418 26th Street 
80 Julian Street 
411 Valencia Street 
490 South Van Ness 
3240 18th Street 
1875 Mission Street 
1501 15th St 
480 Potrero 
2550-58 Mission 
1450 15th Street 
346 Potrero 
1785 15th Street 
1801-63 Mission Street 
2600 Harrison Street 
1924 Mission Street 
600 South Van Ness 
2000-2070 Bryant 
2000-2070 Bryant (affordable) 
1298 Valencia Street 
1198 Valencia Street 
1050 Valencia Street 
1979 Mission Street 
2675 Folsom Street 
1900 Mission Street 
2750 19th Street 
1515 South Van Ness 
3140 16th Street 
2799 24th Street 
2435 16th Street 
3357-59 26th Street 
1726-30 Mission Street 
3314 Cesar Chavez 
1 798 Bryant Street 
2918-24 Mission Street 
793 South Van Ness 
953 Treat 
3620 Cesar Chavez 

13 units 
8 units 

16 units 
72 (add + 15 units* 
16 units 
38 units 
40 units 
84 units 

114 units 
23 units 
72 units 
8 units 

54 units 
20 units 
12 units 
27 units 

254 subtract - 60 units* 
add + 130 units* 

35 units 
52 units 
16 units 

331 units 
117 units 

11 units 
60 units 

160 subtract -3 units* 
28 units 

8 units 
53 units 

8 units 
36 add +4 units* 
52 units 
131 units 
38 add +37 units* 
54 add + 19 units* 

8 units 
28 units 
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344 14th /1463 Stevenson 
1950 Mission Street 
1296 Shotwell 

Subtotal 
Adjustment* 
TOTAL 

45 units 
157 units 
96 units 

2,451 units 
+142 units 

2,593 units 

Mission Projects completed since 2008 not included in total above. 

1880 Mission Street/ 1600 15th Street (Vara) 202 units 
380 14th Street 29 units 
411 Valencia Street 
Subtotal 

16 units 

Current Mission Pipeline Projects Not included above. 

235 Valencia Street 
1500 15th Street/398 Valencia 
3 700 20th Street 
3420 1 gth Street 
2632 Mission Street 
606 Capp Street 
2100 Mission Street 
2070 Folsom Street 
1990 Folsom Street 
Subtotal 

GRAND TOTAL 

50 units 
184 units 
25 units 
16 units 
16 units 
20 units 
29 units 
127 units 
158 units 

Proposed project approved in 2008 1,696 units 
Number studied under EIR project options: 

Option A - 7 62 
Option B - 1,118 
Option C - 2,054 

*Adjustments to project size made after February 23, 20 I 6 

247 units 

625 units 

3,465 units 
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West Bay Law 
Law Office of J. Scott Weaver 

April 17, 2017 

President London Breed and San Fl11I1Cisco Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Pl #244 
San Fnmcisco, CA 94102 

Re: Re: Cue No. 2014-000601 CUAr 2014-000601ENX- 2675 Folsom Street 
Appeal of the September 22, 2016 PJanning Commission Decisions.. 
R@soome to Sesloecpnomle Analysis. 

Dear Supervisor Breed, 

This is the second of two subniissions made today, April 17, 2017 pertaining to the 
Appeal of the project at 2615 Folsom Street. This submission pertains to the numerous flaws 
contained in a Report prepared in conjunction with this project 

The ALH Consultants, at behest of the San Francisco Planning Department, recently 
completed a report iegarding the impact of luxury development on the physical environment of 
the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. We have given initial review of the report and see it as a 
work of advocacy as opposed to an even-handed treatment of the available information. 

The ALB Report la Misleading, Jl'lawecl, and Ignores c~·lnlormatioa Regarding the 
Calle 24 Lafigo Cultaral Diltriet. 

The ALH Report and the Planning Department's Summary are flawed in several respects, 
and their coDClmions must be viewed with skepticism. While thorough critique will be 
forthcoming, we wanted to provide some initial observations as this report was prepared in 
conjunction with the upcoming Appeal of the proposed project at 2675 Folsom Street. 

The Report lacks any undemtanding or appreciation for the unique challenges of the Calle 
24 Latino Cultural District. challenges facing its businesses, the trajectory of gentrification and 
displacement, and its culture and history. Instead, it attempts to superimpose macroeconomic 
conceptl and s1alistical averaging on a small and unique economic and ethnic ecosystem, and 
draws conclusions without iegard to that uniqueness. 

4104 24th Street# 957 •San Francisco, CA 94114 • (415) 317..0832° 
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Hon. London Breed, President 
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In &ct, the report seems to say that the gentrification will do the opposite of what we 
have observed in the past, and that accelerated gentrification will no longer have the ravaging 
impacts that we have witnessed. Market raie development ~ by definition, gentrification 
because it brings large numbers of very high wage eamers into poor neighborhoods. In this 
instance, in a working class, Latino, transit-oriented neighborhood. Right now, over a thousand 
gentrifiers are slated to move within easy walking distance of the LCD alone, and more than 
three times that number in the Mission as a whole. 

As pointed out in the Report, The F.astem Neighborhoods EIR conceded that 
displacement would be a "secondary effect" of gentrifieation1 yet, without any evidence, the 
Report suggests that effects such as these are a thing of the past, and that the new wave of even 
more weJl-heeled gentrifiers will not cause increased rents in neighboring areas or lead to 
evictions. The Report appears to predict that discount groceries, panaderias, and other mom and 
pop businesses will be destinations of choice for these new residents, and that their consumer 
choices will no longer fuel a demand for high end restamants or consumer goods. 

Unfortunately, our experiences in SOMA, Hayes Valley, the Fillmore and huge swaths of 
Bayview 1Dldennine this narrative. As stated earlier, the ALH Report and Planning•s SUIDID81')' 

of it must be viewed with skepticism. The Report seems to suffer from constant switching ftom 
regional to hyperlocal environments and selects data suited to prove its thesis. 

In their research brief Housing Production, Filtering and Displacemenl: Untangling the 
Relationships, (May, 2016) Miriam Zuk and Karen Chapple cautioned that markets behave 
differently at regional and at local levels, that the "filtering" process took much longer than 
previously though~ and that "more detailed analysis is needed to clarify the complex relationship 
between development, affordability at a local scale," and that "By looking at data from the 
region and drilling down to local ease studies, we also see that housing market dynamics and 
their impact on displacement operate differently at these different scales." 

More recent studies have confirmed what many of us had already known to be true: that 
is large scale "market rate'' deveJopment bas a destabilizing impact on gentrifying communities -
especially communities of color. This is especially true where there is a significant income 
differential between the current residents and those coming into the community. In addition, a 
very recent study out of UC Berkeley has concluded that gentrification of transit rich 
neighborhoods both causes ,displacement and leads to greater automobile use. 

1 The PBIR. does not seem to have quantified the exblllt of such gentrification, and. one would hope, did not 
antlcipa1e the hlsh nlfe of pntriftcation and displacement that we have witnessed since 2008. 
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The ALH Discussion of Commercial .Displacement Misrcnds Available Data and Omits 
Critical Information with Re pcct to the :1llc 2.:& L&1tino "ultural District. 

With respect to commercial displacement. Lhc conclusion of ALI I and. by implication. 
Lhe Department and the City Controller, is based. in part, on <.t misreading of the Meltzer Report2 

on which ALH strongly relied. That report made u general conclusion that market rate 
development did not lead to business displacement over all. The conclusion of Meltzer. as with 
many like studies. was based on aggregated data from a variety or communities without regard to 
their important individual characteristics such as race/ethnicity, income disparities. neighborhood 
transit richness, and recent changes in zoning. 

When we drill down to Meltzcr's individual study areas, the conclusion is opposilc the 
generalized one in the repoi1. !'vleltzer's data found: I) There was lower business retention 
(greater business loss) in gentrifying communities of color than in non-gentrifying communities 
of color, and 2) Business retention was lower in gentrifying communities of color than in 
gentrifying white communities. In other words, both race and the trajectory of gentrification 
impact business loss. Throughout its Report. ALI I ignores characteristics of the LCD micro 
environment and mistakenly defaults to generalized conclusions. 

ALI I also ignored the imp011ancc of the role that consumer preference plays with respect 
lo commercial displacement. Meltzer discussed the significance of changes in consumer 
prelercnccs in inOuem:ing commercial displacement ---correlating consumer preferences with 
"'population charncteristics such as income. educational attainment, and race/ethn icily." If the 
local consumer base changes, then, on net. the local businesses could suffer. (P. 56) ALH chose 
to overlook basic differentiating characteristil:s of Calle 24 businesses including. the nature of 
their goods and services. demographic features of their customer base (such as race, income and 
employment status), their cun-cnt pro lit margins, the term of business leases, their rent structures. 
and the potential upside rent potential that a more high-end consumer base could support3. 

Finally, the Report undertakes an analysis of the square footage of available retail space 
to urge thal Latino oriented mom and pop concerns would not be affected by gentrification. By 
this approach, ALI-I crroneously treats all commercial space as if it were fungible: (i.e. that a 
panndcria is the equivalent to a high-end coffee shop with its $6.00 croissants. that a Laqueria 
should be treated the same as a Flour and Water type restaurant, or that discount store goods arc 
equal arc the sume us the $240 gym bags we see on Valencia Street. The failure to make these 

: Rachel Meltzer. G1mtr(firn1io11 ,ind S111al/ IJ11si11es.mv. threw vr Oppor/1111i~v. Cityscape; A Journal of Policy 
Dcvclopn11:nt and Research, Volume 18, Number J, 216. Pages 72-26 found at 
hr1os:t.\1 ww f1111l 11.s.!.'.L.!.!!2.'::'.l~!il rwrn11hr:-al_~!:.!l_5~L' vol I ~11~J...i2ill 

; Realtors arc now boasting "Valencia Street prices'' for Calli.: 14 commercial r.:nts. 
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distinctions is illustrative of the Report's failme to examine the unique features of the LCD itsel£ 
Such a fililme is critical in this instance because the very subject matter of the Report was 
supposed to be impacts on the Latino Cultural District. 

The ALB Discu11ion Regantiag Resldendal Displacement Ignored the Growing Data 
Linking Gentrification to Dimlaeep1ent in Certain Types of Neiehborhoods. 

There is a growing body of evidence linking luxury housing to the displacement of 
residents and businesses in sensitive neighborhoods such as the Mission. Gentrification is the 
introduction of the "gentry class,, of bigb.-e8mers into a working..class neighborhood, along with 
the accompanying neighborhood changes to the composition and character of the community. 
Currendy, households in the LCD earn approximately $40,000 to SS0,000 whereas new residents 
will eam over St 40,000 per years. There are three factors that have been identified that link 
gentrification to displacement. They are: 1) AB discussed above, communities of color are more 
wlnerable to displacement than non-communities of color- especially where there are substantial 
income differentials between the existing residents and newcomers. •••4 2) Transit rieh districts 
are more vulnerable to displacement - especially where there bu been a net population loss, and 
3) Development friendly mning changes contribute to displacement in communities of color. 

A very recent study lead by Karen Chapple of UC Berkeley5 (2017) concludes that 
Transit Oriented Development (exemplified by Mission projects such as 267S Folsom St) is 
connected to gentrification and the displacement of low-income households: 

Overall, we find that TOD bas a significant impact on the stability 
of the surrounding neighborhood, leading to increases in housing 
costs that change the composition of the area, including the loss 
of low .. income households. (Abstract, P v) 

Another recent report, Leo Goldberg's 201S MIT study,6 analyzed the impact of zoning 
changes in low income NYC neighborhoods and concluded that remnings facilitated growth at 
the expense of low and moderate-income renters and were thereby "associated with :residential 
displacement at the city's core while, at the same time, serving to exclude low-income 

4 Atkinson, Rowland Gentrification and dl8p/acq111enl In Greater London: an emplr/CQ/ and lheoretlcal analyau. 
(1997). PhD thesis, University ofGreenwlch, P ISi 

5 Chappe~ Developing a NtJW Me1hodology for Analyzing PotenJlal Dup/acemenl, (2017) may be found at 
bUp:l/www,yrlx!ndimlgeement.org/sUes/defaulVfi!es!imnges/nrb tod report 13~3 ! Q,pdf 

6 Goldberg. Game o/Z-ona may be found at. 
bttm://dspace.mjLedulbltstn;am/handle/1721. I /9893Sf92 I 891223-MIT ,pdf'?seguence= I 
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households in the periphery. Goldberg stated, "development interests spum:d rezoninp in 
commercial and industrial areas as well as gentrifying neighborhoods, induc(ed) a sharp increase 
in housing costs and residential dislocation." (at P 3) 

Goldberg's was consistent with the Meltzer data showing that race/ethnicity matters. The 
Goldberg report found a substantial increase in white populations in upzoned areas and a 
decrease in Black and Latino populations in those same areas - even though Latino population 
throughout the City increased by 10%. (P. 66-67) 

Finally, Goldberg weighed in on the "Deosification means displacement" debate. 
Goldberg found that upzoniog-induced real estate speculation contributed to hi~ rents and 
displacement in poorer communities. As to the viability of supply side solutions in markets 
such as New York's or San Francisco's, he concluded that overall distortions of those markets 
foreclosed any meaningful impact of market rate development on rent or displacement relief. 

While filtering is generally theorized to support affordability across 
class groups, evidence from tight housing markets suggests that for 
supply to keep pace with demand-without which filtering cannot 
occur- a politically and technica11y unrealistic amount of housing 
would have to be built. (P. 77) 

In this reality, rents on vacant San Francisco units will continue to be well out of reach 
for most San Francisco residents. In communities such as the Mission, where gentrification is 
already a serious problem, market housing such as that proposed at 2675 Folsom Street will 
reinforce the realtor narrative of the Mission as an ''up and coming" location, with fancy 
restaurants, little crime, near public transit, and is "the place to be". 

The Funher Gentrification of the Migion Will Le@d to Deteriorattno in Air Quallty. 

Cbapple's latest study aJso investigated the relationship between gentrification and auto 
use (Vehicle Miles Traveled) near rail stations under various condition$, and found an increase in 
VMT was likely to occur in tnmsit rich neighborhoods such as the Mission: 

• Local Vehicle Miles Traveled are likely to increase in the station area when gentrification 
is occurring. 

• Regional Vehicle Miles Traveled are also likely to increase "if gentrification results in a 
reduction in the population living near rail and if those rail station areas have good transit 
service, high density, and other well-known features of supportive Transit Oriented 
Development" 
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Between 2000 and 2012, the Mission lost 4.8 percent ofits population, while median 
income increased by 48 percent (gentrification), and households with cars increased from 37 
percent to 64 percenL 1 The Mission has already lost 8,000 Latinos over the past 1 S years. along 
with nearly a thild of its families and countless family-serving businesses. It has become less 
dense due to the exodus of fiunilies no longer able to afford the rents. 

Condmion. 

It is clear that the ALH Report is one-sided, flawed, and has ignol'M critical information 
specific to the LCD. Critical corridors such as the LCD and the Mission St corridor need special 
coosidendion through policies that encourage development that is not hannful to the community, 
consideration that was completely lacking in the Report. 

The City has begun to take some helpful steps forward in this direction through programs 
such as MAP 2020, the creation of the Latino Cultural District, on the ground work through 
offices such as OBWD, and direct and indirect support for neighborhood nonprofits. These are 
helpful opening steps, however luxury developers are a strong and persistent economic force. 
The will to address these challenges will only come after we address head on the issue of 
gentrification's role in causing displacement. The ALH Report, if accepted would set us 180 
degrees in the wrong direction. 

JSW:sme 

7 Appellant"• Exhibits at Pages 347, 348 
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West Bay Law 

Law Office of]. Scott Weaver 

Commissioners, 
San Francisco Plarming Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Room 400 
San Francisco. CA 94103 

September 12, 201 7 

Re: Case No 2014.0376CUA, 2918 !vfis-sion Street 

The proposed project is right across the street from the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District, 
and it is undeniable that, as proposed, it will have a significant impact on the District. 

A little less than a year ago, the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council appealed this 
Commission's approval of the proposed project at 1515 South Van Ness Avenue. The Board of 
Supervisors determined that before considering the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project, it was necessary for the Planning Department to study the impacts of gentrification on 
social and economic displacement in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. The Department 
contracted with pro-development consultancy ALB consultants, 

ALH hastily prepared its findings, based on cherry-picked data and without regard for 
many requests from community stakeholders that they look at specific issues that were pertinent 
to the Cultural District. The conclusion was the predictable it will not cause displacement or 
have no negative impacts on residents and businesses in the dislrict - a conclusion that defies 
everything that we are seeing on the ground, including members of the Planning Department. 
N~ve11heless, with liltle time, we were forced to put together a brief critique of the report, which 
is attached to this letter for your reference. 

Perhaps most exemplary of the error in this report (and there are many pointed out in the 
attached) was the heavy reliance on a report by Rachel Meltzer, Gentr(fication and Small 
Business, Threat or Opportunity Pages 72-26 found at 
htlps.://www.hudu5cr.gov/port<il/pl'riog i<::~1~/cityscpc/vol18num3/ch3.pdf. After reading this report, 
it appeared to us that ALB in its, haste to reach a "no impact" conclusion, either intentionally, or 
negligently misread the underlying data in the repo11. We contacted Ms. Meltzer, and she 
concurred with us: the underlying data demonstrated that gentrifying communities of color suffer 
greater business loss than non-gentrifying communities of color. We have the emails to prove it. 
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The Board of Supervisors never considered the attached nor the testimony that was 
intended,accompany it, because both the 1515 South Van Ness and 2675 Folsom Street matters 
were settled prior to the hearing. 

We believe that because ALH failed to seriously consider displacement impacts 
associated with gentrification in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District1 the analysis required by 
the Board of Supervisors remains unmet. For that reason, we are again requesting an 
independent analysis if these impacts 

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

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

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

The consumer preferences for goods and services of households moving into the 
market rate units at the proposed project, as compared to those Latino residents in the 
LCD earning 50% AMI. 

The potential venues where those consumer preferences are likely to be met. 

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

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

The short and long term impact that the proposed project (and cumulative proposed 
. projects) will have on displacement of Latinos and families now living in the Calle 24 

Latino Cultural District. 

1 The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District was recently designated a cultural district by the State of California. 

1010



San Francisco Planning Commission 
September 12, 2017 
Page Three 

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

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

- Mitigation alternatives that, if employed, would stabilize commercial rents in the 
Latino Cultural District. 

I apologize for once again being compelled to make this request. 

JSW:sme 
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: jscottweaver@aol.com; jknight@reubenlaw.com
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson,

 Lisa (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Jain,
 Devyani (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS);
 Somera, Alisa (BOS); Goldstein, Cynthia (BOA); Li, Michael (CPC); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL RESPONSE: Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission
 Street - Appeal Hearing on September 26, 2017

Date: Monday, September 18, 2017 12:10:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon,
 
Please find linked below a supplemental appeal response letter received by the Office of the Clerk of
 the Board from the Planning Department, regarding the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission
 Street.
 

Planning Supplemental Appeal Response Letter - September 18, 2017
 
Please note that the appeal hearing for this matter is noticed and scheduled for a 3:00 p.m.
 special order before the Board on September 26, 2017.
 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
 below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170808
 

Thank you,
Brent Jalipa
Legislative Clerk
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under
 the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be
 redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with
 the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
 Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and
 copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—
including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board
 and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the
 public may inspect or copy.
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Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation 

1726-1730 Mission Street Project 

DATE: September 18, 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: September 26, 2017 

ATTACHMENTS: A – Socioeconomic Analysis, Appeal of Community Plan Exemption for  

2675 Folsom Street, March 13, 2017 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

INTRODUCTION 

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

submitted  on  July 14, 2017  following  the  July 3, 2017  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 Environmental Impact Report 
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September 18, 2017 

 
 

2

Case No. 2014‐002026ENV

1726‐1730 Mission Street

(“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. 

CONCERNS RAISED AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES: 

In general, the Supplemental Appeal Letter does not raise any new primary concerns but expands upon 

previously raised concerns. The Supplemental Appeal Letter repeats the appellant’s concerns regarding 

cumulative impacts on the Mission Area Plan, and that the Project does not qualify for a Community Plan 

Evaluation  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. Please refer to Response 1 in the Original Appeal Response, which states that 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.  

The  new  concerns  raised  in  the  Supplemental Appeal  Letter  are  cited  in  the  issue  summary  below, 

followed by the Department’s response. The new concerns are identified as Appeal Issue 5 to reflect the 

                                                           

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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numbering of  the  issues  addressed  in  the Department’s Original Appeal Response, which  ended with 

Appeal Issue 4. 

Concern 5:  The appellant alleges that the CPE reliance on the PEIR is improper because substantial new 
information affecting environmental analysis has become available. There have been numerous changes on 
the ground having direct, indirect and cumulative impact on the environment. 

The appellant also alleges that the proposed project would result in potentially significant traffic impacts that 
were not known or considered at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Response 5: This response addresses concerns about gentrification of the Mission District and related 
displacement of existing residents and local businesses. However, these socioeconomic effects are 
generally beyond the scope of the CEQA environmental review process. Under CEQA, socioeconomic 
effects may be considered only to the extent that a link can be established between anticipated 
socioeconomic effects of a proposed action and adverse physical environmental impacts. 

The Department agrees with the appellant that the Mission is undergoing socioeconomic changes that are 

affecting  existing  residents,  local  small  businesses,  employment,  and  the  character  of  the  Mission 

community. The Department  is actively  engaging with  the  community,  the Board,  the Mayor’s Office, 

and  other  City  departments  in  initiatives  designed  to  ease  the  socioeconomic  pressures  on  the 

community. These efforts  include  the 2016 Mission  Interim Controls,  the Calle 24 Special Use District, 

MAP2020, and a broader citywide analysis of socioeconomic trends. 

However,  the Department disagrees with  the appellant’s position  that development under  the Eastern 

Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans such as the 1726‐1730 Mission Street project are responsible for 

residential or commercial displacement. As shown in the attached analysis (Attachment A) prepared for 

the 2675 Folsom Street CEQA appeal, the appellant’s contention that the proposed project would cause or 

contribute  to  socioeconomic  effects  that  would  in  turn  result  in  significant  impacts  on  the  physical 

environment  that were not previously  identified  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  is contrary  to  the 

evidence. Based on the available data and expert opinion presented in the academic literature, it appears 

that  the  fundamental  causes  of  gentrification  and  displacement  in  the Mission  and  elsewhere  in  San 

Francisco  are  likely  related  to broader  economic  and  social  trends,  such as  the mismatch between  the 

supply and demand for housing at all levels, the strength of the regional economy, low unemployment, 

high wages, favorable climate, and a preference for urban lifestyles and shorter commutes. These issues 

are clearly beyond the scope and reach of the environmental review process for individual projects under 

CEQA. 

Finally, the issues raised by the appellant are not new. The Population, Housing, Business Activity, and 

Employment  section of  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  included a  thorough analysis of  these  issues, 

examining, among other things, whether development under the rezoning and area plans would cause or 

contribute to gentrification or displacement. The impacts of growth afforded under the rezoning and area 

plans on  the physical environment are evaluated and disclosed  in both  the plan‐level and project‐level 

CEQA documents under the relevant resource topics such as transportation, air quality, noise, parks and 

open  space,  and  public  services.  The  appellant  has  not  demonstrated  that  the  Department’s  CEQA 

determination  for  the  1726‐1730 Mission  Street  project  is  not  supported  by  substantial  evidence.  The 

Department therefore recommends that the Board reject the appeal and uphold the Department’s CEQA 
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determination for the proposed project in accordance with CEQA section 21080.3 and CEQA Guidelines 

section 15183. 
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Appendix  B  –  Eastern  Neighborhoods  / Mission  District  Transportation  and 

Demographic Trends 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum  and  the  attached  documents  are  supplements  to  the  Planning Department’s  (the 

“Department”)  November  29,  2016  responses  to  letters  of  appeal  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (the 

“Board”)  regarding  the  Department’s  issuance  of  a  Community  Plan  Exemption  (“CPE”)  under  the 

Eastern  Neighborhoods  Rezoning  and  Area  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (“Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR or PEIR”)1 in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 

                                                           

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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for the 2675 Folsom Street project. Specifically, this memorandum expands on the Planning Department’s 

previous response to the appellant’s contentions concerning socioeconomic impacts. 

On October  21,  2016,  J.  Scott Weaver,  on  behalf  of  the Calle  24  Latino Cultural District Community 

Council  (“the  appellant”),  filed  an  appeal  of  the  Planning Department’s CEQA  determination  for  the 

proposed project. On November 28, 2016,  the Planning Department provided a  response  to  the CEQA 

appeal. On November 29, 2016, the Board of Supervisors opened a hearing on the appeal of the CPE and 

continued the hearing to December 13, 2016, to allow additional time for the Department to prepare an 

analysis of potential  socioeconomic effects of  the proposed project within  the Calle 24 Latino Cultural 

District.2 The Board voted on December 13, 2016, to continue the appeal hearing to January 10, 2017, and 

on  January 10, 2017,  the Board continued  the hearing  to March 21, 2017,  to provide additional  time  to 

allow the Department to complete the aforementioned socioeconomic impact analysis. 

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

proposed project is exempt from further environmental review (beyond what was conducted in the CPE 

Checklist) pursuant to CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 151833 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.   

                                                           

2 The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District is the area bound by Mission Street to the west, Potrero Street to the East, 22nd Street to the 

North and 25th Street to the South, including the 24th Street commercial corridor from Bartlett Street to Potrero Avenue. 

3  14 Cal. Code  of Reg.  Section  15000  et  seq,  (CEQA Guidelines). The CEQA Guidelines  are  state  regulations, developed  by  the 

California Office of Planning and Research and  adopted by  the California Secretary  for Resources. They are “prescribed by  the 

Secretary  for  Resources  to  be  followed  by  all  state  and  local  agencies  in  California  in  the  implementation  of  the  California 

Environmental Quality Act.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15000.) 
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This memorandum addresses concerns about gentrification of  the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District and 

related displacement of existing residents and local businesses. The Planning Department acknowledges 

that  gentrification  and  displacement  are  occurring  in  the  Mission  District  and  other  San  Francisco 

neighborhoods,  and  is devoting  substantial  resources  aimed  at  addressing  these  socioeconomic  issues 

with  the community, Planning Commission, elected  leaders, and City partners  to undertake a series of 

policy and implementation efforts. However, these socioeconomic effects are generally beyond the scope 

of  the CEQA4  environmental  review  process. Under CEQA,  socioeconomic  effects may  be  considered 

only to the extent that a link can be established between anticipated socioeconomic effects of a proposed 

action and adverse physical environmental impacts. 

CEQA mandates streamlined  review  for projects  like  the 2675 Folsom Street project  that are consistent 

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

for which an environmental impact report (“EIR”) was certified. Accordingly, additional environmental 

review  for  such  projects  shall  not  be  required  except  to  examine  whether  there  are  project‐specific 

significant  impacts  that  are  peculiar  to  the  project  or  its  site.  Pursuant  to  CEQA  Guidelines  section 

15183(a):  “This  streamlines  the  review  of  such  projects  and  reduces  the  need  to  prepare  repetitive 

environmental  studies.” As  such,  the  additional  analysis presented  in  this memorandum  is  limited  to 

examining whether the project would cause or contribute to socioeconomic effects that would in turn lead 

to significant physical  impacts beyond  those  identified  in  the Program EIR certified for  the adoption of 

the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (“Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR”). 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included an extensive analysis of the socioeconomic effects of the area 

plans  and  rezoning  generally  concluding  that:  (1)  the  rezoning would  have  secondary  socioeconomic 

effects, (2) these effects would be more severe without the rezoning, and (3) these socioeconomic effects 

would not in turn lead to significant physical environmental impacts. The PEIR identifies improvement 

measures to address less than significant effects of potential displacement of some neighborhood‐serving 

uses.  Thus,  the  concerns  about  the  socioeconomic  effects  of  development  under  the  area  plans  and 

rezoning are not new and were not overlooked by the plan‐level EIR. 

The Planning Department worked with ALH Urban & Regional Economics to prepare analyses of retail 

supply  and  demand,  commercial  and  residential  displacement,  as  well  as  a  review  of  the  relevant 

academic  literature  to  evaluate  whether  gentrification  and  displacement  of  existing  residents  or 

businesses  can be  attributed  to market‐rate  residential  and mixed‐use development under  the Eastern 

                                                           

4 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. 
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Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans. Neither  these analyses nor  the  literature establishes empirical 

evidence  supporting  the position  that market‐rate development under  the  rezoning  and  area plans  is 

responsible for residential or commercial displacement. 

The  department  also  conducted  additional  analysis  to  evaluate whether  the  proposed  project would 

cause or contribute to significant impacts on the physical environment related to population growth, such 

as  transportation,  air  quality,  and  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  beyond  those  identified  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods  PEIR.  This  analysis,  like  that  previously  provided  in  the  community  plan  exemption 

(“CPE”)  prepared  for  the  project,  is  based  on  current  data  and  modelling  and  uses  the  Planning 

Department’s latest environmental impact analysis standards and methodologies. The analysis includes a 

report  prepared  by  transportation  consultant  Fehr &  Peers  assessing  transportation  and demographic 

trends in the Mission District. This analysis shows that cumulative impacts on traffic congestion are the 

same or slightly less severe than anticipated in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. In addition, current data 

provided by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (“SFMTA”) show that transit capacity 

on most lines serving the Eastern Neighborhoods is better than previously anticipated. This is due largely 

to  SFMTA’s  implementation  of  a  number  of  major  transportation  system  improvements  that  were 

assumed to be infeasible at the time that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified. Thus, there is no 

evidence  that  transportation and  related air quality, greenhouse gas, and other  impacts  in  the Eastern 

Neighborhoods plan areas are substantially more severe than the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR disclosed. 

In conclusion,  the Planning Department’s determination  that  the 2675 Folsom Street project would not 

result  in  new  or  substantially more  severe  significant  effects  on  the  physical  environment  than were 

already disclosed  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  is valid. The department  therefore  recommends 

that  the Board reject  the appeal and uphold  the department’s CEQA determination  in accordance with 

CEQA section 21080.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183.   
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3 BACKGROUND 

The central issues raised by the appellant focus on gentrification of the Mission and displacement of both 

Mission residents and local small businesses.5 As discussed in this supplemental appeal response, these 

socioeconomic issues, while real, are largely beyond the scope of CEQA environmental impact analysis. 

Because  the  intent  of CEQA  is  to provide  information  about  the physical  environmental  impacts  of  a 

proposed action, public agencies have very  limited authority under CEQA  to address  the non‐physical 

effects of an action, such as social or economic effects, through the CEQA environmental review process. 

The basic purposes of CEQA are to6: 

1. Inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant 

environmental effects of proposed activities. 

2. Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced. 

3. Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects 

through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the 

changes to be feasible. 

4. Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the 

manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved. 

These objectives are achieved through the preparation of informational reports for review by the public 

and adoption by public agencies. A public agency’s adoption of a CEQA environmental review document 

(e.g., certification of a final environmental impact report or adoption of a community plan evaluation) is 

the  agency’s  determination  that  the  informational  requirements  of  CEQA  have  been  satisfied,  but  is 

neither a  judgement of the merits of the subject project, nor an approval of the project itself. Rather, the 

adoption  of  a  CEQA  document  is  an  agency’s  determination  that  the  document  provides  sufficient 

information  about  the  potential  environmental  effects  of  a  project  to  inform  subsequent discretionary 

actions on the project, such as consideration of whether to grant a conditional use permit for the project. 

The focus of CEQA is on physical environmental impacts, such as impacts of a project on air quality, water 

quality, or wildlife habitat. CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a) states: 

Economic or social effects shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a 

chain  of  cause  and  effect  from  a proposed decision  on  a project  through  anticipated  economic  or  social 

changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The 

intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace 

the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes. 

Moreover, CEQA section 21082.2 states, in part: 

                                                           

5 Gentrification  is a process associated with  increased  investment  in existing neighborhoods and  the  related  influx of  residents of 

higher socioeconomic status and increased property values. The effects of gentrification on residential, cultural, social, and political 

displacement have been the subject of substantial economic and planning research and analysis in the U.S. since at least the 1970s. 

6 CEQA Guidelines section 15002. 
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(a) The lead agency shall determine whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment based 

on substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 

(b) The existence of public controversy over the environmental effects of a project shall not require preparation 

of an environmental impact report if there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the 

lead agency that the project may have a significant effect on the environment. 

(c) Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate or 

erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, 

physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, 

reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. 

[Emphasis added.] 

CEQA Guideline section 15360 defines the term environment as follows: 

“Environment” means  the  physical  conditions which  exist within  the  area which will  be  affected  by  a 

proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or 

aesthetic  significance. The area  involved  shall be  the area  in which  significant  effects would occur  either 

directly or  indirectly  as  a  result of  the project. The  “environment”  includes both natural  and man‐made 

conditions. 

Neither the CEQA statute nor the CEQA Guidelines provide an express definition of non‐physical effects 

such as social or economic effects. However,  the Planning Department understands non‐physical social 

and economic effects under CEQA to include for example changes in demographics, changes in property 

ownership or occupancy, and changes in the types of retail businesses in a neighborhood. Such changes 

are not impacts on the physical environment as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15360. 

Recognizing that CEQA is not an effective or appropriate tool for managing the socioeconomic changes 

affecting  the Mission  and  other  San  Francisco  neighborhoods,  the  Planning  Department  is  devoting 

substantial resources outside of the CEQA process towards this end. The Department is working with the 

community, Planning Commission, elected leaders, and City partners to undertake a series of policy and 

implementation  efforts  aimed  at  addressing  socioeconomic  issues. While  economic  displacement  is  a 

citywide phenomenon, the Department recognizes the heightened effects are acutely felt in communities 

of  color,  families,  and  neighborhoods  that  have  historically  been  havens  for  immigrants  and  others 

seeking opportunity or freedom. The Department is at work on its Racial and Ethnic Equity Action Plan 

to train staff on these issues, and has been especially engaged in efforts with District 9 former Supervisor 

Campos  and  the Mayor’s  Office  to  preserve  the  viability  of  the  Latino  community  in  the Mission, 

including  the  Mission  2016  Interim  Zoning  Controls,  and  Calle  24  Special  Use  District,  which  is 

developing commercial controls to help preserve the commercial character of the LCD, and 24th Street in 

particular.  

The most robust effort to date, the Mission Action Plan 2020 (“MAP2020”) is a major and unprecedented 

collaboration between  the City  family  and Mission  community organizations  and  residents. MAP2020 

has involved an ongoing dialogue with community members, City agencies, and elected leaders over the 

past two years. The Department has taken an innovative approach to building a set of broad strategies to 

preserve,  strengthen  and  protect  existing  residents,  community  services,  local  businesses,  and  the 

Mission’s  unique  character. The most  significant  of  these  efforts  is  to  provide  nearly  1,000  affordable 

housing units in the neighborhood. The Planning Commission endorsed MAP2020 on March 2, 2017, and 

the Department will continue to work with the Board to advance its specific strategies through legislation 

in the spring and summer of 2017. 
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In addition,  the Planning Department  is undertaking a broader socioeconomic analysis of displacement 

and gentrification issues citywide with a focus on equity. City staff acknowledges that such an analysis is 

beyond  the  scope of  environmental  review under CEQA, but wish  to  inform decision‐makers and  the 

public  that  the  Planning Department  is working  to  address  the  socioeconomic  issues  of  affordability, 

economic displacement, and gentrification through land use planning and policy efforts. 

4 APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 

The analysis provided in this memorandum examines whether the proposed project would cause, either 

individually  or  cumulatively,  socioeconomic  changes within  the Calle  24 Latino Cultural District  that 

would in turn lead to significant physical environmental impacts beyond those identified in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR.  The analysis consists of three parts. 

The  first  part  of  this  analysis  examines  whether  the  proposed  project  would  cause  gentrification  or 

displacement,  either  individually  or  cumulatively.  It  is  not  enough  under  CEQA  to  show  only  that 

economic or social changes are occurring in the project area. Rather, the analysis must examine whether 

the project,  either  individually or  in  combination with other past, present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable 

future projects, would  cause  these  socioeconomic  effects. The  analysis  need proceed  further  only  if  it 

establishes,  based  on  substantial  evidence,  that  the  proposed  project would  cause  the  socioeconomic 

effects claimed by the appellant. 

If the analysis determines that the project would cause gentrification or displacement, either individually 

or  cumulatively,  then  the  analysis must  consider  the  second  question: Would  the  economic  or  social 

effects  attributable  to  the  project  result  in  a  significant  adverse  physical  impact  on  the  environment? 

Changes in the types of businesses, cost of housing, or demographics in a project area are not considered 

physical  environmental  impacts under CEQA. These  are  examples  of  social  and  economic  effects, not 

physical  environmental  impacts.  As  stated  above,  the  focus  of  CEQA  is  on  physical  environmental 

impacts. Examples of physical impacts that could be linked to social or economic effects include impacts 

on  transportation and related air quality, greenhouse gas, and noise  impacts where such  impacts are a 

direct or indirect result of social or economic changes. 

Finally,  if  the  analysis  traces  a  chain of  cause  and  effect  establishing  that  the proposed project would 

result  in  significant  adverse  physical  environmental  impacts  as  a  direct  or  indirect  result  of 

socioeconomic  changes,  the  analysis  must  consider  whether  such  impacts  would  constitute  new  or 

substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Because the proposed project  is consistent with the development density established for the project site 

under the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans and rezoning, consideration of the potential socioeconomic 

impacts of  the proposed project must be  limited  to significant physical  impacts  that are peculiar  to  the 

project or the project site in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15183 states, in part: 

(a)  CEQA mandates  that projects which 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 
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are project‐specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or  its site. This streamlines 

the review of such projects and reduces the need to prepare repetitive environmental studies. 

(b)  In  approving  a  project meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section,  a  public  agency  shall  limit  its 

examination of environmental effects to those which the agency determines, in an initial study or 

other analysis: 

(1)  Are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would be located, 

(2)  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, 

(3)  Are potentially significant off‐site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not discussed 

in the prior EIR prepared for the general plan, community plan or zoning action, or 

(4)  Are previously  identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial new  information 

which was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe 

adverse impact than discussed in the prior EIR. 

Accordingly, the analysis below examines whether socioeconomic effects of the proposed project would 

result in significant adverse impacts on the physical environment that: 

 Are peculiar to the project or the parcel on which the project would be located 

 Were not analyzed as significant effects in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

 Are potentially significant off‐site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in 

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, or 

 Are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial new information 

which was not known at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined 

to have a more severe adverse impact than discussed in the PEIR 

5 EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS PLAN-LEVEL SOCIOECONOMIC EFFECTS 

To evaluate whether socioeconomic effects that might be caused or exacerbated by the proposed project 

would result in new or more severe significant environmental impacts than were previously identified in 

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR,  it  is necessary  to  first  review how  such  effects  are addressed  in  the 

PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included a thorough analysis of the socioeconomic effects of the 

rezoning  and  area  plans.  Specifically,  the  Population,  Housing,  Business  Activity,  and  Employment 

section  of  the  PEIR  examines  whether  adoption  of  the  area  plans  and  rezoning  would  cause  or 

substantially contribute to gentrification and the displacement of existing residents and businesses in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas, and  if  so, whether  such  effects would  result  in  significant adverse 
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impacts on the physical environment7. A socioeconomic impact study prepared as a background report to 

the PEIR8 provides the basis for this analysis. 

The PEIR determined that the adoption and implementation of the area plans and rezoning would induce 

substantial growth and  concentration of population  in San Francisco.  In  fact, one of  the  four  citywide 

goals  that serve as  the “project sponsor’s objectives”  for  the Eastern Neighborhood Rezoning and Area 

Plans is: 

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. 

Notably, unlike other sections of the PEIR that base their analysis on projected growth through 2025, the 

Population, Housing,  Business Activity,  and  Employment  section  considers  the  total  housing  supply 

potential of up  to 26,500 new housing units on undeveloped parcels and soft sites under  the rezoning. 

The analysis of potential gentrification and displacement effects in the PEIR is based on this full build out 

scenario, which assumes substantially greater population growth than the 2025 projections used to assess 

potential  impacts  on  transportation,  air  quality  and  other  growth‐related  impacts  on  the  physical 

environment.9 

The PEIR determined that the increase in population expected as a secondary effect of the rezoning and 

area plans would not, in itself, result in adverse physical effects, and would serve to advance some key 

City policy objectives, such as decreasing the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land 

use  and  transportation  decisions  (General  Plan  Air  Quality  Element  Objective  3);  provision  of  new 

housing,  especially  permanently  affordable  housing,  in  appropriate  locations  that  meets  identified 

housing  needs  and  takes  into  account  the  demand  for  affordable  housing  created  by  employment 

demand (Housing Element Objective 1); encouragement of higher residential density in areas adjacent to 

downtown, in underutilized commercial and industrial areas proposed for conversion to housing, and in 

neighborhood commercial districts where higher density will not have harmful effects, especially  if  the 

higher density provides a  significant number of units  that  are  affordable  to  lower  income households 

(Housing Element Policy  1.1);  identification  of  opportunities  for housing  and mixed‐use districts near 

downtown  and  former  industrial  portions  of  the City  (Housing  Element  Policy  1.2);  identification  of 

opportunities for housing and mixed use districts near downtown and former industrial portions of the 

City (Housing Element Policy 1.3); establishment of public transit as the primary mode of transportation 

in  San  Francisco  and  as  a means  through which  to  guide  future  development  and  improve  regional 

mobility  and  air quality  (Transportation Element Objective  11);  and giving  first priority  to  improving 

transit service throughout the city, providing a convenient and efficient system as a preferable alternative 

to automobile use (Transportation Element Objective 20). 

                                                           

7 City and County of San Francisco, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, Final EIR, p. 175‐252, August 7, 2008. 

8 Hausrath Economics Group, San Francisco’s Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning – Socioeconomic Impacts, March 29, 2007. 

9 City and County of San Francisco, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, Final EIR, p. 240‐241, August 7, 2008. 
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Moreover,  the PEIR concluded  that  implementation of  the plans would result  in more housing options 

and a broader range of housing prices and rents, compared to conditions under the No‐Project scenario. 

The PEIR determined  that  the rezoning and area plans could result  in a better match between housing 

supply  and  demand  in  San  Francisco  than would  otherwise  be  the  case without  the  rezoning while 

potentially  providing  benefits  such  as  a  reduction  in  traffic  and  vehicle  emissions  if  San  Francisco 

workers could live closer to their  jobs. The PEIR anticipated that the population increase expected from 

the rezoning could also generate economic growth by increasing demand for neighborhood‐serving retail 

and personal  services,  although  some  existing  businesses  could  be displaced  by  other  businesses  that 

might  better  serve  new  residents.  The  PEIR  also  determined  that  the  additional  population  would 

increase demand for other City services (parks, libraries, health care and human services, police and fire 

protection, schools, and childcare).10 

Second,  the  PEIR  determined  that  none  of  the  proposed  rezoning  options would  result  in  the  direct 

displacement of residents, given that the rezoning would not lead to the demolition of existing residential 

development and would result in a substantial increase in residential units throughout the plan areas. As 

stated  above,  the  PEIR  determined  that  the  rezoning  would  result  in  less  displacement  because  of 

housing demand  than otherwise expected under  the No‐Project scenario, because  the addition of more 

new  housing  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods would  provide  some  relief  for  housing market  pressures 

without directly affecting existing residents. 

However,  the PEIR recognized  that residential displacement  is not solely a function of housing supply, 

and  that  adoption  of  the  area  plans  and  rezoning  could  result  in  indirect,  secondary  effects  on 

neighborhood  character—through  gentrification—that  could  result  in  some  displacement  of  existing 

residents  over  time.  The  PEIR  disclosed  that  the  replacement  of  former  industrial  uses with  housing 

could  result  in  gentrification  of  existing  nearby  residential  areas  and  displacement  of  lower  income 

households. The PEIR also observed, however,  that  the rezoning could help  to ameliorate  the potential 

effects  of  residential  displacement  by  increasing  the  supply  of  affordable  dwelling  units  sized  to 

accommodate families. 

The PEIR also disclosed that as a result of the rezoning and area plans, the real estate market would favor 

residential, retail, and other higher‐value uses, leading to PDR displacement, either to other locations in 

the city or outside San Francisco, and to some business closures. While this was an existing trend prior to 

adoption of  the area plans and rezoning,  the PEIR anticipated  that  this  trend would accelerate  in areas 

rezoned  for  non‐PDR uses. The PEIR  further  anticipated  that displacement  of PDR  businesses would 

result  in  some  San  Franciscans,  including  Eastern Neighborhoods  residents, with  limited  education, 

skills, and language abilities losing opportunities for local, higher wage jobs, which in turn could increase 

demand for affordable housing in San Francisco. 

The PEIR concluded that adoption and implementation of the area plans and rezoning would not create a 

substantial demand for additional housing in San Francisco, or substantially reduce the housing supply. 

As  stated  above,  the  PEIR  determined  that  adoption  of  the  area  plans  and  rezoning  would  not 

substantially  increase  the overall  economic growth potential  in San Francisco and would not  result  in 

                                                           

10 Ibid. p. 240‐250 
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substantially  more  primary  employment  growth  than  otherwise  expected  in  the  city  or  the  region, 

because  most  of  the  employment  growth  that  would  result  from  new  housing  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods would be in neighborhood‐serving retail and services, which are employment categories 

that  tend  to  respond  to  increased  population,  not  employment  that  precedes  or  leads  to  population 

growth. 

Instead,  the PEIR determined  that  implementation of  the  rezoning  and  area plans would  increase  the 

housing supply potential in the Eastern Neighborhoods and citywide, compared to conditions under the 

No‐Project  scenario  without  implementation  of  the  proposed  rezoning  and  area  plans.  The  PEIR 

determined  that  by  increasing  housing  supply  relative  to  demand, more  housing  choices,  and more 

(relatively)  affordable  housing  units  would  be  developed  than  without  the  rezoning,  and  that  the 

Inclusionary Affordable Housing  Program would  require  below‐market‐rate units  to  be developed  in 

conjunction with market‐rate  projects.  Therefore,  housing  prices  and  rents  for  both  new  and  existing 

housing  would  generally  be  lower  than  would  be  the  case  with  the  more  limited  housing  supply 

potential in these areas under the prior zoning and continuation of existing market trends. Additionally, 

the PEIR determined that the area plans and rezoning would reduce pressure to convert existing rental 

housing stock  to relatively affordable  for‐sale housing  (such as  through condominium conversions and 

the tenants‐in‐common process), compared to No‐Project conditions. 

Still, the PEIR anticipated that for‐sale housing in the Eastern Neighborhoods (and citywide) is likely to 

remain  too  expensive  for most  residents,  underscoring  the  importance  of  providing  and maintaining 

below‐market‐rate  housing. A  possible  secondary  impact  of  the  area  plans  and  rezoning would  be  a 

reduction in the number of sites where City‐funded and other subsidized affordable housing units could 

be  built, particularly  on  new development  sites. The PEIR determined  however,  that maintaining  the 

previous  less‐restrictive  zoning  would  result  in  continued  increase  in  land  values  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods, which would also result in elimination of potential affordable housing sites, albeit on a 

more  ad  hoc  basis. Nevertheless,  the  PEIR  included  Improvement Measure D‐2:  Affordable Housing 

Production and Retention, to reduce the less‐than‐significant physical effects of potential displacement of 

existing residents as a secondary effect of the rezoning. 

The  PEIR  also  determined  that  the  rezoning  would  result  in  economic  impacts  that  could  displace 

existing neighborhood‐serving businesses because, despite potential increases in business activity, some 

smaller, marginally profitable, and locally owned businesses would be likely to be displaced as economic 

conditions  change,  landlords  begin  to  increase  commercial  rents,  and  more  strongly  capitalized 

businesses  seek  to  locate  in higher‐priced neighborhoods. The PEIR  identified  improvement measures 

that  could  reduce  the  less‐than‐significant  physical  effects  of  potential  displacement  of  neighborhood 

serving  uses  (i.e.,  Improvement Measure  D‐1:  Support  for  Local,  Neighborhood‐Serving  Businesses; 

Improvement Measure D‐2: Affordable Housing Production and Retention; Improvement Measure D‐3: 

Affordable  Housing  Sites;  Improvement  Measure  D‐4:  Support  for  PDR  Businesses;  Improvement 

Measure  D‐5:  Support  for  PDR Workers).  The  PEIR  also  notes  that  physical  environmental  impacts 

resulting from the growth under the rezoning and area plans are addressed under the relevant sections of 

the PEIR, such as transportation, air quality, noise, parks and open space, and public services.11 

                                                           

11 Ibid p. 239 
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In  summary,  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  identified  the potential effects of  the  rezoning and area 

plans on housing  supply and affordability, gentrification, displacement,  locally owned businesses, and 

PDR use, and evaluated whether these socioeconomic effects would result  in significant  impacts on the 

physical environment consistent with  the requirements of CEQA. The appellant’s contention  that  these 

socioeconomic  effects  represent  new  information  or  changed  circumstances  that  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR failed to consider is therefore incorrect. 

6 PROJECT-LEVEL SOCIOECONOMIC EFFECTS 

The proposed project at 2675 Folsom Street would demolish  three existing warehouses and construct a 

mixed‐use building with  100 market  rate  and  17 below market  rate  residential units  (15 percent)  and 

5,200  square  feet  of  PDR  space.  Because  it  would  not  directly  displace  any  existing  residents,  the 

proposed project would not result in any related socioeconomic effects.12 

The appellant contends, however, that even in the absence of direct displacement the project would have 

indirect displacement effects on existing residents and businesses as a result of gentrification pressures in 

the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. As discussed above, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzed the 

possibility that the increase in market rate housing anticipated under the area plans and rezoning could 

result in indirect displacement of existing residents and businesses as a secondary effect of gentrification 

and  found  that  these  socioeconomic  effects  would  not  result  in  significant  physical  environmental 

impacts. Because, as discussed  in Section 5 above,  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  identified potential 

cumulative gentrification and displacement effects of development under  the  rezoning and area plans, 

any such effects attributable to the proposed project would not be peculiar to the project or its site. 

In  the appellant’s  letter,  the argument  that market  rate development may  cause displacement  through 

gentrification  in  the Latino Cultural District  is primarily supported  in  two ways. The appellant asserts 

that displacement of “mom and pop Latino owned and operated concerns” with “high end restaurants, 

clothing and accessory stores, and personal trainer gyms and yoga studios,” (p. 7) along Valencia Street 

was  caused  by  new market  rate development. The  appellant  also  argues  that  a  research  brief  by UC 

Berkeley’s Institute for Governmental Studies (“IGS”) supports the position that market rate development 

causes displacement. 

6.1 COMMERCIAL GENTRIFICATION 

The first part of the appellant’s argument—the assertion that the project would contribute to or accelerate 

the “Valenciazation” (p. 7) of the Calle 24 District—is presented only as a theoretical possibility, without 

                                                           

12 As reported in the project‐specific CPE, the proposed project would result in the net loss of 25,322 square feet of warehouse (PDR) 

space, which  represents  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  significant  unavoidable  cumulative  impact  on  land  use within  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas resulting from the loss of PDR space. 
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empirical evidence as to the causes of the changes along Valencia Street. The transition of Valencia Street 

to a regional shopping, dining, and entertainment destination has been underway at least since the early 

2000s, predating the recent uptick in residential development in the corridor. The types of “gentrifying” 

businesses  cited  by  the  appellants,  such  as  “high  end  restaurants,  clothing  and  accessory  stores,  and 

personal trainer gyms and yoga studios,” have been in operation along Valencia Street since well before 

the  adoption  of  the Mission  Area  Plan.  For  example,  the  French  bistro  Garcon  opened  in  2005,  the 

flagship store of the Weston boutique has been on Valencia Street since 2003, and the Yoga Tree studio 

opened in 2002. During the five‐year period preceding the opening of Garcon (2001‐2005), the number of 

market‐rate  units  on  Valencia  increased  by  108  (2.5%  above  the  number  of  units  in  2001) while  the 

housing stock citywide expanded by 3.4%. While it is clear that the mix of businesses along Valencia has 

changed  in  recent  decades,  there  is  no  evidence  that market  rate  residential development  caused  the 

displacement of “mom and pop” businesses with upscale shopping and dining establishments.   

The relatively slow pace of residential development on Valencia (compared to the rest of the city) is also 

evident over a longer time period. Market rate units along Valencia Street increased by 318 between 2001 

and 2015, or roughly 7.9 percent, while the growth of market rate units citywide during the same period 

has been roughly 9.1 percent. A 2015 report by the City’s Office of Economic Analysis finds, through the 

analysis of census microdata, that 97 percent of all high‐income households new to San Francisco move 

into existing housing.13 As the stock of new market rate housing units on the Valencia corridor has only 

expanded by roughly 0.5 percent each year over the past 15 years, it is more likely that the shift towards 

higher end retail along the corridor was caused by an influx of higher income residents into the existing 

housing  stock.  Therefore,  appellant’s  position  that  new market  rate  units  caused  the  changes  in  that 

corridor and that the project would contribute to a similar process in the Calle 24 District is not supported 

by empirical evidence. 

Although the appellant does not provide evidence in support of the contention that the proposed project 

would  lead  to  the displacement  of Latino‐owned  businesses,  the Planning Department  engaged ALH 

Urban & Regional Economics  to  evaluate  the potential  effects of new development under  the Eastern 

Neighborhoods  rezoning and area plans on existing businesses  in  the Calle 24 District.14 The  results of 

this analysis are summarized below, and the full report is attached as Appendix A. 

ALH  found  that  there  is  little  existing  literature  or  study  of  commercial  gentrification  effects  of  new 

development, but cites a 2016 case study analysis in New York City, which indicates that: “The results of 

gentrification  are mixed  and  show  that  gentrification  is  associated with  both  business  retention  and 

                                                           

13 City and County of San Francisco Office of the Controller, “Potential Effects of Limiting Market‐Rate Housing  in the Mission”, 

September 10, 2015. 

14 Amy Herman, ALH Urban & Regional Economics, Socio‐Economic Effects of Market‐Rate Development on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural 

District, San Francisco, CA, February 2017. 
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disruption.”15 The study further found that most businesses stay in place, and “displacement is no more 

prevalent  in  the  typical gentrifying neighborhood  than  in non‐gentrifying neighborhoods.”16 The study 

concludes  that: “The fact  that displacement  is not systematically higher  in New York City’s gentrifying 

neighborhoods bodes well for cities experiencing less aggressive gentrification; however, cities with less 

vibrant neighborhood retail markets could be more vulnerable to gentrification‐induced displacement.”17 

These findings are similar to the conclusions in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR as discussed in Section 5 

above. 

Based on this study, ALH suggests that it is reasonable to conclude that commercial displacement is no 

more likely to occur in the Calle 24 District than in other San Francisco neighborhoods not experiencing 

gentrification. ALH also notes that the study suggests that opportunity exists for neighborhoods to gain 

quality‐of‐life  services  through  new  businesses  and  retain  more  businesses  under  conditions  of 

gentrification, perhaps due to new and increased spending power locally, recognizing, however, that in 

“neighborhoods  where  services  grow  and/or  change,  the  new  products,  price  points,  or  cultural 

orientation could be more alienating than useful for incumbent residents.”18  

ALH observes that this latter point is similar to the appellant’s concern about the “Valenciazation” of the 

Calle 24 District. However, as discussed above, the changes in the commercial character of the Valencia 

Street corridor occurred during a period with a  limited amount of new market rate development on or 

near Valencia Street. This suggests  that other  factors may be more directly associated with commercial 

gentrification in the Mission than market rate residential development. Thus, in the absence of evidence, 

and supported by the limited existing academic literature, ALH does not accept the appellant’s premise 

that market rate residential development causes gentrification of commercial space. 

Nevertheless,  at  the  Planning  Department’s  direction,  ALH  conducted  an  analysis  of  the  effects  of 

development anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans on retail supply and 

demand within the Calle 24 District. The results of this analysis are summarized below, and the complete 

analysis is presented in Appendix A. 

ALH’s  analysis  considers  entitled projects  and projects  in  the pipeline  (i.e., projects with  filed permit 

applications  but  not  yet  approved) within  a  three  to  four  block  radius  of  the Calle  24 District. ALH 

                                                           

15 Rachel Meltzer, Gentrification and Small Business: Threat or Opportunity?, Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and Research, 

Volume 18, Number 3, 2016, page 57. See https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/cityscpe/vol18num3/index.html. 

16 Ibid. 

17 Ibid p. 80. 

18 Ibid. 
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conservatively  estimates19  demand  for  retail  services  that  could  be  generated  by  new  residential 

development within  this  study  area. Although  the  focus  of  the  appellant’s  concern  is  on market  rate 

development, the analysis estimates retail demand of all residential development, both market rate and 

below market rate. 

ALH estimates  that new  residential development within  the  study area would generate demand  for a 

total of 34,400 square feet of neighborhood‐oriented retail and commercial space, representing 3.6 percent 

of  the  existing  approximately 480,000  square  feet of  commercial base within  the Calle 24 District. The 

largest share of the total demand includes services, followed by grocery stores (food and beverage stores), 

and  restaurants and bars  (food  services and drinking places). The  remaining  increments are  relatively 

small, all  less  than 4,000 square  feet. ALH notes  that a  large portion of  this demand comprises grocery 

store demand, which could help support  the Grocery Outlet store currently under construction at 1245 

South Van Ness, the location of the defunct DeLano’s Market closed since 2010, as well as other existing 

small markets  in  the  area. ALH  also  observes  that  because  residents  of  new development within  the 

study area would not likely shop and dine exclusively within the Calle 24 District, some portion of new 

demand for neighborhood‐oriented services would be expressed outside of the study area. 

New development under  the Eastern Neighborhoods  rezoning  and  area plans would  create  a  total of 

approximately 30,400 square feet of net new retail space within the study area. Thus, there is essentially 

equilibrium  between  the  amount  of  neighborhood‐oriented  retail  demand  and  net  new  retail  space 

resulting  from  anticipated development within  the  study  area. Because not  all neighborhood‐oriented 

demand is likely to be expressed for only the retail space in the Calle 24 District, there would likely be a 

relative surplus of net new neighborhood‐oriented retail space relative  to new demand. ALH  therefore 

concludes  that demand  for  retail  services generated by new  residential development within  the  study 

area would not result in substantial pressure on the existing retail base in the Calle 24 District. 

This commercial displacement  finding  is reinforced by analysis regarding  the existing balance between 

retail  supply and demand  in  the Calle 24 District as well as  the  larger Mission District as a whole. As 

noted above,  the Calle 24 District  is estimated  to have 480,000  square  feet of  retail  space. The Mission 

District has 3,022,780 square feet of retail space.20 Demand analysis for existing households in the Mission 

and Calle 24 District indicates that both areas are characterized by retail attraction, meaning they attract 

more retail sales, or demand, than is supportable by their population bases (see Exhibits 10 through 13 of 

Appendix  A).  The  demand  analysis  for  each  area  was  prepared  using  the  same  methodology  and 

assumptions as for the Calle 24 District pipeline households. 

                                                           

19  The ALH  retail  demand  estimate  is  considered  conservative  for  purposes  of  this  analysis  because  assumptions made  in  the 

analysis  (e.g.,  average  household  income  and  spending  patterns)  are  more  likely  to  result  in  overestimation  rather  than 

underestimation of the actual retail demand that could be generated. 

20 San Francisco Planning Department, Mission Area Plan Monitoring Report: 2011‐ 2015, Table 2.1.1, page 9. 
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The retail demand analyses are summarized in Table 1, which indicates that for the Mission as a whole, 

residents are estimated to generate total retail demand for 1.1 million square feet, with just under 500,000 

square feet of this amount comprising neighborhood‐oriented demand. Comparable figures for existing 

Calle  24 District households  are  325,500  square  feet  of  total demand,  including  141,500  square  feet  of 

neighborhood‐oriented demand. 

Table 1: Retail Inventory and Demand 
Mission and Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 

  Square Feet Supported Supply Multiplier 

Area Retail Inventory Total Neighborhood Oriented Total 
Neighborhood 
Oriented 

Mission District 3,022,780 1,134,500 493,200 2.7 6.1 

Calle 24 District 480,000 325,500 141,500 1.5 3.4 

Sources: 

San Francisco Planning Department, Mission Area Plan Monitoring Report: 2011‐2015, Table 2.1.1, page 9 

ALH Urban & Regional Economics 

These demand  estimates  indicate  that  the  supply of  retail  in  the Mission  as a whole  and  the Calle  24 

District outstrip locally‐generated demand. In the Mission, the total retail supply is more than 2.5 times 

the amount of retail supportable by its residents. In the Calle 24 District, the figure is smaller at 1.5 times, 

but  is  still  strongly  suggestive  of  retail  attraction, meaning  that  the  existing  retail  base  is  attracting 

clientele  from  a  broader  geographic  area.  This  is  especially  the  case  considering  that  neighborhood‐

oriented  demand  is  only  a  small  subset  of  total  demand, with  the  supply  of  neighborhood‐oriented 

businesses in both areas greatly exceeding demand for neighborhood retail. 

The San Francisco Controller’s Office peer reviewed the ALH report, and concurred with its conclusions, 

stating: “There is no reason to believe that development in the pipeline would increase commercial rents 

in the neighborhood, considering that new development in the pipeline would raise the neighborhood’s 

supply of commercial space, as well as demand.”21 

In summary, neither the relevant literature, nor the available evidence support the appellant’s contention 

that the proposed project would result, either individually or cumulatively, in commercial gentrification 

within the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. 

6.2 RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT 

ALH reviewed numerous studies and papers to identify the existing published research that best address 

the relationships between housing production, housing cost, and displacement. Based upon this review 

of the literature and related studies, five papers stand out in regards to their consideration of this issue. 

                                                           

21 City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Controller, Review of ALH Socioeconomics Report, February 22, 2017. 
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These papers were authored by state and local policy analysts as well as urban planning academics, and 

include the following: 

Mac  Taylor,  Legislative  Analyst,  California  Legislative  Analyst’s  Office,  “California’s  High  Housing 

Costs: Causes and Consequences,” March 17, 2015. http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing‐

costs/housing‐costs.pdf 

Mac Taylor, Legislative Analyst, California Legislative Analyst’s Office, “Perspectives on Helping Low‐

Income Californians Afford Housing,”  (February  2016).  http://www.lao.ca.gov/Reports/2016/3345/Low‐

Income‐Housing‐020816.pdf  

City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Controller‐Office of Economic Analysis, “Potential Effects 

of  Limiting  Market‐Rate  Housing  in  the  Mission,”  (September  10,  2015). 

http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/6742‐mission_moratorium_final.pdf  

Miriam  Zuk,  Karen  Chapple,  “Housing  Production,  Filtering  and  Displacement:    Untangling  the 

Relationships,” University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies Research Brief (May 

2016). http://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief_052316.pdf 

Paavo  Monkkonen,  Associate  Professor  Urban  Planning,  University  of  California  Los  Angeles, 

“Understanding  and  Challenging  Opposition  to Housing  Construction  in  California’s  Urban  Areas,” 

Housing,  Land  Use  and  Development  Lectureship  &  White  Paper,  December  1,  2016. 

http://uccs.ucdavis.edu/uccs‐crre‐housing‐policy‐brief‐white‐paper 

Appendix A includes a synopsis of the findings from each of these studies most specifically addressing 

housing production and housing costs, with an emphasis,  if possible, on rental housing, as  this  is most 

applicable to the Calle 24 District and San Francisco. 

The findings from the five studies identified above support the conclusion that housing production does 

not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, but rather helps suppress existing home prices 

and  rents.  In  addition,  through  filtering22,  new  home  development  makes  other  units  available  for 

households with  lower  incomes  than  those  occupying  newer  units,  although  the  rate  at  which  this 

filtering occurs can vary, depending upon  the housing market dynamics. Further,  the studies  find  that 

both market‐rate and affordable housing development help  to  suppress price appreciation and  reduce 

displacement,  with  affordable  housing  having  double  the  protective  effect  of  market‐rate  housing, 

although  the  rate  at  which  this  occurs  in  small,  localized  areas  requires  further  analysis  to  best 

understand the relationship between development, affordability, and displacement at the local level. 

                                                           

22 Filtering  is the process by which  the cost of older market rate housing stock  is suppressed through the  increased availability of 

newer market rate development. 
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The appellant references one of the studies reviewed by ALH (the Zuk and Chapple brief) to argue that 

the proposed project would cause displacement. However, as further discussed in Appendix A, the Zuk 

and Chapple brief does not support  this conclusion. As  the appellant’s  letter  itself highlights,  the brief 

stresses  the  importance  of  building  both  market  rate  and  subsidized  housing  in  order  to  ease 

displacement pressures at the regional scale. The report finds “that market‐rate housing built in the 1990s 

significantly  reduces  the  incidence  of  displacement  from  2000  to  2013”,23  and  states  further:  “These 

findings provide further support for continuing the push to ease housing pressures by producing more 

housing at all levels of affordability throughout strong‐market regions.”24 Another way of phrasing these 

findings is that if the project was not built, displacement pressures in the city and region would increase, 

as the project includes both market rate and affordable units, both of which have an attenuating effect on 

displacement, according to the study. Zuk and Chapple find that the effect at finer grained scales (such as 

the census block group  level)  is “insignificant”25, meaning  that neither a positive nor a negative  impact 

could  be detected. Thus,  the Zuk  and Chapple  brief does  not  support  the  appellant’s  contention  that 

development like the proposed project causes displacement. 

The  San  Francisco Controller’s Office  concurred with ALH’s  analysis,  stating:  “There  is  no  reason  to 

believe that new housing  increases the market rents of vacant rental units or the sales prices of for‐sale 

units.”26 

In addition  to ALH’s  review of  the  relevant  research,  the Planning Department undertook exploratory 

analysis to test the proposition that market rate development has caused displacement at a finer grained 

scale (the census tract) in San Francisco over the past 15 years and has similarly found no clear cause and 

effect relationship. A statistical simple correlation analysis between new units added between 2000 and 

2015  by  census  tract  and  eviction  notices  served  between  2011  and  2015  shows  only  a weak  negative 

correlation,  that  is  census  tracts with more development  saw  fewer  evictions.2728 This  analysis uses  the 

                                                           

23 Miriam Zuk & Karen Chapple, Housing Production, Filtering and Displacement: Untangling the Relationships, University of California, 

Berkeley, Institute of Governmental Studies Research Brief (May 2016), page 6. 

24 Ibid p. 3. 

25 Ibid p. 7. 

26 City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Controller, Review of ALH Socioeconomics Report, February 22, 2017. 

27 The Planning Department analyzed both “no  fault” and “for cause” evictions, since “for cause” evictions currently make up a 

majority of all cases. This relationship holds for both types of evictions. 

28 This analysis standardized evictions  in census tracts across the city by dividing  them by the total number of rental units  in the 

census tract in order to compare relative rates of evictions between tracts and not to compare absolute numbers of evictions, since 

tracts with greater amounts of rental housing would be assumed to have a proportionately greater absolute number of evictions. 
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frequency of eviction notices as an appropriate proxy and indicator for overall displacement pressure. In 

order to detect whether new market rate housing “signals” the desirability of neighborhoods and attracts 

high‐income residents in a later period, staff correlated eviction notices given between 2011 and 2015 with 

new market  rate units built during  four periods  (2001  to 2005, 2006  to 2010, 2011  to 2015, and 2001  to 

2015).  Each  showed  a  weak  and  non‐statistically  significant  correlation  between  evictions  and  new 

development and a very low “goodness of fit”, meaning that to the extent that a correlation exists, new 

market rate development explains very little of the variability of evictions across neighborhoods. In the 

absence  of  a  statistically  significant  correlation  between  these  two  variables,  the  causal  relationship 

between  new  market  rate  development  and  evictions/displacement  claimed  by  the  appellants  is 

extremely speculative (if not unlikely) and is not supported by any empirical evidence in the record. 

6.3 CONCLUSION 

Neither  the  relevant published  research nor  available data  support  the  appellant’s  contention  that  the 

proposed project would result, either  individually or cumulatively,  in  indirect displacement of existing 

residents  or businesses  as  a  secondary  effect  of gentrification. Moreover,  even  if  the proposed project 

could have  these effects,  this would not  represent a new or more  severe  impact  that  is peculiar  to  the 

project  or  its  site  because  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  included  a detailed  analysis  of  this  topic. 

Finally,  to  the  extent  that  the  proposed  project  would  cause  or  contribute  to  gentrification  or 

displacement  effects  identified  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR,  these  socioeconomic  effects would 

not in and of themselves constitute environmental impacts under CEQA. 

7 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Pursuant  to CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a): “[a]n EIR may  trace a chain of cause and effect  from a 

proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project 

to physical  changes  caused  in  turn  by  the  economic  or  social  changes. The  intermediate  economic  or 

social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and 

effect. The  focus of  the analysis  shall be on  the physical changes.” Accordingly,  the  following analysis 

examines  the  appellant’s  claim  that  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  physical  changes  to  the 

environment as a consequence of gentrification and displacement  that were not analyzed as significant 

effects in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

As discussed above, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that adoption and implementation of 

the area plans and  rezoning would  result  in economic  impacts  that  could potentially displace existing 

businesses  and  residents,  and  identifies  improvement  measures  that  could  reduce  the  less‐than‐

significant physical effects of potential displacement of neighborhood serving businesses and residents. 

Although the PEIR did not establish a causal link between potential displacement effects and significant 

physical environmental impacts, the PEIR did identify physical environmental impacts related to growth 

under  the  area plans  and  rezoning. The PEIR  analyses  the physical  environmental  impacts  caused by 
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growth  anticipated under  the  area plans  and  rezoning  in  the  relevant  resource  topic  sections,  such as 

transportation, air quality, noise, and parks and open space. 

The appellant claims  that  the proposed project would cause or contribute  to socioeconomic effects  that 

would  in  turn cause significant physical environmental  impacts beyond  those  identified  in  the Eastern 

Neighborhoods  PEIR.  Specifically,  the  appellant  contends  that  the  proposed  project,  through 

gentrification  and displacement, would have  significant  cumulative  impacts on  traffic, parking, health 

and safety, and greenhouse gasses, and on aesthetic, historic, and cultural aspect of  the Calle 24 Latino 

Cultural District. Since, as  shown above,  there  is no evidence  to support  the appellant’s claim  that  the 

proposed project would cause or contribute to gentrification or displacement effects, it follows that there 

is  also  no  evidence  to  establish  a  causal  link  between  gentrification  and  displacement  and  physical 

environmental impacts beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Notwithstanding the 

above, the following analysis tests the appellant’s claims by examining whether, regardless of the cause, 

physical  impacts are occurring within  the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District beyond  those anticipated  in 

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

7.1 TRANSPORTATION 

Pursuant  to  the  requirements  of CEQA  section  21083.3  and CEQA Guidelines  section  15183,  the CPE 

checklist prepared for the 2675 Folsom Street project evaluates whether the proposed project would result 

in significant  impacts on  transportation, either  individually or cumulatively, beyond  those  identified  in 

the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR.29  This  analysis  is  supported  by  a  222‐page  project‐specific 

transportation  impact  study,  that  evaluates  the  project‐level  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed 

project on vehicle miles traveled, transit, bicycle and pedestrian safety (including pick up and drop off at 

the nearby Cesar Chavez Elementary School), loading, and emergency services and access.30 Contrary to 

the  appellant’s  contentions,  the  project‐specific  transportation  impact  analysis  does  not  rely  on 

“outdated”  information.  Instead,  the  analysis  uses  the  latest  transportation models,  forecasting,  and 

impact  assessment  methodologies,  incorporating  up‐to‐date  transportation,  population,  growth,  and 

demographic data  to evaluate  the effects of  the proposed project on both existing and 2040 cumulative 

transportation conditions. Based on  this analysis,  the CPE determines  that  the proposed project would 

not result in significant impacts on transportation beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR. 

Even  though  the analysis provided  in  the CPE fully satisfies  the requirements of CEQA and no further 

analysis  of  the  transportation  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  is  required,  the  Planning Department 

worked  with  transportation  consultants  at  Fehr  &  Peers  to  explore  the  appellant’s  claims  that  the 

proposed project would cause or contribute to new or substantially more severe transportation  impacts 

than  were  identified  in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  due  to  new  information  or  changed 

                                                           

29 San Francisco Planning Department, 2675 Folsom Street Project Community Plan Exemption Checklist, pp. 17‐21, September 20, 2016. 

30 Fehr & Peers, 2675 Folsom Street Transportation Impact Study, April 2016. 
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circumstances not previously considered. This analysis compares the transportation impacts anticipated 

in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  with  up‐to‐date  transportation  impact  data  and  models.  As 

summarized  below  and  further  detailed  in Appendix  B,  the  results  of  this  analysis  demonstrate  that 

current  transit  and  traffic  conditions  are  generally  better  than  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR 

anticipated would be the case by this time. The PEIR anticipated there would be less transit capacity and 

correspondingly  higher  capacity  utilization  (crowding)  on  the  Muni  lines  serving  the  Mission  and 

estimated that a slightly higher percentage of new trips would be made by private vehicles than current 

data demonstrate. In addition, while the Mission has undergone significant demographic and economic 

change, residents on average still own around the same number of vehicles, and use non‐auto modes at 

similar rates as they did prior to adoption of the rezoning and area plans. 

7.1.1 Transit 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that population growth under the rezoning and area plans 

would  result  in  significant  cumulative  impacts  on  transit.  Specifically,  the PEIR  anticipated  that daily 

transit  trips between 2000 and 2025 would  increase by approximately 254,000  trips or about 20 percent 

over  baseline  conditions within  San  Francisco  as  a whole  and  by  approximately  28,000 daily  trips  or 

approximately 38 percent in the Eastern Neighborhoods. The PEIR determined that without increases in 

peak‐hour  capacity,  population  growth  in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  would  result  in  significant 

cumulative  impacts  on  transit  capacity. The PEIR  identified Mitigation Measures E‐5  through E‐11  to 

address impacts and transit capacity. These measures call for: 

 Transit corridor improvements (e.g., along Mission Street between 14th and Cesar Chavez streets, 

16th Street between Mission and Third streets, Bryant Street or other parallel corridor between 

Third and Cesar Chavez streets, a north‐south corridor  through portions of SoMa west of Fifth 

Street, and service connecting Potrero Hill with SoMa and downtown) 

 Implementing service recommendations from the Transit Effectiveness Project, Better Streets Plan 

and Bicycle Plan when available and as feasible 

 Providing additional funding for Muni maintenance and storage facilities 

 Increasing passenger amenities, such as expanded  installation of  the Next Bus service and new 

bus shelters 

 Expanding use of transit preferential street technologies to prioritize transit circulation, and 

 Expanding  the Transportation Demand Management program  to promote  the use of  alternate 

modes of transportation. 

The PEIR determined  that while  these measures would  reduce operating  impacts and  improve  transit 

service within  the Eastern Neighborhoods,  the  adverse  effects  to  transit  could  not  be  fully mitigated. 

Also, given  the  inability  to determine  the outcome of  the Transit Effectiveness Program, Better Streets 

Plan, Bicycle Plan,  and  other plans  and programs  that were  in process  at  the  time  that  the PEIR was 

certified and uncertainty  regarding  future  funding of  these plans and programs,  the PEIR determined 

that  the  feasibility of  these mitigation measures  could not be assured. Thus,  the PEIR determined  that 

cumulative impacts on transit under the rezoning and area plans would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the City has implemented many of the plans, 

programs,  and  improvements  identified  in  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  Mitigation  Measures  E‐5 

through E‐11 as summarized below. 

In  compliance with a portion of Mitigation Measure E‐5: Enhanced Transit Funding,  the City adopted 

impact  fees  for development  in Eastern Neighborhoods  that go  towards  funding  transit and  complete 

streets  projects.  In  addition,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  amendments  to  the  San  Francisco 

Planning  Code,  referred  to  as  the  Transportation  Sustainability  Fee  (Ordinance  200‐154,  effective 

December 25, 2015).[1] The  fee updated, expanded, and  replaced  the prior Transit  Impact Development 

Fee, which  is  in compliance with portions of Mitigation Measure E‐5: Enhanced Transit Funding. With 

respect  to  Mitigation  Measures  E‐5:  Enhanced  Transit  Funding  and  Mitigation  Measure  E‐11: 

Transportation  Demand  Management,  on  February  7,  2017  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted 

amendments  to  the planning  code,  referred  to as  the Transportation Demand Management Program.[2] 

Additionally,  SFMTA has  sought grants  through  local Proposition A  funds directly  supporting  the  14 

Mission Rapid Project,  the Potrero Avenue Project  for  the 9 San Bruno and 9R San Bruno Rapid routes 

(currently under construction), and  the 16th Street Transit Priority Project  for  the 22 Fillmore  (expected 

construction  between  2017  and  2020).  The  SFMTA  also  pursued  funding  from  the  Federal  Transit 

Administration and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission for the transit corridor projects for the 

14 Mission  along Mission  Street  and  for  the  22  Fillmore  along  16th  Street.  In  compliance with  all  or 

portions  of Mitigation Measure  E‐6:  Transit Corridor  Improvements, Mitigation Measure  E‐7:  Transit 

Accessibility,  Mitigation  Measure  E‐9:  Rider  Improvements,  and  Mitigation  Measure  E‐10:  Transit 

Enhancement,  the  SFMTA  is  implementing  NextBus,  Customer  First,  and  the  Transit  Effectiveness 

Project, which was  approved  by  the  SFMTA  Board  of Directors  in March  2014.  There  are  about  850 

NextBus displays  throughout  the City with strong coverage  throughout  the Mission District. Customer 

First  improved  lighting  and  shelters  at  stops.  The  Transit  Effectiveness  Project  is  now  called Muni 

Forward  and  includes  system‐wide  review,  evaluation,  and  recommendations  to  improve  service  and 

increase transportation efficiency. 

In addition, Muni Forward also includes transit service improvements to various routes with the Eastern 

Neighborhoods  Plan  area  the  service  improvements  include  the  creation  of  new  routes  such  as  the 

implementation  of  Route  55  on  16th  Street  between  the  intersection  of  16th  and Mission  Streets  and 

Mission Bay, changes to route alignment such as for the 27 Bryant, the elimination of underused existing 

routes or  route  segments, changes  to  the  frequency and hours of  transit  service,  changes  to  the  transit 

vehicle type on specific routes, and changes to the mix of local/limited/express services on specific routes. 

Many of the service improvements analyzed as part of Muni Forward in the Transit Effectiveness Project 

EIR have been implemented, but some are receiving further study. 

                                                           

[1] Two additional files were created at the Board of Supervisors for TSF regarding hospitals and health services, grandfathering, and 

additional fees for larger projects: see Board file nos. 151121 and 151257.  

[2]  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors.  2017.  BOS  File  160925.    Available  online  at 

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=2830460&GUID=EFCB06B2‐19CB‐4777‐B3A5‐1638670C3A2C  accessed 

February  21,  2017.    Additional  information  is  available  at  the  Planning  Department  web  page  for  TDM  at  http://sf‐

planning.org/shift‐transportation‐demand‐management‐tdm accessed February 21, 2017. 
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Mitigation Measure E‐7  also  identifies  implementing  recommendations  of  the Bicycle Plan  and Better 

Streets Plan. As part of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, adopted in 2009, a series of minor, near‐term, and 

long‐term bicycle facility improvements are planned within the Eastern Neighborhoods, including along 

2nd  Street,  5th  Street,  17th  Street,  Townsend  Street,  Illinois  Street,  and Cesar Chavez  Street.  The minor 

improvements consist of a toolkit of treatments implemented on an as‐needed basis to support bicycling 

in the city such as shared lane markings called sharrows and the provision of bicycle parking within the 

public  right‐of‐way  including bicycle  racks on  sidewalks and on‐street bicycle  corrals. Most near‐term 

improvements have been implemented as indicated above. With the implementation of bicycle facilities 

as  part  of  the  Bicycle  Plan  and  envisioned  as  part  of  the  2013  Bicycle  Strategy,  San  Francisco  has 

experienced an increase in bicycle ridership. Since 2006, the SFMTA has conducted annual bicycle counts 

during peak commute hours at various intersections throughout the city.31 While the bicycle counts at any 

one intersection may fluctuate from year to year, the most recent counts from 2015 demonstrate that the 

overall  the number of bicyclists  in  the  city,  including  in  the Mission District, have  increased over  the 

counts from 2008, when the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified. For example, at the intersection 

of 17th and Valencia Streets in the p.m. peak there were 485 cyclists in 2008 compared with 1,219 in 2015, 

and at the intersection of 23rd Street and Potrero Avenue in the p.m. peak there were 50 cyclists in 2008 

compared with 106 in 2015. 

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, describes a vision for the future of San Francisco’s 

pedestrian realm and calls for streets that work for all users. The Better Streets Plan requirements were 

codified in section 138.1 of the planning code and new projects constructed in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Plan area are subject to varying requirements, dependent on project size.  

Another effort which addresses transit accessibility, Vision Zero, was adopted by various City agencies in 

2014. Vision Zero focuses on building better and safer streets through education, evaluation, enforcement, 

and  engineering. The  goal  is  to  eliminate  all  traffic  fatalities  by  2024. Vision Zero projects within  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Plan areas include pedestrian intersection treatments along Mission Street from 

18th to 23rd streets, the Potrero Avenue Streetscape Project from Division to Cesar Chavez streets, and the 

Howard Street Pilot Project, which includes pedestrian intersection treatments from 4th to 6th streets. 

Overall,  compared  to  the  transit  service  analyzed  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR,  current  transit 

service has increased by 8 percent in the a.m. peak hour, 14 percent during midday, and 6 percent in the 

p.m. peak hour. As  a  result,  the  significant  impacts  identified  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR on 

transit capacity have not materialized. The  following analysis compares  the  impacts on  transit capacity 

anticipated  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR with current and projected  future  transit conditions  in 

light of the transit system improvements described above. 

The SFMTA Board has adopted an 85‐percent capacity utilization performance standard for transit 

vehicle loads, meaning that Muni transit lines should operate at or below 85 percent of transit vehicle 

capacity. This performance standard more accurately reflects actual operations and the likelihood of 

“pass‐ups” (i.e., vehicles not stopping to pick up more passengers). The Planning Department applies this 

                                                           

31  SFMTA.  2009‐2016.  Bike  Reports    Available  online  at  https://www.sfmta.com/about‐sfmta/reports/bike‐reports.  Accessed 

February 21, 2017. 
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standard as a CEQA threshold of significance for determining peak period transit demand impacts to the 

SFMTA lines. Table 2 shows the capacity utilization for the 11 Muni lines serving the Eastern 

Neighborhoods plan areas under the 2000 CEQA baseline and the 2025 no project and with project 

cumulative scenarios as reported in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The last two columns of the table 

show 2013 capacity utilization on these same lines based on SFMTA data and the SF‐CHAMP32 2040 

cumulative scenario based on current model inputs. As shown in Table 2, capacity utilization on the 

Muni bus and light rail lines serving the Eastern Neighborhoods is generally lower than the PEIR 

baseline conditions, and the anticipated 2040 cumulative conditions are better than the anticipated 2025 

cumulative conditions.  

 

                                                           

32 The San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process (“SF‐CHAMP”) is a regional travel demand model designed to assess the 

impacts of land use, socioeconomic, and transportation system changes on the performance of the local transportation system. The 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority developed SF‐CHAMP to reflect San Francisco’s unique transportation system and 

socioeconomic and land use characteristics. It uses San Francisco residents’ observed travel patterns, detailed representations of San 

Francisco’s  transportation  system, population and employment  characteristics,  transit  line boardings,  roadway volumes, and  the 

number of vehicles available to San Francisco households to produce measures relevant to  transportation and  land use planning. 

Using future year transportation, land use, and socioeconomic inputs, the model forecasts future travel demand. 
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Table 2: Muni Capacity Utilization at Maximum Load Point 
Weekday PM Peak Hour Inbound/Outbound 

Line 
EN PEIR 

2000 Baseline 
EN 2025 

No Project 
EN 2025 
Option A 

EN 2025 
Option B 

EN 2025 
Option C 

SFMTA 
Fall 2013 

SF-CHAMP 
2040 

9-San Bruno 94%/110% 120%/151% 134%/151% 135%/149% 148%/165% 57%/68% 61%/84% 

12-Folsom 94%/30% 109%/42% 112%/42% 113%/41% 120%/52% 73%/57% N/A1 

14-Mission 47%/86% 60%/113% 62%/113% 63%/112% 69%/122% 49%/40% 39%/76% 

22-Fillmore 82%/85% 95%/102% 98%/102% 100%/101% 107%/109% 61%/58% 68%/83% 

26-Valencia 26%/76% 33%/89% 33%/89% 33%/90% 35%/94% N/A2 N/A2 

27-Bryant 86%/57% 111%/78% 118%/78% 119%/77% 126%/84% 60%/46% 63%/55% 

33-Stanyan 68%/56% 87%/74% 89%/74% 91%/73% 97%/81% 53%/42% 63%/55% 

48-Quintara 87%/72% 112%/94% 113%/94% 115%/93% 119%/100% 57%/65% 67%/63% 

49-Van Ness-Mission 73%/93% 85%/112% 89%/112% 91%/111% 100%/121% 48%/47% N/A3 

53-Southern Heights 27%/31% 34%/44% 35%/44% 35%/43% 37%/48% N/A4 N/A4 

67-Bernal Heights 67%/68% 86%/88% 87%/88% 87%/88% 88%/88% 15%/46% 22%/66% 
1 Under Muni-Forward, the 12-Folsom may be replaced by the 10 Sansome on a portion of the route and by the 27 Bryant on the 
remainder of the route. 
2 The 26-Valencia route was eliminated in December 2009. 
3 The 49-Van Ness-Mission will change to limited stop/rapid service at the time that the Van Ness BRT service commences. 
4 The 53-Southern Heights route was eliminated in December 2009. 
 
Bold text denotes significant impact based on exceedance of 85-percent capacity utilization significance threshold. 
 
Sources: 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR p. 282 
San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May 15, 2015. 
SFCTA, SF-CHAMP model run for Central Corridor 2040 Cumulative Scenario, November 12, 2013. 

 

In  conclusion, as a  result of  substantial  increases  in  transit  capacity,  the  cumulative  impacts on  transit 

resulting  from growth under  the Eastern Neighborhoods  rezoning  and area plans  is  less  severe  rather 

than more  severe  than  anticipated  in  the  PEIR. As  such,  it  is  evident  that  the  demographic  changes 

occurring  in  the  Mission  have  not  resulted  in  significant  impacts  on  transit  service  that  were  not 

anticipated  in  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project would  not  result  in 

significant impacts, either individually or cumulatively, on transit beyond those identified in the PEIR. 

7.1.2 Traffic Congestion 

At  the  time  that  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  was  certified  in  2008,  the  Planning  Department 

considered  increased  traffic  congestion  as measured  by  the  level  of  service metric  to  be  a  physical 

environmental  impact  under  CEQA. However,  in  2013,  the  state  legislature  amended  CEQA  adding 

Chapter 2.7: Modernization for Transportation Analysis of Transit Oriented Infill Projects. Accordingly, 

CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions 

to  the  state  CEQA  Guidelines  establishing  criteria  for  determining  the  significance  of  transportation 

impacts  of  projects  that  promote  the  “reduction  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  the  development  of 

multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA section 21099(b)(2) states that 

upon certification of  the  revised CEQA Guidelines  for determining  transportation  impacts pursuant  to 
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section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by level of service (LOS) or similar measures of 

vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment 

under CEQA. 

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA 

Guidelines  on  Evaluating  Transportation  Impacts  in  CEQA33  (proposed  transportation  impact  guidelines) 

recommending  that  transportation  impacts  for  projects  be  measured  using  a  vehicle  miles  traveled 

(“VMT”) metric. VMT measures  the  amount  and distance  that  a project might  cause people  to drive, 

accounting for the number of passengers within a vehicle. 

OPR’s  proposed  transportation  impact  guidelines  provides  substantial  evidence  that  VMT  is  an 

appropriate standard to use in analyzing transportation impacts to protect environmental quality and a 

better  indicator  of  greenhouse  gas,  air  quality,  and  energy  impacts  than  automobile  delay. 

Acknowledging this, San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution 19579, adopted on March 3, 2016: 

 Found  that  automobile  delay,  as  described  solely  by  LOS  or  similar  measures  of  vehicular 

capacity  or  traffic  congestion,  shall  no  longer  be  considered  a  significant  impact  on  the 

environment  pursuant  to  CEQA,  because  it  does  not  measure  environmental  impacts  and 

therefore it does not protect environmental quality.  

 Directed  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  to  remove  automobile  delay  as  a  factor  in 

determining  significant  impacts  pursuant  to  CEQA  for  all  guidelines,  criteria,  and  list  of 

exemptions,  and  to  update  the  Transportation  Impact Analysis Guidelines  for  Environmental 

Review and Categorical Exemptions from CEQA to reflect this change. 

 Directed  the  Environmental  Planning Division  and  Environmental  Review Officer  to  replace 

automobile delay with VMT criteria which promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, 

the  development  of  multimodal  transportation  networks,  and  a  diversity  of  land  uses;  and 

consistent with proposed and forthcoming changes to the CEQA Guidelines by OPR.  

Planning  Commission  Resolution  19579  became  effective  immediately  for  all  projects  that  had  not 

received a CEQA determination as of March 3, 2016, and  for all projects  that have previously received 

CEQA  determinations,  but  require  additional  environmental  analysis.  Therefore,  the  CPE  for  the 

proposed project does not consider whether the proposed project would have significant impacts either 

individually  or  cumulatively  on  traffic  congestion  as measured  by  LOS.  Instead,  in  accordance with 

CEQA  section  21099  and  Planning  Commission  Resolution  19579,  the  CPE  evaluates  whether  the 

proposed  project  would  result  in  significant  impacts  on  VMT.  As  stated  in  the  CPE  checklist  and 

supported by  the project‐specific  transportation  impact  study,  the proposed project would not have  a 

significant  impact  either  individually or  cumulatively on VMT. As noted above,  this analysis uses  the 

latest  transportation  models  and  impact  assessment  methodologies,  incorporating  up‐to‐date 

transportation, population, growth, and demographic data to evaluate the effects of the proposed project 

on  both  existing  and  2040  cumulative  transportation  conditions.  Based  on  this  analysis,  the  CPE 

concludes that the project would not have a significant impact on traffic that is peculiar to the project or 

                                                           

33 This document is available online at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php.  
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the project site, and that no further environmental review of the project’s effects on traffic congestion is 

required in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183. 

Even  though,  as  discussed  above,  the  CPE  establishes  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  have 

significant impacts either individually or cumulatively related to increased VMT, the following analysis 

further  examines  the  appellant’s  contentions  that  the  project  would  have  substantially more  severe 

impacts on traffic than were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

7.1.3 Travel Behavior 

The appellant contends that gentrification and displacement that the proposed project would contribute 

to are resulting in increased traffic due to “reverse commutes,” stating: 

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

extensive displacement of Latino families and businesses, the reverse commute to distant areas, 

and that impact on greenhouse gas emissions and on traffic congestion… Due to the unexpected 

rise  in  rents  throughout  the  Bay  Area,  displaced  residents  are  now  required  to  commute 

distances as  far as Vallejo and Tracy, distances was  [sic] not  contemplated  in  the PEIR  for  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods.” 

As  presented  in  Appendix  B  and  summarized  below,  updated  local  and  regional  transportation 

modeling, census data, and traffic counts at representative intersections in the Mission do not support the 

appellant’s  claim  that  increased  commute  distances  by  displaced  workers  is  causing  significant 

cumulative transportation impacts beyond those anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Many factors affect travel behavior, including land‐use density and diversity, design of the transportation 

network,  access  to  regional  destinations,  distance  to  high‐quality  transit,  development  scale, 

demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low‐density development located in 

areas  with  poor  access  to  non‐private  vehicular  modes  of  travel  generate  more  automobile  travel 

compared  to development  located  in urban areas, where a higher density mix of  land uses and  travel 

options other than private vehicles are available. Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a 

lower ratio of VMT per household than the San Francisco Bay Area regional average.  

The  San  Francisco County Transportation Authority  uses  the  SF‐CHAMP model  to  estimate VMT  by 

private automobiles and  taxis for different  land use  types. The SF‐CHAMP model assigns all predicted 

trips within, across, and  to or  from San Francisco onto  the roadway network and  the  transit system by 

mode and transit carrier for a particular scenario. For example, the 2040 SF‐CHAMP model run assigns 

trips to and from each of the 981 transportation analysis zones across San Francisco based on the land use 

development that is projected. Trips that cross San Francisco, but do not have an origin or destination in 

the  city  are projected using  inputs  from  the  regional  transportation model.  SF‐CHAMP models  travel 

behavior based on the following inputs: 

 Projected  land use development (based on the Planning Department’s pipeline) and population 

and employment numbers – as provided by the Planning Department, based on the Association 
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of  Bay  Area  Governments  (“ABAG”)  Projections  (currently  the  Projections  2013  (Sustainable 

Communities Strategy). 

 Observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010‐2012 

 Census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county‐to‐county worker flows 

 Observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. 

Neither SF‐CHAMP nor the regional travel model34 explicitly link low‐income workers living in one area 

with  lower paying  jobs  in another area, or high‐income workers with high‐paying  jobs  for  that matter; 

this  level  of  analysis  is  generally  considered  to  be more  fine‐grained  than  is  appropriate  for  regional 

travel forecasts. Instead, household‐job links are established using existing research on typical commute 

patterns  and distances,  including  the distribution of workers  living  in  a given  area who  travel  longer 

distances to work, and so forth35. Based on the model inputs, which as noted above include development 

in the Planning Department’s pipeline, both regional average and local San Francisco VMT is expected to 

decrease in the future. 

Regardless  of  the  model  assumptions,  some  households  will  move  from  San  Francisco  and  have 

increased  commute  distances, while  others may  change  jobs  and  have  decreased  commute  distances. 

However,  the model  indicates  that overall aggregate regional growth  is expected  to reduce  the average 

distance that a typical worker travels between home and work. The Transportation Authority estimates 

that existing average VMT per household is 17.2 for the region and 5.9 for the project area (Transportation 

Analysis Zone 170). VMT per household is expected to decrease to 16.1 for the region and to 5.3 for the 

project area by 204036. Employment data shows that the share of Bay Area residents living more than 10 

miles  from  their employer  increased  from 2004  to 2014; over  the  same period,  the absolute number of 

individuals  living more  than 10 miles  from  their employer also  increased. As such, a  larger number of 

individuals are  likely driving alone  to work across  longer distances. This does not, however,  translate 

into a higher share of individuals driving alone to work; the regional drive alone commute modeshare is 

at  its  lowest  point  since  1960,  based  on  census  data.  Moreover,  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR 

anticipated traffic impacts due to increased vehicle trips associated with population growth. 

The  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR  determined  that  increased  vehicle  trips  resulting  from  population 

growth and development under the rezoning and area plans would result in level of service  impacts at 

representative  intersections  in  the  Mission.  Of  the  13  study  intersections  in  the  Mission,  the  PEIR 

determined  that  significant LOS  impacts would  occur  at  three  intersections during  the weekday p.m. 

peak  hour  under  rezoning Option A,  five  under Option  B,  and  four  under Option C.  The  PEIR  also 

                                                           

34 SF‐CHAMP is built using the regional travel model, and adding additional detail to TAZs located within San Francisco. 

35For additional detail on the process of developing the travel model, see the MTC documentation at: 

http://mtcgis.mtc.ca.gov/foswiki/Main/Development   

36 Schwartz, Michael, Coper, Drew, Quantification of Impacts under CEQA following new guidelines from the Governor’s Office of Planning 

and Research, February 2016. Kosinski, Andy, VMT Analysis for 2675 Folsom Street, Case No 2014‐000601, April 2016. 
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determined  that  three  additional  intersections  in  the Mission would  operate  at unacceptable  levels  of 

service under both the no project and each of the three rezoning options by 2025. 

To  test  the appellant’s assertion  that  traffic conditions  in  the Mission are worse  than anticipated  in  the 

PEIR, Fehr & Peers worked with Planning to select four of the intersections studied in the Mission for the 

Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  and  conduct  one‐day  p.m.  peak  hour  turning  movement  counts  in 

December 201637. In order to present a representative count of vehicles, these intersection counts do not 

include Mission Street due to the installation of bus‐only lanes (which act to divert some private vehicle 

traffic from Mission Street) in 2015. These counts were then compared to the level of traffic expected in 

the PEIR based on  the  total change  in housing units constructed  in  the Mission  from 2011  to 2015. Full 

turning movement volumes and estimated calculations are included in Appendix B. 

As shown in Appendix B, on average, observed traffic volumes in 2016 were around 5 to 10 percent lower 

than  expected  in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  and  the  percentage  of  estimated  development 

completed;  this  indicates  traffic volumes similar  to or slightly below PEIR projections38. At  three of  the 

four  intersections counted, total traffic volume had  in fact decreased from the 2000 baseline count data. 

The  exception  is  at  16th  Street  and  South  Van Ness, where  there was  an  increase  in  traffic  volume 

traveling northbound and southbound. This  likely reflects shifts  from other north/south streets such as 

Mission Street  that have seen changes  in  their roadway configurations  that were not anticipated by  the 

analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

7.1.4 Private Car Ownership and Driving Rates in the Mission 

The  appellant  contends  that gentrification  and displacement  are also  resulting  in  increased  traffic  and 

related  impacts because higher  income correlates with higher private car ownership and driving  rates. 

Again,  available  evidence  does  not  support  the  underlying  premise  that  the  proposed  project would 

cause or  contribute  to gentrification or displacement  in  the  first place. Moreover,  the appellant’s claim 

that  the  rate of private car ownership  in  the Mission has  increased, and  that  this  is causing significant 

cumulative  traffic  and  greenhouse  gas  impacts  beyond  those  anticipated  under  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR is not supported by the available evidence. 

Partially due to the in‐migration of higher income earners, the median household living in the Mission in 

2014 has a significantly higher  income  than  the median household  living  there  in 2000. Median annual 

income  increased  from  around  $67,000  to  around  $74,000 during  that  time  (in  2014  inflation‐adjusted 

dollars). This reflects  the migration patterns partially discussed above, as well as some  level of general 

increases  in  incomes  over  that  time.  The  same  pattern  can  be  seen  by  examining  the  share  of  all 

households with incomes above $100,000, which has more than doubled from 2000 to 2014. 

                                                           

37 While vehicle counts are typically not taken in December due to changes in travel patterns during that time, schedule constraints 

necessitated immediate counts. Counts were collected on a weekday with average weather, while area schools were still in session. 

38 Projected traffic volumes for EIR Option A (at 30% complete) and the No Project scenario were similar to those for Option C, and 

were on average higher than the observed 2016 traffic volumes.  
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However, although  the  typical household has a higher  income, automobile availability on a per capita 

basis has not increased over the same period. The same percentage of households have zero cars available 

(39 percent to 40 percent of households), and the average number of vehicles available per household has 

remained nearly constant over that same period. Similarly, the share of Mission residents commuting to 

work by driving alone has also remained steady, at 25 percent to 29 percent. Due to population growth, 

this  does  result  in more  vehicles  and more  people  driving  alone  compared  to  in  2000;  however,  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR transportation impact analysis accounted for this growth, and as discussed 

above, observed traffic volumes in 2016 were around 5 to 10 percent lower on average than expected in 

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

In  addition  to  census  data,  the  Planning Department  has  conducted  three  case  studies  at  residential 

developments built  in  the past  ten years  in  the Mission neighborhood. These  sites are  located at  2558 

Mission  Street,  555  Bartlett  Street,  and  1600  15th  Street.  Each  building  consists  of  newer, market‐rate 

housing, although 555 Bartlett Street and 1600 15th Street each include between 15 and 20 percent onsite 

below market rate units. Surveys at these sites were conducted in 2014 and 2015 during the extended a.m. 

and p.m. peak hours, and consisted of intercepting individuals at all project entrances and exits to inquire 

about their mode choice. In addition, person counts and vehicle counts were conducted at all entrances. 

Results from these surveys are shown by site in Table 4. 

Table 3: Comparison of Shifts in Income and Automobile Travel Indicators 
Mission Residents 

Year 

Median 
Household 
Income  

(2014 
Dollars) 

Average 
Household 
Income  

(2014 
Dollars) 

Share of 
Households 
with Income 

Above 
$100,000 
(nominal) 

Share of 
Commuters 
Driving 
Alone to 
Work 

Share of 
Households 
with Zero 

Cars 
Available 

Vehicles 
Available 

per 
Household 

2000  $67,000  $81,000 15% 29 % 39%  0.85

2004 ‐ 2009  $70,000  $98,000 31% 25 % 40%  0.82

(% Change 
from 2000) 

+ 4%  +21% + 106% ‐ 14% <1%  ‐3%

2009 – 2014  $74,000  $109,000 40% 27 % 40%  0.82

(% Change 
from 2000) 

+ 10%  +35% + 166% ‐ 7% <1%  ‐3%

Source: Decennial Census, 2000, Tables H044, P030, DP3; American Community Survey, 5-year averages, 2009 & 2014, Tables S1901, 
S0802, B25044; Fehr & Peers, 2016. 
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Table 4: Observed Mode Splits at Residential Developments in the Mission 

Address 
Drive 
Alone 

Carpool  Walk 
Taxi / 
TNC 

Bike 
SF 

Muni 
BART 

Private 
Shuttle 

1600 15th St1 
(596 total person 
trips) 

19%  15%  33%  4%  5%  7%  16%  2% 

555 Bartlett 
Street2 
(183 total person 
trips) 

25%  28%  19%  3%  6%  4%  14%  1% 

2558 Mission 
Street3 
(288 total person 
trips) 

13%  13%  38%  8%  1%  7%  17%  4% 

1 Survey conducted August 13, 2014. 
2 Survey conducted August 27, 2014. 
3 Survey conducted July 9, 2015. 

Based on trips made between 7 a.m. – 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. – 7 p.m. on a typical weekday in the summer. Total number of trips 
represented all counted person trips; response rates to survey varied between sites. Final percentages are imputed from survey 
responses and vehicle counts.  

Source: SF Planning, 2015; Fehr & Peers, 2016 

 

The three sites showed a drive alone mode share that ranged from 13 percent to 25 percent, all of which 

are below the average drive alone commute mode for the area (of around 27 percent; see Table 3). The 

total auto mode share (drive alone + carpool + taxi/TNC) ranges from 34 percent to 56 percent of all trips, 

which  is similar  to  the  total auto mode share  for all  trips as modeled by SF‐CHAMP  (ranging  from 31 

percent to 53 percent for key transportation analysis zones in the Mission).39 Thus, the available evidence 

demonstrates  that  new  or  substantially more  severe  impacts  on  the  Latino  Cultural  District  are  not 

occurring as a result of increased private vehicle ownership. 

7.1.5 Commuter Shuttles 

The appellant states  that  the  increase  in commuter shuttles since  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was 

certified constitutes substantial new information and/or changed circumstances that “render the current 

PEIR obsolete,” stating: 

                                                           

39  SF‐CHAMP  auto mode  share  is based  on  the Central  SoMa  2012 Baseline model  run;  the presented mode  shares  are  for  the 

analysis zones where each of the case study developments is located.  
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“The PEIR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint, nor from that of 

the demand  for housing. The  specter of  living within  a  few blocks of  a  free  ride  to work has 

caused many  tech employees  to move  to areas where  the shuttles stop – predominantly  in  the 

Mission. As  such we have high  earning  employees  exacerbating  the  already high demand  for 

housing.  The  anti‐eviction mapping  project  has  documented  the  connection  between  shuttle 

stops and higher incidences of no fault evictions.” 

CEQA Guidelines section 15183(b)(4) provides that in conducting the streamlined environmental review 

mandated  for projects  that are  consistent with  the development density established under an adopted 

community plan or zoning, a public agency must limit its examination of environmental effects to those 

which the agency determines are previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial 

new information which was not known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more 

severe adverse impact than discussed in the prior EIR. Accordingly, the increase in the use of commuter 

shuttles since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is relevant only to the extent that the 

proposed project, either individually or cumulatively, would result in more severe adverse impacts than 

were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR because of the increase in shuttles. Thus, whether or 

not commuter shuttles cause or exacerbate displacement as the appellant contends, which is a matter of 

substantial  debate40,  is  not  relevant  to  determining  if  the  proposed  project would  have  new  or more 

severe  impacts on  the physical environment  than previously  identified. Nevertheless, by  increasing  the 

supply  of  both market  rate  and  below market  rate  housing,  the  proposed  project  along with  other 

housing development under the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans would serve to alleviate 

market pressures from any increased demand for housing attributable to commuter shuttles. Regardless, 

as  discussed  above,  any  such  effects  are  socioeconomic  in  nature,  and  are  not  in  and  of  themselves 

significant impacts on the physical environment. 

7.1.5.1 San	Francisco	Commuter	Shuttle	Program	

The  number  of  privately  operated  shuttles  in  San  Francisco  has  grown  in  recent  years.  Numerous 

employers, educational  institutions, medical  facilities, office buildings, and  transportation management 

associations offer shuttle service to their employees, students, and clients. Some development projects are 

required  to  provide  shuttle  services  as  part  of  their  conditions  of  approval  (and  the  impacts  of  their 

shuttle services are considered within the development project’s environmental review), and an employer 

may comply with San Francisco’s Commuter Benefits Ordinance and the Bay Area’s Commuter Benefits 

Program by offering  a  free  commute  shuttle  to  employees. The majority of  the  commuter  shuttles are 

closed systems that provide service to a specific population and are not open to the general public. Most 

shuttles are provided  for  free  to  employees  (or  students,  tenants,  etc.). There are  two distinct markets 

within  the  shuttle  sector:  those  that  operate within  San  Francisco  (intra‐city)  and  those  that  operate 

between San Francisco and another county (inter‐city regional). Shuttles support local San Francisco and 

regional goals by decreasing single occupancy vehicle  trips, vehicle miles  traveled, and private vehicle 

ownership. 

                                                           

40 According  to  rider  surveys  conducted  as part  of  the  environmental  review  for  SFMTA’s Commuter  Shuttle Program,  only  5 

percent of shuttle riders would move closer to their jobs if shuttles were unavailable. 
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Prior  to August 2014, San Francisco did not regulate commuter shuttle activity on city streets. Shuttles 

operated throughout the city on both large arterial streets, such as Van Ness Avenue and Mission Streets, 

and smaller residential streets. Shuttles loaded and unloaded passengers in a variety of zones, including 

passenger  loading  (white) zones, Muni bus stops  (red) zones, and other vacant curb space. When curb 

space was unavailable, shuttles often would load or unload passengers within a travel lane. The lack of 

rules and guidelines for where and when loading and unloading activities were permitted, and the lack 

of  vacant  space  in  general,  resulted  in  confusion  for  shuttle  operators  and  neighborhood  residents, 

inconsistent enforcement, and real and perceived conflicts with other transportation modes. 

To  address  these  issues,  in  January  2014,  the  SFMTA Board  of Directors  approved  an  18‐month pilot 

program  to  test  sharing  of  designated  Muni  zones  and  establish  permitted  commuter  shuttle‐only 

passenger  loading  (white)  zones  for use  by  eligible  commuter  shuttles  that paid  a  fee  and  received  a 

permit  containing  the  terms  and  conditions  for  use  of  the  shared  zones. The  pilot  program  began  in 

August 2014, and created a network of shared stops  for use by Muni and commuter shuttle buses  that 

applied  to participate,  and  restricted parking  for  some  hours  of  the day  in  certain  locations  to  create 

passenger loading (white) zones exclusively for the use of permitted commuter shuttles. 

Based on information collected through the pilot program, SFMTA developed and adopted a Commuter 

Shuttle Program effective February 2016. As required under CEQA, the Planning Department conducted 

a detailed evaluation of the potential environmental effects of the Commuter Shuttle Program prior to its 

adoption.41 The  environmental  review  for  the  shuttle program  concluded  that  the program would not 

have  significant  environmental  impacts,  including  impacts  on  traffic,  transit,  bicycles,  pedestrians, 

loading, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and noise. According  to  this  review,  the availability of 

commuter shuttles: 

 Reduces the number of commuters who drive alone to work 

 Reduces regional VMT 

 Reduces regional emissions of ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 

 Increases regional NOx emissions, but not in excess of the applicable CEQA significance 

threshold 

 Reduces greenhouse gas emissions 

 Increases health risk from exposure to diesel exhaust, but not in excess of the applicable CEQA 

significance thresholds 

 Increases traffic noise but not in excess of applicable CEQA significance thresholds 

 

Thus, the available evidence demonstrates that the increased use of commuter shuttles has not resulted in 

new or substantially more severe significant impacts on transportation than previously identified in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

                                                           

41 San Francisco Planning Department, Case No. 2015‐007975ENV, October 22, 2015. 
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7.1.6 Parking 

In accordance with CEQA section 21099 parking shall not be considered  in determining  if a project has 

the potential to result in significant environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following 

three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area;  

b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed‐use residential, or an employment center.  

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, the appellant’s concerns regarding 

impacts of the proposed project on parking are not subject to review under CEQA. 

7.1.7 Conclusion 

Based on the evidence and analysis presented above, the transportation impacts resulting from planned 

growth under the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans appear to be less severe than expected 

in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Therefore, socioeconomic effects of the proposed project would not 

result  in  an  increase  in  the  severity of previously  identified  significant  impacts on  transportation  as a 

result of substantial new  information  that was not known at  the  time  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

was certified. 

7.2 AESTHETIC IMPACTS 

In accordance with CEQA section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit Oriented 

Projects  –  aesthetics  shall  not  be  considered  in  determining  if  a  project  has  the  potential  to  result  in 

significant environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area;  

b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed‐use residential, or an employment center.  

The proposed project meets each of  the above  three criteria and thus,  the environmental review for  the 

proposed project does not consider aesthetic effects. 

7.3 HISTORIC AND CULTURAL IMPACTS 

The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District is the area bound by Mission Street to the west, Potrero Street to the 

East, 22nd Street  to  the North and 25th Street  to  the South,  including  the 24th Street commercial corridor 

from Bartlett Street to Potrero Avenue. The district is defined as a region and community linked together 

by similar cultural or heritage assets, and offering a visitor experiences that showcase those resources.42 

                                                           

42 Garo Consulting  for  the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council, Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Report on  the 

Community Planning Process Report, December 2014. http://www.calle24sf.org/wp‐content/uploads/2016/02/LCD‐final‐report.pdf, 

accessed June 8, 2016. 
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The district hosts  longstanding activities,  traditions, or organizations  that have proven  to bridge more 

than one generation, or approximately 25 years. Cultural heritage assets identified within the district fall 

under the following themes: cultural events; arts and culture ‐ installations and public art, organizations 

and  venues,  and  retail;  religion;  services  and  non‐profits;  food  and  culinary  arts;  and parks. Cultural 

heritage  assets  as  such  are  not  eligible  for designation  to  local,  state,  and  national  historical  resource 

registries. Cultural heritage assets may be associated with a physical property, but  they are  immaterial 

elements  that are not eligible  for  listing on  local, state, and  federal registries of historic properties, and 

thus are not considered historical resources under CEQA or state or  local  landmarking  law. Therefore, 

any effects that the proposed project might have on the cultural heritage assets within the Calle 24 Latino 

Cultural District (assuming those assets are not linked to a physical eligible historical resource) would be 

considered social or economic effects, and not impacts on the physical environment.  

The  appellant  incorrectly  characterizes  economic and  social  effects  as physical  environmental  impacts, 

stating: 

“Here,  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  other  projects  poses  the  risk  of 

accelerated Valenciazation  [sic]  of  the LCD. Here, mom  and pop Latino  owned  and  operated 

concerns are at risk of being replaced by high end restaurants, clothing and accessory stores, and 

personal trainer gyms and yoga studios. This is a change in the physical environment…” 

As discussed  above  in  Section  5.1 Commercial Gentrification,  the  appellant’s  claim  that  the proposed 

project would cause or contribute  to commercial gentrification  is not supported by empirical evidence. 

However,  even  if  the  project  would  lead  to  such  effects,  this  would  not  constitute  a  physical 

environmental impact. The replacement of existing retail businesses with other retail businesses that the 

appellant  claims  the  project would  cause may  constitute  a  change  in  the  character  of  the  24th  Street 

commercial corridor. Contrary to the appellant’s assertion, such a change is an economic and social effect 

that shall not be treated as a significant effect on the environment per CEQA Guidelines section 15131(a) 

(see Section 3.0 Approach to Analysis above). 

7.4 GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACTS 

The  appellant  claims  that  the  proposed  project would  cause  or  contribute  to  displacement  of  lower 

income residents  leading  to  increased  transportation  impacts, which  in  turn would result  in significant 

greenhouse gas impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. As discussed above, 

the appellant’s claim that the proposed project would cause displacement that would lead to new or more 

severe transportation impacts is not supported by the available evidence. As such, there is no basis for the 

appellant’s assertions regarding greenhouse gas impacts. 

Moreover, unlike  the PEIR, which was certified prior  to  the addition of greenhouse gas  impacts  to  the 

Planning Department’s CEQA  initial  study  checklist,  the CPE  includes an assessment of  the proposed 

project’s greenhouse gas emissions. This analysis uses the Planning Department’s current greenhouse gas 

impact assessment methodology, which evaluates projects for conformity with San Francisco’s Strategies 
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to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions.43 The analysis presented in the CPE demonstrates that the proposed 

project would not result in a significant impact either individually or cumulatively due to greenhouse gas 

emissions not previously  identified  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The  appellant has not  shown 

that this determination is not supported by substantial evidence. 

7.5 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

The  appellant  claims  that  the  proposed  project would  cause  or  contribute  to  displacement  of  lower 

income residents leading to increased transportation impacts, which in turn would result in significant air 

quality  impacts  that were not  identified  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. As discussed  above,  the 

appellant’s claim  that  the proposed project would cause displacement  that would  lead  to new or more 

severe transportation impacts is not supported by the available evidence. As such, there is no basis for the 

appellant’s assertions regarding air quality impacts. 

The  CPE  evaluates whether  the  proposed  project would  result  in  significant  impacts  on  air  quality 

beyond  those  identified  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR. This  analysis  applies  current  air  quality 

regulations  and modelling  to update  the  analysis  conducted  for  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. As 

presented  in the CPE checklist, this up‐to‐date, project‐specific analysis demonstrates that the proposed 

project would not result  in new or more severe  impacts on air quality  than previously  identified  in  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The appellant has not shown that this determination  is not supported by 

substantial evidence. 

8 CONCLUSION 

The  Planning  Department  agrees  with  the  appellant  that  the  Mission  is  undergoing  socioeconomic 

changes that are affecting existing residents, local small businesses, employment, and the character of the 

Mission community. The department is actively engaging with the community, the Board of Supervisors, 

the  Mayor’s  Office,  and  other  City  departments  in  initiatives  designed  to  ease  the  socioeconomic 

pressures on the community. These efforts include the 2016 Mission Interim Controls, the Calle 24 Special 

Use District, MAP2020, and a broader citywide analysis of socioeconomic trends. 

However, the Planning Department disagrees with the appellant’s position that development under the 

Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans such as the 2675 Folsom Street project are responsible for 

residential or commercial displacement. As shown in the above analysis, the appellant’s contention that 

the proposed project would  cause  or  contribute  to  socioeconomic  effects  that would  in  turn  result  in 

significant  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  that  were  not  previously  identified  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods  PEIR  is  contrary  to  the  evidence.  Based  on  the  available  data  and  expert  opinion 

presented  in  the  academic  literature,  it  appears  that  the  fundamental  causes  of  gentrification  and 

displacement  in the Mission and elsewhere  in San Francisco are  likely related to broader economic and 

social trends, such as the mismatch between the supply and demand for housing at all levels, the strength 

of the regional economy, low unemployment, high wages, favorable climate, and a preference for urban 

                                                           

43 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, November 2010. Available at 

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG_Reduction_Strategy.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.  
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lifestyles  and  shorter  commutes.  These  issues  are  clearly  beyond  the  scope  and  reach  of  the 

environmental review process for individual projects under CEQA. 

Finally, the issues raised by the appellant are not new. The Population, Housing, Business Activity, and 

Employment  section of  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  included a  thorough analysis of  these  issues, 

examining, among other things, whether development under the rezoning and area plans would cause or 

contribute to gentrification or displacement. The impacts of growth afforded under the rezoning and area 

plans on  the physical environment are evaluated and disclosed  in both  the plan  level and project  level 

CEQA documents under the relevant resource topics such as transportation, air quality, noise, parks and 

open  space,  and  public  services.  The  appellant  has  not  demonstrated  that  the  department’s  CEQA 

determination for the 2675 Folsom Street project is not supported by substantial evidence. The Planning 

Department therefore recommends that the Board reject the appeal and uphold the department’s CEQA 

determination for the proposed project in accordance with CEQA section 21080.3 and CEQA Guidelines 

section 15183. 
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copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information­

including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board 

and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the 

public may inspect or copy. 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. LLP 

July 19, 2017 

RECEIVED AFtER 'l'HE ELEVEN-DAY 
DEADLINE. BY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMIN. 

Delivered Via E-Mail 
CODE. SECTION 31.18(b)(5) 

(NcJfac PwluMl to Cllbnla GcMrnnlnCOd&. 8ecllon 
85009(b)(2), lnfon11alloo NC8lved at, or plfor to, the publlo 

hearing wlll be Included as part of the ollldal tlle.) 
President London Breed and Supervisors 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
BOS.Legislation@sfgov.org 

Re: 1726-1730 Mission Street 
Opposition to Appeal of the Community Plan Exemption ("CPE") 
Planning Department Case No.: 2014-002026ENV 
Hearing Date: July 25, 2017 
Our File No.: 8584.01 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors: 

This office represents Sustainable Living LLC ("Project Sponsor"), which proposes to replace a 
building located at 1726-1732 Mission Street (the "Site") currently used for owner storage and 
office space with ground-floor PDR space and 40 mixed-income residential units above, half of 
which will feature two bedrooms (the "Project"). The Project proposes a six-story, 68-foot tall 
mixed use building on an infill site 6n Mission Street between 13th and 14th Streets within easy 
walking distance to numerous transit options. It will provide inclusionary units on-site and add 
much-needed PDR space to the Mission. 

The Planning Department's July 17, 2017 Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation for 1726-1730 
Mission Street Project Memorandum ("Planning Department Memorandum") 
comprehensively discusses why this Appeal is without merit under CEQA. The Planning 
Department Memorandum explains that CEQA Section 21083.3 mandates that projects that are 
consistent with the development density established by the existing zoning, community plan or 
general plan policies for which an Environmental Impact Report ("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 that were not disclosed as 

James A. Reuben I Andrew J. Junius I Kevin H. Rose I Daniel A. Frattin I John Kevlin 

Tuija I. Catalano I Jay F. Drake I Matthew D. Visick I Lindsay M. Petrone I Sheryl Reuben 1 

Thomas Tunny I David Silverman I Melinda A. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody Knight 

Chloe V. Angelis I Corie A. Edwards I Coryn E. Millslagle I Jared Eigerman2•3 I John Mcinerney 1112 
--- ·--------·-·---~--· 

l. Also admitted in New York 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts 

San Francisco Office 
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco. CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 I fax: 415-399-9480 

Oakland Office 
827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oakland, CA 94607 

tel: 510-257-5589 

www.reubenlaw.com 
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significant effects in the prior EIR. Decisions on the significance of environmental effects caused 
by a project must be based on "substantial evidence in the record." 

The careful environmental review conducted for this Project by Planning Department staff and 
technical experts over the course of almost two and a half years did not identify impacts peculiar 
to the Project or Project Site that were not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report ("EN PEIR"), and a Community Plan Exemption ("CPE") was 
properly issued on May 24, 2017. (Certificate of Determination, Case No. 2014-002026ENV.) 
Appellant has entirely failed to meet its burden to establish that environmental review and 
issuance of the CPE was not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

The Planning Commission has reviewed and approved the Project, and the appeal process is not 
intended to revisit an entitlement approval. However, by way of background, below are the 
benefits of the Project and a discussion of the danger to this and other similarly-sized projects of 
granting the current CEQA appeal. 

A. THE CODE-COMPLIANT PROJECT PROVIDES MUCH-NEEDED HOUSING AND 
PDR SPACE IN THE MISSION 

The Project provides numerous benefits to the Mission and the City at large, including the 
following: 

1. The Project proposes to provide a large PDR space for one or more tenants. The Site 
does not currently house any PDR uses. Although 900 square feet of ground floor retail 
was originally contemplated, at the request of the Planning Department and neighborhood 
groups, the space be enlarged (with parking reduced) and converted to 2,250 square feet 
of PDR space. New construction PDR space is severely lacking throughout San Francisco 
and particularly in the Mission; the Project would address this shortage. 

2. The Project contributes housing to the City, including affordable units on-site. The 
Project will comply with the inclusionary housing ordinance by providing on-site 
affordable ownership units. Based on current rates, 7 of its 40 total units will be 
affordable to low-income households. The Project proposes an even mix of one-bedroom 
and two-bedroom units, adding 20 family-friendly units to the City's housing stock. The 
Project will also contribute significant impact fees to the City. 

3. The Project is completely Code-compliant. Unlike the majority of projects approved by 
the Planning Commission-and in particular new ground-up projects on relatively small 
lots in dense parts of the city-the Project is completely Code compliant. A significant 

San Francisco Office 
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-56 7-9000 I fax: 415-399-9480 

Oakland Office 
827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oakland, CA 94607 

tel: 510-257-5589 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE.LLP www.reubenlaw.com 
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change was made when the Project expanded the previously-proposed 15-foot rear yard 
to a Code-complaint 25-foot rear yard. The Project has been carefully designed to 
minimize negative impacts on neighboring buildings. 

4. The Project maximizes transportation by bike and public transit. The Project is 
within easy walking distance to both the l 61h and Mission Bart Station and the Van Ness 
Muni stop. It is also on the 14 and 49 bus routes and near numerous other bus routes. In 
recognition of the transit rich nature of the area and in response to concerns about 
increased traffic, proposed parking for the Project was reduced from 34 to 22 spaces and 
bike parking was increased from 40 spaces to 70 spaces. Additional Transportation 
Demand Management ("TDM") measures include a bike repair station, package delivery, 
family amenity car seat storage, and real time transportation information displays to 
promote car-free living. 

5. The Project is carefully designed to be compatible with the area. As was found by the 
Planning Commission, the Project, designed by Stanley Saitowitz, is both compatible 
with the existing buildings on the block and of our time. The strong vertical rhythm of the 
front fayade, provided through deep recesses that are framed by extruded aluminum 
louvers, uses the same design language as the adjacent buildings with their vertical 
residential bays. The louvers provide sun shading and acoustic baffling from the nearby 
freeway and offer privacy in the units from the busy street below by blocking angle of 
sight from the curb. Furthermore, the louvers visually break up the glass windows into 
smaller sections, a scale that is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. The 
fa9ade is further modulated by a strong horizontal break that matches several of the 
adjacent parapets and acknowledges the presence of these smaller scale buildings. Within 
the larger bays there is a finer grain of modulation and materiality. A metal mesh 
provides both fall protection and a shift in grid scale while a narrower horizontal 
louver at balustrade height reinforces the human scale. The glass along the ground floor 
will provide a connection between the new life provided by the building and the 
streetfront. The Project Sponsor continues to explore how to maximize connections 
between the PDR and the streetfront, so that the PDR use is truly a neighborhood space. 

6. The Project has undergone significant neighbor and community vetting. The Project 
Sponsor has been committed to neighborhood engagement since the outset of the 
entitlement process. It has conducted numerous community meetings and follow-up 
discussions with interested parties, including neighbors along Woodward Street and 
community representatives. In addition to increasing the size of the rear yard, the Project 
Sponsor is partnering with Friends of the Urban Forest to sponsor new greening along 
Woodward Street and is adding a green wall to the rear of the building. Based on these 

San Francisco Office 
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 I fax: 415-399-9480 

Oakland Office 
827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oakland, CA 94607 

tel: 510-257-5589 
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measures, the Project Sponsor is proud to have received a support letter from the adjacent 
neighbors on Woodward Street (Exhibit A). It also has the support of the San Francisco 
Housing Action Coalition (Exhibit B) and the operator of the nearby Brick and Mortar 
and Crafty Fox (Exhibit C). The Project also has the support of the Mission Dolores 
Neighborhood Association, with an endorsement letter to follow. To ensure that the PDR 
space will be feasible for future makers, the Project Sponsor has met with SF Made and 
neighborhood groups to discuss its programming and design. The Project team continues 
to work with neighborhood groups to look for a PDR tenant which will be compatible 
with the residential use and serve the neighborhood and City at large. 

B. APPELLANT HAS NOT PROVEN THAT THE CPE FAILS TO CONFORM TO THE 
REQUIREMENTSOFCEQA 

Appellant has incorrectly claimed that the EN PEIR is out of date; that community benefits 
outlined in the EN PEIR have not been fully implemented and should not be relied on; that the 
CEQA findings for the Project are inadequate; and that development under the EN PEIR has 
exceeded what was analyzed. In other words, the gist of Appellant's argument is that the EN 
PEIR is out of date and that individual projects should no longer rely on it. 

The Planning Department Memorandum responds to each of Appellant's claims in detail, and the 
Department's response is hereby incorporated. 

Pursuant to CEQA Section 21166, a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR is only required if one or 
more of the following events occurs: 

a. Substantial changes are proposed the Eastern Neighborhoods that requires major 
revisions to the EN PEIR; 

b. Substantial changes to the circumstances under which the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning is being undertaken that require major revisions to the EN PEIR1

; and/or, 

c. New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time 
the EN PEIR was certified as complete, becomes available and indicates that a project 
will have significant effects not previously considered or that significant effects 
previously examined will be more severe than previously shown.2 

1 This standard is only met where evidence shows "new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified significant effects." 14 Cal. Code Regs.§ 15162, subd. (a)(2). 
2 New CEQA analysis cannot be required if the new information presented could have been known at the time the 
original EIR was prepared. See Citizens for a MegaplexFree Alameda v. City of Alameda (2007) 149 CA4th 91, 113 
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Oakland Office 
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tel: 510-257-5589 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. UP www.reubenlaw.com 

Opposition to CPE Appeal Brief.Final [submitted 7.19.17] 

1060



President London Breed and Supervisors 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
July 19, 2017 
Page 5 

None of these three statutory standards have been met. The Planning Department Memorandum 
explains that the EN PEIR did consider potential cumulative impacts related to land use, 
transportation, and cultural resources and mitigation measures were adopted to address those 
impacts. 

Review on appeal of a CPE is "limited to whether the project confonns to the requirements of 
CEQA for an exemption." (Admin. Code § 31.16(e)(3).) As stated previously, CEQA requires 
that a project which is consistent "with the development density established by existing zoning, 
community plan, or general plan policies for which an BIR was certified" shall be eligible for a 
CPE. Additional environmental review should only be conducted for such projects if there are 
project-specific impacts that were not evaluated in the community plan BIR, and if those impacts 
cmmot be mitigated "by the imposition of unifonnly applied development policies or standards." 
(CEQA Guidelines§ 15183(a)-(c).) 

The Project is fully Code-compliant with the UMU zoning controls and provides the mix of PDR 
and residential uses contemplated by that zoning designation. Further, and as discussed in the 
Planning Department Memorandum, environmental review was undertaken in order to evaluate 
the potential for significant environmental impacts that could result from the Project. This review 
included transportation, noise, geology, and hazardous materials studies. In the CPE, the 
Planning Department identified and updated five mitigation measures from the EN PEIR related 
to archeological resources, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. "With implementation of 
these mitigation measures the proposed project would not result in significant impacts beyond 
those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR." (See CPE, at page 9.) 

C. GRANTING CEQA APPEALS WILL KILL SMALL TO MEDIUM-SIZE INFILL 
PROJECTS 

It is illustrative that the recent CEQA challenges to other entitled development projects in the 
Mission make generally identical arguments regardless of the specifics of the project being 
opposed. Therefore, the goal of these challenges appears to be a blanket blockade of new market­
rate housing production rather than an analysis of project-specific environmental impacts. 

The Project contains 40 dwelling units that are affordable by design, with only 27,145 square­
feet of residential space and 22 parking spaces. It involves demolition of a rundown building that 

(a petitioner failed to establish why a report that was not available at the time the mitigated negative declaration was 
prepared could not have been prepared earlier with the exercise ofreasonable diligence); Citizens for Responsible 
Equitable Envt'l Dev. v City of San Diego (2011) 196 CA4th 515, 531 (impacts relating to global warming caused 
by greenhouse gas emissions are not new information, because that information had been available at the time the 
EIR was certified in 1994). 
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has not been used for PDR since 2002, and has never been used for residential dwelling units. 
There is no displacement of any type of tenant. The Project is situated in an area lacking in active 
street life and is outside of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural Heritage District. The argument that the 
Project would have specific significant adverse environmental impacts requiring further 
environmental review is entirely without merit and unsupported by Appellant's Memorandum. 

If this Project is distinguishable from other small to medium-size mixed-use projects in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area, it is because it even more clearly does not cause 
enviromnental impacts beyond those identified in the PEIR - it is Code-complaint, does not 
involve tenant displacement, provides both PDR space and on-site affordable housing units, and 
is on a small-footprint lot on a block in need of additional street life. Requiring further 
enviromnental review to be conducted for the Project is unnecessary and unsupported by the law, 
and it would discourage both this beneficial infill development and similar small to medium-size 
projects, further exacerbating the shortage of housing in San Francisco. 

Appellant has not provided substantial evidence to meet its burden to overturn the City's 
decision to issue a CPE for the Project. Therefore, we respectfully request that you deny the 
appeal. 

Enclosures: Exhibits 

cc: Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer 
Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Norman Yee 
Supervisor Jeff Sheehy 

Opposition to CPE Appeal Brief.Final [submitted 7.19.17] 

Very truly yours, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

Jody Knight 
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Supervisor Hillary Ronen 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai 
Angelia Cavillo, Clerk of the Board 
Brent Jalipa, Legislative Clerk 
Lisa Lew, Legislative Clerk 
Michael Li, Environmental Planner, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Enviromnental Review Officer, Planning Department 
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Exhibit A 

Exhibit B 

Exhibit C 

Exhibit List 

19-29 Woodward Street Residents Support Letter 

San Francisco Housing Coalition Support Letter 

Brick and Mortar and Crafty Fox Support Letter 
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May 26,2017 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

---------------

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners, 

On behalf of the property owners of 19-29 Woodward Street, we are pleased to submit our 
support for the proposed 1726 Mission Street project. The 19-29 Woodward Street rear property 
line abuts the rear property line of 1726 Mission Street. We had the opportunity to meet with the 
project team on several occasions to discuss our concerns and those concerns have been 
addressed by the following provisions of the project. 

• The project sponsor has partnered with Friends of the Urban Forest to fund up to $14,000 
in beautification improvements on Woodward Street, including replacement and/or 
planting of news trees and new sidewalk landscaping; 

• The project sponsor will fully enclose the car stackers and there will be no noise coming 
from their operation audible outside the development; 

• The project sponsor will build, irrigate and maintain in perpetuity a 'living wall' at the 
rear of the property, facing our Woodward Street apartments; 

• The project sponsor will landscape, irrigate (as needed) and maintain in perpetuity the 
open space over the car stacker and first story space between the living wall and the new 
building with an attractive garden, including some large trees and shrubs to give a little 
privacy as well as decorative plants and grasses with the intent of beautification as well 
as functionality; 

• The project sponsor will set the enclosed space of the levels above the first story of the 
building back 25 feet from the living wall, preserving our access to sunlight; 

• The project sponsor will has committed to no additional fencing at the property line that 
would raise the height of our backyard barrier; 

• The project sponsor has committed to continuing to communicate and, upon approval by 
the City, work to minimize the time and impact of the building process on our 
neighborhood. 

" Based on this, we urge the Planning Commission to approve the proposed 1726 Mission Street 
project. 
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Project Address: 1726 Mission Street 

Project Sponsor: Sustainable Living, LLC 
Date of SFHAC Review: June 22, 2016 

Grading Scale 
1= Fails to meet project review guideline criteria 
2= Meets some project review guideline criteria 
3= Meets basic project review guideline critera 

4 = Exceeds basic project review guideline criteria 
5 = Goes far beyond what is required 

Criteria for SFHAC Endorsement 
1. The development must have been presented to the SFHAC Project Review Committee 
2. The Project must score a minimum of 3/5 on any given guideline 

Guideline Comments Grade 

The building that currently occupies the site is abandoned, making it 
Land Use highly underutilized. Housing is a significantly better use, particularly 4 

given its proximity to transit, jobs and neighbohood amenities. 

The project sponsor has stated that the below-market-rate units will 

Affordablility most likely be located on-site. It is expected 16 or 17 percent of the 3 homes will be subsidized. We would support any efforts that could be 
made to increase those percentages. 

Our members believe the project sponsor has utilized the building 
Density envelope effectively. It is unlikely more well-designed homes could be 4 

accomodated in the building unless they were on the ground floor. 

It is our members' impression that the project sponsor has done an 

Community Input adequate job of reaching out to neighbors, particularly those within the 3 
immediate vicinity of the site. We encourage additional community 
outreach, however. 

We appreciate how the architect has designed the light courts and are 
especially supportive that the project has achieved a 25 percent rear 

Urban Design yard setback, which is usually very difficult to do at most sites in San 4 Francisco. Some of our members said that that they would prefer the 
building to be a bit more contextual with the surrounding neighborhood, 
but there was no consensus on this. 

Parking & We would prefer more bike parking and less car parking in the building. 

Alternative Typically, we encourage one bike parking space per bedroom. Given the 3 site's proxmity to the 16th Street BART Station and neighborhood 
Transportation amenities, the car parking count should be reduced. 

San Francisco Housing Action Coalition 

95 St San Francisco CA 94103 
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The project sponsor has stated they will meet the City's Green Point 
Environmental Rating System. We encourage the project sponsor to incorporate 3 

Features additional features to green the building, especially water conservation 
and recycling. 

Preservation There are no structures of significant cultural or historic merit on or near N/A 
the site that would be impacted by the proposed project. 

Additional 
There are no comments to add. N/A Comments 

The San Francisco Housing Action Coalition endorses the proposed 
Final Comments project at 1726 Mission Street, with the minor reservation above 3.4/5 

regarding excessive parking. 

San Francisco Action Coalition 

95 St San Francisco CA 94103 
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P~R'l~H ENTERTAINMENT GROUP 
.... I ii - - -

THI RDCK STEADY PLACE PIGALLE ,.,,~ ~!2:!l't' Fo~ SIER~.~~un ~ aax 
117,i n u.n 

i!NEWPARlSH 

May 31, 2017 

San Francisco P~annfng Commission 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco,. CA 94103 

LEO'S 

Dear President Hiiiis and Planning Commissioners: 

I operate Brick & Mortar Music Han at 171 o Mission Street and the Crafty Fox at 1100 
Mission~ on the same block as the proposed development at 17264732 Mission as weH 
as own the building at 1700 Mission and 11 Ouboce. I write to express my fun support of 
this proposed Project. The addition of 40 dwelling units to an underutilized Site will 
benefit retail uses in the area, Including Brick & Mortar and the Crafty fox by increasing 
the vibrancy and street life of the area. I am also encouraged by the commitment to the 
nightlife aspect of the neighborhood by the deveto,pers. 

The Project also proposes to improve the block by adding street trees and bicyc'e 
parking and removing one of the existing curb cuts. The owners have agreed to make 
disclosures to purchasers of the residential units about the urban nature of the location, 
including the presence of a music venue c:m the street~ in order to minimize any conflicts 
between the land uses. With that disclosure, ~ believe that the propoaed Project and Brick 
& Mortar and the Crafty Fox will be mutuaHy ben19ficia~ with the Project providing 
additional customers, and the businesses pr,ovicUng foodi drink and el)tertainment to new 

residents. Therefore, I urge you to approve the Project. 

?t7~ 
Jason Perkins 
Managing Partner 
Parish Entertainment Group 

1072



From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation CBOS) 

jscottweaver@aol.com; jknight@reuben!aw com 

Givner. Jon CCAD; Stacy. Kate CCATI; Byrne Marlena CCAD; Jensen Kristen (CAD; Rahaim John (CPC); 
Sanchez. Scott (CPC); Gibson Lisa (CPC); Rodgers AnMarie (CPC); Starr Aaron (CPC); Navarrete Joy (CPC); 
Lynch. laura (CPC): Jajn. Dewanj (CPC); Ajello Hoagland. Linda (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislatjve Aides; 
Calvillo. Angela CBOS); Somera Alisa (BOS); Goldstein. Cynthia CBOA); BOS Legislation CBOS) 

APPEAL RESPONSE: Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission Street- Appeal 
Hearing on July 25, 2017 

Monday, July 17, 2017 12:20:36 PM 
image001 png 

Please find linked below an appeal response letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board 

from the Planning Department, regarding the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street. 

Planning Appeal Response Letter-July 17. 2017 

Please note that the appeal hearing for this matter is noticed and scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. 

special order before the Board on July 25, 2017. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 

below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170808 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 

brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• lll:ei Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under 

the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be 

redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with 

the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 

Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and 

copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information­

including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board 

and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the 

public may inspect or copy. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Ii 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPAR,-MEN-a\M 

Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation 

1726-1730 Mission Street Project 

July 17, 2017 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer - (415) 575-9032 

Joy Navarrete, Senior Environmental Planner-(415) 575-9040 

Michael Li, Environmental Coordinator - (415) 575-9107 

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 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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

APPELLANT: 

HEARING DATE: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

INTRODUCTION 

J. Scott Weaver, Law Office of J. Scott Weaver, on behalf of Our Mission No 
Eviction- (415) 317-0832 

July 25, 2017 

A- July 3, 2017 appeal letter from J. Scott Weaver 

B - Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 

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

Supemsors (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 

wvvw .sfplanning .org 

1074



Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation 
July 17, 2017 

Case No. 2014-002026ENV 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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 cind 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 5516th 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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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 ;ffects, 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 l, 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 Attaclunent 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(£) 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:Usfgov .legistar.com(LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3099187 &GUID=FFEC787B-C514-40C2-9909-

83FSOOBOB01A&Options=ID I Text I &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 

~EIR 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 effe\:tS 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 sitei (2) were not identified as significant 

project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIRi 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)i 
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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 fuitial 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 DeparWi.ent 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 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 . 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 16th 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) 

158715th (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 develbpment 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. 'Iberefore, 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.s 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. 

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 resic!-ential 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.pd£, 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/ 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:Uwww.sf-pl~.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/plan-implementation/2016 IPIC Report FINAL.pd£. 

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." In a May 30, 2017 letter to the Planning Commission (Appeal 

Letter Exhibit D), the Appellant states: 

"In evaluating the desirability of the prop~sed 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 added.] 

• 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. 
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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 
"established areas of residential, commercial, and PDR, and ensuring that areas that have 
become mixed-use over time develop in such a way that they contribute positively to the 
neighborhood. A place for living and working also means a place where affordably 
priced housing is made available, a diverse array of jobs is protected, and where goods 
and services are oriented to the needs of the community." [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 Mission's distinct commercial 
areas. 

• Minimize displacement." 

Topic l(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 en'vironmental 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 l(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 Mission's 

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, "Retain the Mission's role as an 

important location for production, distribution, and repair activities". 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 Department's 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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Gerk, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

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

1·i :1:1 - ~ 
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Appeal of the June 1,. 2017 Planning Commission Decisions 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

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

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 "Mission Gateway" which was not 
considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plain EIR (PEIR). Potential impacts with 
respect to traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation and open space, 
impacts on SRO Hotels, and overall gentrification and displacement impacts on 
businesses, residents, and nonprofits within the Mission Gateway. 

• 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 ahd 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 use1 consistency with area plans and 
policies, land use, recreation and open space1 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., "past1 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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CEQAAppeal 

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 previously identified 
significant impacts; there is new information of substantial importance that 
would change the conclusions set forth in said EIR and the requirements of 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Report. 

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

• 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 
outof 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. 

\ ott eaver 
Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction 
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SAN FRANCISCO "l j 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

l3 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) l3 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

1111 Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) 

!El Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee (Sec. 423) 

1111 Residenili;.I Child Care Fee {Sec. 414A) 

D Other 

Planning Commission Motion No= 19931 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 

Case No.~ 2014-002026ENX 
Project Address: 1726-1730 Mission Street 
Zonz"'ng: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District 

68-X Height and Bulk District 
BlocldLot: 3532/004A and 005 
Project Spon5or: Jody Knight-Reuben, Junius & R-0se, LLP 

One Bush Street, SUite 600 

Staff Contact: 
Sari Francisco, CA 94104 
Unda Ajello Hoagland--(415) 575-6823 
linda,ajellohaoagland@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St 
Sutte 400 
San Francisco. 
GA 94103-2479 

Recepiion: 
415.558.6373 

Fax: 
415.55ali409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION7 PURSUANT TO 
PLANNING CODE SECTION 329 AND PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 19865-
MISSION 2016 U..rrtru:M ZONING CONTROLS, T0 DEMdUSH 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 AT1726-1730 MISSION STREET WITHIN 
THE UMU (URBAN :MIXED-USE) Z0~1NG DISTRICT AND A 68-X HEIGHT AND BULK 
DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA fil'NIRONMENTAL 
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-taII 35,893 sq. ft. mixed-us~ building wit.h 40 
dwelling units, 2,250 sq. ft of ground floor PDR (Production Distnoution and Repair) and 22 below off­
street parking spates within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District, and 68-X Height and Bulk 
District. 
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Motion No.19931 
June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
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 Em 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 examiite 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 
Em, 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 Em. 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 Em. Since 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Final Em 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 
PLANNING DBPARTlllll!NT 2 
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Motion No.19931 
June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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 Desaiption and Present Use. The project site is on the west side of Mission Street, between 
Duboce Avenue and 141h 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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June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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 Gass 1 spaces in the garage, and eight aass 2 spaces on the 
Mission Street sidewalk. Usable open space for the residents of the proposed project would be 
provided in the form of a common roof deck. Four new trees would be planted adjacent to the 
subject property along Mission Street 

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

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

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

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

8. 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 alluwable 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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1726-1730 Mission Street 

The Project provUks a 1,950 square foot rear yard at the first residential leuel and would comply with 
Planning Code Section 134. The Project occupies a mid-block with frontage un 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 prioate second floor 
terraces in the rear yard (measuring approximately 770 sq. ft. Therefore, the Project complies with 
Planning Code Section 135. 

E. Bild 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 dose 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-ft:onting interior spaces housing non-residential 
active uses and lobbies be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk. at the 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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 lllong Mission Street. The Project features active uses on the ground floor with a residential 
lobby, and replacement PDR space. The ground floor cei1ing height of the non-residential uses are at 
least 17-ft. tall for frontage lllong 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 1552 of the Planning Code requires one Class 1 bicycle 
parking space per dwelling unit and one aass 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 Clizss 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 (TOM) 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 5D°k of the point target established in the TDM Program 
Standards, resulting in a target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieoe 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) 

PLANH1NO DEPARTMENT 6 
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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 kased 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 r~uirements 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 eleuator penthouse on the roof of the 
proposed building. 

N. Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 411A establishes the 
Transportation Sustainablity Fee (l'SF) 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 0£ 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. 

SAii 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 0r 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 'AjfaLwit of 
Compliance with the lndusionary 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 far the Project 
Sponsor to be eligible far the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the Pro1ect Sponsor must 
submit an '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. The 
Project Sponsor submitted such Ajfidmrit 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. Eastem 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. 

SAii FRAllCISCO 

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 perspectioe because it recognizes the 
significance of this location along the Missicm 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 ~g goals and public transit infrastructure. Ouerall, 
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 positioely 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 horizonataI elements, which pruoide modulaticm 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 andM-1 to UMU, which 
occurred as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. 

B. Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials. 

The Mission is cme 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 Jloor 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 Jrit glass, French balconies with metal mesh guardrails and 
Swisspearl panels) that relates to the surrounding structures that make-up the Missicm'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. Ooerall, 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. 

SAii FRANCISCO 

The Project is consistent with the deuelopment density established for the Project Site in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan. The building's ground floor PDR, and residential lobby praposes a 55% 
active street frontage which will enhance and offer an effectioe and engaging connection between the 
public and private areas. It wi11 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 uverall livability of the neighbors' units even without 
an established mid-black 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 fer 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 'L.lU.2 does not apply to the Project, and no niid-block aliey or pathway is 
required. 

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

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

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

Since the subject lot has one street frontage, automobile access is limited to the one 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 Misswn 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. 

SA" 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 

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

Policyt.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 

Policyl.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 dwelli11g 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 affordabi1ity. 

OBJECTIVE4 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS 1HE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

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

Policy4.4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental units wherever possible. 

Policy4.5 
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. 

$AN FRANCISCO 
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The Project will add 40 dwelling units to the City's housing stock, and meets the offordable housing 
requirements 1Ty 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. 

Policyll.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. 

Policyll.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote 
community interaction. 

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

The Project would construd 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 apportunity to 
support the City's housing goals and public transit infrastrudure. O?lerall, the Project's massing also 
recognizes the existing block pattern as it relates to the street frontage along Mission Street. The Projed's 
rear yard location amtributes to the pattern of interior block open space in the subjed block. The 
neighborhood is characterized 1Ty a wide 7Jariety of commercial, retail, PDR, public and residential uses. In 
addition, the Projed 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 fAAHCISCO 
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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. 

Policy13.1 
Support "smart" regional growth that locates new housing dose to jobs and transit. 

Policy13.3 
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 pattern in locating nw 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 bictjcle 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: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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 

Policy3.6: 

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 2.8.1: 

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

Policy 2.8.3: 
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient. 

The Project includes. 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces i11 secure and convenient location. 
OBJECTIVE 34: 

RELATE IBE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND 
LAND USE PATTERNS. 

SAH FRANCISCO 
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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 interesL 

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 wz1I 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 buildingfannerly 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 
ATI'RACTIVENESS OF THE GTY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY. 

Policy4.3: 
Carefully consider public actions that displace existing viable industrial firms. 

Policy4.4: 
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 curre11ty 
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 U\at 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 TIIAT 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. 

SAN fRANCISCI> . 
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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. Furthennore, 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 OTY'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. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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 Phm 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"/o 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 mt 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.l(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 farm 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 pro'Dide up to 40 new dwelling units, thus 
resulting in a significant increase in the neighborhood housing stock. The Project offers an 
architectural treatment that is contemporary, yet contextual, and an architectural design that is 
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. For these reasons, the Project would 

protect and preserve the cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhood. 

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

SAN FRAllCISCO 
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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 seroed 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 di"Oersity of the City's 
housing supply (a top priority in the City) and provide new potential neighborhood-seroing 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 wr.11 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. Fust Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program 
as they apply to pennits 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 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 Exlu'bit 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 
MotionNo. 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 infol1llation~ please ronta.ct 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 thal 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 Go\•ernment 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. 

rf the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission's adoption cf 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 C,overnmen t 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. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ADOPTED: 

Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards 

Fong, Melgar 

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 UMU Zoning District and a 68-X Height and Bulk District; in 
general conformance with plans, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the docket for 
Record No. 2014-000.026ENX and subject to 'conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 
Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931. This authorization and the conditions contained 
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

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

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

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

SEVERABILITY 

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization. · 
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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.sfplanning.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-plan11ing.org 

3. Diligent Ptu:suit. 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.sfplanning.org 

4. Extension. All time Jimits 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 Cock Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
toww.sfplanning.or.g 

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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CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project 
Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.$,fplanning.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 information 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, 
www.sf-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 infonnation 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 Trcinsformer 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 
Deparbnent recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vat,tlts, 
in order of most to least desirable: 

SAii 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; 
L 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 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://efrlvw.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 infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.$,fplanning.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.sf-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 Oass 2 spaces for both the residential and commercial/PDR portion of the 
Project). 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.ef-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 (SFMTA), the Police Department. the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 

manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project 
For inftmnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
'UllUW.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 infannation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.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, 
tuWW.onesto,pSF.org 

18. Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(I'SF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
WU1W.sfplanning.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.ef-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.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://efdpw.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 
infonnation about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 
415-695-2017,.htt;p:lls(dpw.orgl 

24. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building pennit 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 propose? 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 dosing 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 

·21. 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 documenl This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to 
modify Planning Code Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of Supervisois 
(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, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Deoelopment 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 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.ef-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 information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.ef-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Deoelopment at 415-701-
5500, 'WWW.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 information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.ef-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Deoelopment at 415-701-
5500, www.ef-nwh.org. 

f) 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.p://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, 
TUUTUJ.ef-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, www.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 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 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 11 2017 

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ Medi1:tPlaver.php ?view id=20&clip id=28002 

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

http:/ I sf-phrnning.org/ area-plan-eirs 

(scroll down) 
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West Bay Law 

Law Office of J. Scott Weaver 

Commissioners, 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Room 400 
San Francisco. CA 94103 

May 30. 2017 

Re: Case No. 2015-004454PRV 1726-1730 Mission Stl'eet 

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

Tbe developer proposes a 6 story 69 foot tall building with 36 units along with a 29 car 
parking garage. The project seeks both Conditional Use and Large Project Authorizations. This 
project is situated on Mission Street between Duboce Avenue and 141h Street This area is the 
"'Gate"l.vay to the Mission", an already gentrifying area and one that is seeing numerous projects. 
proposed, entitled, and/or built in the immediate vicinity. The Department has not carefully 
evaluated the project from the standpoint of its cumulative impacts on an area that already faces 
challenges with respect to traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation, and open space, 
and displacement - especially of its SRO tenants. 

Context. 

The proposed project (36 units) is being built in conjunction with a number of other 
projects currently in the pipeline for the area. Pipeline projects between the intersection of South 
Van Ness and Mission, and 16"' and Mission and one block either side of Mission (eight blocks) 
are: 130 Otis Street (220 units), 1601 Mission Street (354 units), 1801 Mission Street (54 units), 
1863 Mission Street (36 units), 1900 Mission Street (9 units). 1924 Mission Street ( 13 units). 
1979 Mission Street (331 units), 198 Valencia (28 units), 235 Valencia (50 units), 80 Julian (9 
units), 1463 Stevenson (45 units). and 1500 15'" Street, (184 units- density bonus). 
Additionally, tl1ere are two affordable housing projects, one at 1950 Mission Street ( 157 units), 

and one aL490 South Van Ness Avenue (133 units). Total number of pipeline units, including 
the proposed project are within two blocks either side of sausage factory is 1,659 units. 
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Built after 2008, but equally applicable to any cumulative analysis are 1880 Mission 
Street (202 units), 1501 1511aStreet (40 units), 380 14111 Street (29 units) and 411 Valencia (16) 
1587 15111 (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 vulnerable SRO Hotel 
population.• Once these projects are in place, existing SRO tenants will be ousted and replaced 
by will be gone, replaced by tourists, and 

Cumulative Impacts Require Examination 

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

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

For example, anyone who drives down M"assion 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- espeeially during 
commute hours. It is also a very dangerous mea from the Standpoint of pedestrian safety. 

• We believe that the next wave of gentrification wm result in a significant reduction in traditional SRO icsidents as 
Hotel owners "upgrade" their units. Currently there are hundreds of SRO wlits within the area between Duboc:e and 
16"' Street. Valencia and South Van Ness Avenue. 
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Other issues to consider arc noise (the IOI Freeway crosses Mission Street very close to 
the proposed project), Open space is virtually non-existent, yet the thousands of people who 
would move to the area \Vould 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 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW IS REQUIRED 

Presumably, this and many oft he other projects mentioned above received (or anticipate 
receiving) a Community Plan Exemption based on the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR2

• The use of 
the PEIR is inappropriate in this instance for several reasons. exemption was in error because I) 
the eight-year-old PEIR is no longer viable due to unanticipated circumstances on the ground. 
and 2) the PEIR did not consider impacts on this eight. block area, nor could it have anticipated 
the intense level of development along this gateway to the Mission. 

Substantial New Information Negates the Exemption From Environmental Review. 

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

Unfortunately. circumstances on the ground have rendered the 2008 PEIR out of date, 
and it cannot be a reliable measure of environmental impacts of market rate development in the 
Mission. It is well recognized t11at the Mission has already experienced extensive displacement 
of its residents, so much so, that it is now in an advanced stage 
gentrification. I itiµJll .-,;i..~l0i ,:owt..u; g/2015/0S/sf-r,-.;~;;: .. n ;;.srtti·i!~;:;a~;c,;·t~z..j\/~~-1~c:di 
Should the projecl proceed, it will cause significant economic and social changes in the 
immediate area that will result in physical changes, not the least of which is displacement of 
residents and buisinesses which will affect air quality, traffic and transpo1tation, as well as 
negative impacts on the immediate neighborhood (Sec CEQA guidelines, 15604 (e). 

The demand for affordable housing has increased significantly since the PEIR, and the 
gluL of luxury housing only makes matters worse. TI1e most recent Nexus Study, commissioned 
by the Planning Department, concluded that the production of l 00 market rate rental units 
generates a demand of 24 lower income households through goods and services demanded by the 
market rnte tenants. The affordable housing proposed by the project docs not meet this demand. 

'We recognize that two projects. 30 01is Street anil 160 I Mission arc outside the area studied under the Eastern 
Nci~hborhoods PEIR. 
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When substantial new infonnation becomes available, CEQA Guidelines require 
comprehensive analysis of these issues. (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 151.83). The situation on the 
ground has changed substantially since lhc PEIR was prepared in 2008. 

The PEIR did not anticipate the "advanced gentrification•· of the neighborhood, along 
with the extensive displacement of Latino families and businesses, the reverse 
commute to distant areas, and that impact on ,ween11ouse gas emissions, and 011 traffic 
congestion. 

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

The unanticipated additional demand for affordable housing due lo the overbuild of 
lmmry housing. 

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

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

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

The PElR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint, nor 
from that of the demand for housing. The specter of living within a few blocks of a 
free ride to work has caused many tech employees to move lo areas where the sbutLlcs 
stop - predominantly in the Mission. As such we have high earning employees 
exacerbating the already high demand for housing. The anti-eviction mapping project 
has documented the connection between shuttle stops and higher inddcnces of 
nofault evictions. (httn:J/ww\v.antfovictiomnapping:project.netltecbbusl!victions.html ) 

The cumulative housing production in the Mission (built and in the pipeline) now 
exceeds projections under any of the three scenarios envisioned when the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan created. According to Planning Department Data, projects 
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containing 2,451 housing units have either been completed or are under environmental 
review as of2/23/l 6. 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 authorization under the Interim Controls instituted by the Commission on January 14, 2016. 

Planning Code Section 303( c)(l) 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 compahole with. the 
neighborhood or the communin•." 

The project as proposed is not necessary or desirable for and compab.ole 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 d~ not comply with Interim Controls or MAP 2020 guidelines. 

The Proposed Protect 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 
atid 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 contn1>Ute positively to the neighborhood. 
A place for living and working also means a place where affordably priced housing is made 
available, a diverse may 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. 
• Minimi:ze displacement. 

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

The Proposed Prolect Does Not Comply with Interim Controls or MAP 2020 Oblecdves. 

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(I)). 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 com.mission 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 
conummity. For that reason, the Commission should require evaluation of these impacts. 

More Rigorous Evaluation is Requested. 

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

JSW:sme 
cc Plaza 16 Coalition 
bee numerous 
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SUMMARY 

This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53-15 requiring the Planning 
Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new 
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housfug 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 fhe 
serie5 a:nd covers the teil-year period from 1 January 2007 through 31December2016. 

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

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

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 14%. Three major development projects were 
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance caJculations until site 
pem1its 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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BACKGROUND 

On 21 April 2015, the Board ofSupervisors passed Ordinance No.53-15 amending the Planning 
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Departmetit to monitor and report on 
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new qffordable housing production. 
The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi-annually by Apn11 and October 1 of each year 
and will also be published on a vis:Iole and accessible page on the Planning Department's 
website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Boal'd of Supervisors on 
strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the 
City's housing production goals. (See Appe11dix 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 betvveen 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
incorrte character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing 
housing imits 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;£) to ensure adequate 
hoUsing for families, seniors and the disabled commuruties; g) to ensure that data. oh 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 pe:rformance toward meeting 
the goals set by the City's Housing Element and Pmposition K Housing production targets in the 
Gty'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 Gtyprov:ides the State 
Department of Housing and Community Developmel1tan annual progress report.z In November 
2014, San Francisco's voters endorsed Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all new housing 
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000new and 
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to 
low-income families as well as working, middle income families.:> 

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

1 
The Ordinance inaccurately stated that ''22% of new housing demands to be affordable fo households of 

moderate means"; San Francisco's Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) alfocatiori for moderate 
income householdS is 19% of total production goals. 
2 

Printed annµal progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here-
hl tp;//-wwwlKd.ca.jl:ov/communitv-development/hou~in!ei-element/annuaf-orogress-reports/i.11dex.php .-or 
by calling HCD at 916-263~2911 for the latest reports as manyjurisdictions now file reports online. 
3 

For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see http://sfmayor.org/housing . 
SAN Fl!AllCl$CO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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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 
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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 Q1 - 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 
Sites Protected Units Built Units Balance 

Built 
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 Districts 709 293 (398) 196 1,744 598 34.2% 

BoS District 6 3,239 1,155 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 22.1% 

Bos District 7 99 - (220) - 530 104 -19.1% 

Bos District 8 97 17 {655) 17 1,115 416 -34.2% 

Bos District 9 217 319 (582) 17 1,034 237 -2.3% 

Bos District 10 1,353 24 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 22.2% 

Bos District 11 30 - (323) 9 180 297 -59.5% 

TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 13.6%. 
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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~ 

TablelB 
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 

Replamment 
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 6 577 (372) 16 951 302 34.5% 

Bos District 4 10 - - (437) 7 llS 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 -L7% 

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 10,880 22.5% 

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE 

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning 
Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit. 
Overall projected housing balance at the end of 2016 is 16%. This balance is expected to change as 
several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements will be met. 
Jn 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 Inclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting cycle. 
Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collected. 
Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the 
inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as sen­
iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans. 

Table2 
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4 

Very Low Low 
Total 

Net New 
Total Affordable 

eos District Moderate lBD Affordable Unltsas%of 
Income Income 

Units 
Units 

Net New Units 

Bos District 1 - - - - - 19 0.0% 
BoS District2 - - - - - 25 0.0% 
Bos District 3 - - 14 - 14 190 7.4% 
Bos Dlstrict4 - - - - - 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 District9 - 132 8 l 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 % and 3,240 or 53% respectively). District 10 
follows with about 4,280 (15%) net new units, including over 1,350 (22%) affordable units. 

The table below also shows that almost 22% of net new units built between 2007 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%). 

Table3 
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Total 
Total Net 

Affordable Units 
BoS District . Very Low Low Moderate Mid die 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 District4 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 1,62B 1,151. 23 6,166 28,319 21.8% 

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVU) households are 
included under the Very Low Income (VU) 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 Districts 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 

BulldiltllS Units 

Bos District 3 1 6 

BoS District 5 1 3 

BoS District 6 3 28 

sos District 8 4 17 

Bos District 9 4 24 

TOTALS 13 78 

SAN FRAllCISCO 
PLANNING DllPARl'M8NT 

8 

1153



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. 

Tables 
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 sn 
Bos Districts 7 806 
Bos District 6 4 561 
Bos District 7 1 110 

BoS District 8 4 330 
BoS District 9 2 268 

Bos District 10 2 436 
Bos District 11 - -
TOTALS 29 3,483 

Units Removed From Protected Status 

San Francisco's Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and 
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords 
can, however, terminate tenants' leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion, 
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants' fault. The 
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent 
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of 
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition, 
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (OMis). 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 Protected 
Status 

Bos District 1 3 26 160 307 496 
BoS District2 17 13 86 199 315 
Bos District3 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 
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Entitled and Permitted Units 

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

Table7 
Permitted Units, 2016 Q4 

Total 
Net New 

Total Affordable 
BoS District 

Very Low Low 
Moderate TBD Affordable Unltsas%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 Distrlct4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1% 
BoS District 5 108 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 

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department 
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on Aprill and October 1 of each year. 
Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by 

going to this link: !.l!J~Dl~02!:,i,l'.ill..\.!l!..lli~'...!.W.!.!...!.!~~~~~::::!::~ 

ANNUAL HEARING 

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

SAN flli\NCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1157



APPENDIX A 
Ordinance 53-15 

· 1 FILE NO. 150029 

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
4/6/15 

ORDINANCE NO. 53-15 

1 I [Planning Code· City Housing Balance Moniloring and Reporting) 

2 

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

4 tho balance botween new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish 

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

6 Supervisors on strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance 

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

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

9 consistency with tho General Plan, and tho eight priority policies of Planning Code, 

10 Section 101.1. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

NOTE: Unchanged Code iext and uncodlfiod text are in plain Arial fonl 
Additions to Codes are in ~f11gfe-1maedlne ;tql;cs Times New Roman tout. 
Deletions to Codes are in M11.~.w11g1'f ilelfe-s 'Fitfk'!l •\'t•~ RBmmtfa1t1. 
Board amendment additions are Jn~ tJ!:I foot. 
Board amendmentdefetions are 1n st---•--------. 
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 Califomla 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 j Supervisors in File No. 150029 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of 

23 I Supervisors affinns this determination. 

24 i (b) On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19337, adopted 
I 

25 I findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent. on balance, with the 
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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 PlaMlng Code Is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 to read 

9 as follows: 

10 SEC IOJ. I/DUSING BALANCE MONITORING AND RI::'PORTING. 

11 {II) Pruzme To mqiulqfn q hglqqce helWwt ne11• a(!Ordqh{e and mar/art role liauslng Citv-

12 wjde mu/ wj!l1jn Mfglrlwlmr<k It> mqke lwu.dm: m·allqble (pr all Income levels gad housing need 

13 fXPtS. Ce prrserye tfrr mlx<d jncmne chnrgcter afthe CflV gm/ U.t nris:/1borhomk. to offset tlle 

14 ~ming housing rmjt• fjym mrt .•tabiTJ;aUmz m the le•.-r qfajnglr-r()!!m=f!mlf¥mcv 

15 llotrl unirs. lo rn.mre the awn I ability qf lqnd qml encourare rhe dcuf l!vmem <1.fmo11rces to vrovi<fc 

16 s11mc1en1 ltous/11g affordable to ho11seho/ds oflm low. low, qnd moderate incomrs, to ensure adea1«llt:. 

17 l1ou1/ng for families seniors cmd the disabled comm11nltv. to ensure tliat dqta on merting otfordab/.t:. 

18 ltouslng targets q1v-wftk and ll'ftliin neighborhoods lnfOmis '''" approw1l process tOr new housing 

19 del'flnpmcnf. anti to pigblc cwbllc partlclpa!lon in dctenqlnJm: the appropriate mix of new Tw11sing 

20 qprrnwi[$. drqe is here/iv ci!tqhllshed q rcquf_rement, as tle1alle1i In tlils Sectloc1 I OJ, to monitor and 

21 ra:ulorlv rrp<!CI on the heu.•jng baluncr hellffen markel rate hou.fing uml a({Ortlable ho11sing. 

22 fbJ Findings. 

23 a> In Nnvrmhg 2014. tlte Cl(>' \'Ofer.• (Meted Pmpo.qtlon K. l!'hlc'1 cstabJlslm! City 

24 policv to hrla ron.•lro£1 or rehabillta/e gt law JO QQQ homes kY 2010 More !hon 50% 11ftl1Lt houdng 

25 'K'ould be '!lfordqblc for middle-class llo11se/rold< with at len-<t 33% uf{nrdgh/e filr lqw- tmd UIOdergte-
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SAN FRANCISCO 

iJ 
.1 
I: 

income l1(ll!S(lwlds, qmf.tl1c City if gpectecl '" do<efw .rlt'Q(egirx re acl1ie\'e //Ult gtJQ/. Tl1u section 

103 S<(s forlh q method to track perfnmumce tm1·ard/he Citys Um1.d11g Hlcmen! ggal.r anti 1J1e 11eor-

tum Proposition K goo/ that JJ% o(ql/ new lwusirlg shall he afli1rdqhfe huttring ar defiqed hmin. 

f2J The Citv's rent ~qndpmmment/J! affordqh/e hausing :rtOfk smxs ''W' /ow­

/011•-. and moderate-income fimlllics. lonNjme rf-Sfdents. eldecJy seniors. djsable<lper.•ons qmf. glfrer.•. 

The Cil!' seeh 10 achie\•e and maintain an mmcopriate bq/cum: between marJ;rt rate housing and 

affordable housing Citv-wlde and within 11elghborhoods brca11se the myifability ofd«~DJU!lld. 

q :rnltable IMng em•lronment for nxzy San Franciscan Is of vital fmport01ice. dttqiynreiu eftlte Cjtv'.r 

hau.dng goals requires the cooe<rotfre eartlcipatlon o(govrmment atid the pr'frote sector toe.wand 

hmWng Cll1JlflrlUnjtle.r to qm1mniodqte lwu.dng needs for Ron Franc/sco1u at all economic levels and to 

rewnd ta the rmfrpte needs Qfe«ch aehlhMrJroodwh<re housing wll/ he i<JC(1ted, 

O> Fnr tmqnt:r in un.tubsldi;afhurWng. q/Ti?rdqhlljtv L• nflen pmme<f hy the 

Bui<knlial Rent Slahili:atinn and Arhitrqtipn Ordjnance '.< limjtqtiorr.r on the .d;e Q,fallmvqhle renl 

f11mg.res during q twgm;y. Ai dogmrented In th( Budgq qnd f&gjslqfh-e Ana{y.<f '.r October 201J 

Potier Analvsi.r Rewrt on Tenant Dlsplqcement. SmLfrancf.sco ls gm:rleaeing a We In rmjts 

I' ==:=,,;.,.s..:;:::::.=::::::::_ 
J. evictions l/.e .. evictlollS in which tire tenon! hMnol vlolatfflanv lease lg1!JS. b11t the ow11er s011ghl to 

J rrirqln eAArrs.rlan o(the unit>. Total eulcUnns ofall !VpU lun-e Increased by J,¥ 2"A. from Ren1 Board 
I 
J Year O.e from Mtvch thrmu•h Fehrt!ll!Jll 2010 to Rent Board Yecv 2fJ/J. During t11e same r>trlod . .h.1/i.• 

I I Act eylctfam far m!fpocedp1Jrer e\'fqjpn.<. inqeasjng hy 169.8% fr(Jm 43 in &!l/f IJngrd Year 20JfJ Ip 

;,· 116 In llent Boord Year 101). V!ese number.• do 1rpt roplure thr (qrge mnnbcr ofow11cr huyeu!s a( 

, I renmrts. whit;h contribute fivt!ttr It> die lo..r~ 0,fwrt-slqhili;ed uniU from rhe ho11#11g marter. Any fair 

Ii asrewrrent oftlw affordable ho11.ting bglance must incermrtlfe ;wo rhe culcu/qtion 11nits wjtfuirmm 

!I from WJ[ .rtqbj/i:mfoq, 
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j 
! 

(.II Pursuant to Govrrnment Code Src1/01165584. the A.rsociutjg11 ofBgl' Area 

Governments t'ABAGJ. in coordiaaaon wlrh the Cg{ifonrla St«1e DepqrtmenJ efHousi11g and 

Comm1mltv De\•e/ovment fHCD) detcnnlnu the l!m• Area~ reglon11/ housing need based on reg/011al 

i trends. prolected fob growth. and e;cistlng needs. 11re regional ho11slng weds apessment rRHN.A> 
L 
i I determlmJlfon inclm/e.'< prat/y<llon tprgets acldresslng hotLdqg needs ofu range aawwehold incvmc l 
1 

catn't1rfts. for the Rf/NA perfttd cayerlng 1015 tlrraur:h 1022 ARA<l luu prm"ecred fhul gt lea.vi 38% 

1 j afunr ltou.•inr demmul• Wr San Francl!CO wlll be from rtzy lo!!' mul low jncnme hoµ<rhpld< 
ii 
ji (ho,,.,,&/df egrnfng yntler 80% q(oreq median income}, qnc/ qnothcr 22% ofnrw bou.•jug denzcmds to 

Ii br qflordabfe 111 hmt.•eh,,{dr qfmodqqfe meun,• (earning between 8Q% mul 1211"4 Qfqrrq m«fillU 

!I lm:omei Afqrket-rate hou.dug Is cm11£fdtredhousjng with no income limits or special regutrrmears. 
'1 ,

1

, attached 

j 1 f5> The flnUSirrg Element oflhe City's Geuerql Plm1 s.tqtes: "IJ.gsed on the J?TOll'ilig 

I 
oovu/qt/pn. qnd .m1nrt grmnh goo/• q,(pravid.i.m:.lwJsilJg in central arras llkfiJJJI..frJm.£1sco. near iobf 

mylrransjt, die StaklkJlgr~hy/Jcve/w.me111 fHCD!. with tlie 

Assor/ation o(Bav Area Gmxm11ren1s fABdGI rstjmates tbar in the c11"ent 2015-2022 llouslng 

Element period San Francisco must vlan tor rlie copqcltv tor rnughlv 28. H70 new unit.• 5i% o['..,!Jlch 

s.ho11/d be suilab(e for housing for the extremelv low, \YIJ' low. low q1HI nuxlerote inconrr F1m1.<el1Qld• ft1 

meet its s.bare of the region's protected housing demand .. Objt!Ct/ve I aftbe Hou.dnr Elemmt .'<Igles 

d1at tlte CllV shoui<l "ldem!f11 gnc/ mpke lll'allable for Jere/opment odeg1tt!le .rite.< t<> meet tire Cftv't 

i lrousl11g needs. eserclallv pmnanen!lv afl'ordable hozulag." Obiectl'Y 7 .•t¢es dlffl Sw1 Frqncl.<co's 

!!' J!.rolectrdoffordable /iousl11g 11ced! for 011t110rr the corucll!• tor tire (.'fw rn sernrr .•11h,r/die.• (qr new 

: aflim}able 11nits. 
i 
· (61 In ZOI 2. the CllV enacted Oaffna11ce 237-12. Ille "f(or1.dnt• Prr.rW'(Jd(!n gml 

Production <Jrd/11aucr." co11/0ed i111ldml11lstmth'f Cm!e Clffllller Wt:../, to reg~ 

!I 
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1 11-""'"' - li>rdl(ftrou -·-- """""""""" °"""",..,,. ., -
2 j ! Elcme111. 17tat Ordj1wnc< requlw data on the number ofunits.lJJ..JIJL1J.ggq ofthc l1ousing uroductioa 

3 

1

1 procm at vgrfous a@rdability fel'(f! re be inc/rukdiu stqffrrporu on all prgoom!prQj«1s qffirc 

4 . widentjal units or more and jn quarterly hou.siug praj11Cfiqn rworts to the Plao11jag Commissfon Vre 
I 

5 

: I 

.: ,1 

11 

12 

13 

! 

!1 
I 
I 

14 i 
15 

16 

l!Janujm; Depm1n1tnt has long tracked d1r number Qfaffordqbk.ll!JJJJJ.ng units and IO(q/ 1mmber of 

housjug units lndlt lhroughout dre Cjo• andir1 spaific awn Cl.!JJLJlHuJl.d be qbk to track tire rat{o cq/leyl 

(Qr in dlis Section 103. 

a.LtUJ/IUllimte market h~ernment oOjcjp/s hmoe urged «!1 

ambitious nrogrqm to oro<lucr stgntficgu1 qmounrs Q[aew horislng ju tire Citv. the limited renrqinf11g 

m·ailable land mqke.r It went/qi to assess the Impact ofthe approml oflleiv market rate housing 

dew:lounrents on the m•ailqbilltv g(land for etfordable J1ou:rlng and to encourage the deplorment of 

re..to11ro'1 to provide sucll housing, 

fcl Hoiging Balanct Calculation. 

tn For pumose.s oflhis Section JOJ. "Housing &lane.! •• shall he Jef111cd as the 

vrooortloa ofafl 11rw /101islng 1111its affordable to householcls ofex(Temdy /ow. \'Cry low. /rm• or 

moderme Income ho11Mho/1ls, as defined in Cullfornia Health & Safety Code &ctimrs 50079.5 et :ceq. 

17 i j a.fsuch pr0l•isior1:r 111av be pmemktl (;om time to time. to tlw total min1her of all neiv ho,,sfng unil.< fiir a 

18 ,:1 JO vear Housing Ha/once Period 

19 1; aJ The Housll1g Balance Period shall beWn with 1he first guart<r pfpeqr ]QQ5 lo the 

20 If !tut guarler of20 I 4 u11d them!fier fflr IM te11 wars prior to th< mMI r«r11l calqrdnr qrwrter. 

21 !' ; , m for each 1Yur thot tiara ls m"O//gble, heglnainv la 2005 rhe P/antriwt Depqrtmear 

22 i I slrall rcporf net hor«lng con.•tructfon hv Income le•Yl<:. a.< well q• unlf.< tlrar how: h«n wflht/rqwn ftom 

23 'I' orotectlon qffordetl bv Cftv ltnt'. suc/1 a< laws prtwlding /Or rrnt-comrgllr<lqm/sjnrlr rrs!tlent 

24 j occupqncv tsRO) unlrs. The atlimlab/e housfnr cgtemrlu ,,ha[f fuclude nrt new unll.<. ay wrll ar 

11 rxlstJ11g units that were wq•io1tslv ant rc.rtrictcd hr deed or agulqrnry nL"'eement /htlt are arquirrd (Qr 25 

Poge5 

,I 

II =F~PERWORS ,, 
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preservali11t1 as pcrmanenllv a({Ortlob/e lwuslng OS d111er111lnrd bv 1he Mat'Dr s Office ofH011Sfng and 

2 Communflv Devclownen1 fMOHCD> (not Including refinandflf! or other re!tabllitation 11nder ex/sling 

3 ownershleJ. protected hy deed or regufalory agreemtnl for a mfnfmum o(55 >'t'Ors. 11m reporl slmll 

4 lndw/e. bv i:ror. and for the /U[est qugr/Cr. oil rmlts that hqyc recefvrd Temporary Cerllflcqtes of 

5 Occupgney wf/hln that war. a ,reparnte cqtegorv /Or l!!lils that ohtafneJq site or building prrmlt. and 

6 qnother CQf(fQ!,I' for unff.< C/Jg{lw1oe recel1rcfqpprq1•ql 6pm Che Plqutfing CtmmtiWon pr PlqnninJr 

7 Penartmenf, hut hare ntJt }'ti qhtalne1lg.dte or hulldinglJWUit IQ cmrunwe cqn.•tl'1!fliM <acrnt any 

8 entitlement;r that hqvr apjrednnefnot fleen rencml during tire lltJIJ,<ing 8a/qnce Perl"'#· Me.•tu 

9 ufqrmrd enJfdenrm1 .. lnclmling hu! nor l!mitedtp,wch grrar o.r Tre1Wfre f;r{qnd. llWltru Poinl 

10 Shiuyqrdancl Pqrk Merced. slml/nql ht Included in thlr lqecer ct1tegoty until hufivimwl liu;tding 

11 enliflemel1(s qr site pmnit,r qre qpprowd fiir ~fie lwu.ring orQject;r. &r cgc/J. vrar oc Qllllrovq{ 

12 .<talus thr fnlluw!ng cqtegnria .<hall fie St!JHlrate/y reported: 

13 (Al E.xtcemrfy Low lncomr Un11~c!iYhfHg/1...!!!. 

14 famj/ir.t Wing hmvcm ()..JO% Awi Med/mt ft!fomt fAMD as cletlrl(d In Cglffornlq Uealtlr & Sa(etv 

15 !,"ot!e SecUon 50106. qnJ am sulzjrq te price or rent reSfrlcffens Mtwt!en ()..JO"A. AMI: 

16 £81 Vezy Low Income Un/ls. whlcl1 qrr units uval/ahle to lndMd11al< or familie• 

17 , making between 3Q.50%dj{/ as defined in California Health & Safew COde Section 50105. and qre 

18 /, mbiect to nrice or uni rrstrlcrions bftn:ren J()..50"-' AMI: 
ii 

19 j <C> lower Income Units which are rtn/1$ m:allahle ia IndMduolf: <IT fumllie.• 

20 f makl11g between 50-80% AMI as de0ne4111 Ca/l(omla Heu/t/1 & Sofen• Code Srrll1m 50079.5, 1mdqrc 

21 I 
1 

syblecl 10 price or rent ustrlcrlons between 50..SO"A. AMI.· 

22 ; I <DI Moderate Income U11lts. which ore unit~· gwiflable to lqdirldmi/s ar linnj/ie.• 

23 / ! making between 8()..J 20".1. A Ml qnd qre sub/eel lo price qr wit rr.~lrlcUpnr hetl!'ren 8Q./2Q% d ML· 
11 

24 \I <E> MidJ/e lnrqme l/11jL• which qre unjls m·mluble IQ jnd~c.{llIBi/ia 

25 l I making bctwec11 J 2/J..I 50"& AMI and are FUhicrl 111 orice qr rwt restrlaions benma /20-/J™ 

!1 
! I SupoMsor Kim I j BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pago 6 
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fFl Mqrket-rate units. whicli are units not sub/rct to mw tkedor rcgi1larqry 

aueement with price rr,rtrkt/ons: 

lGI lln1Hi11g units wltlu/rmvn from protected status. including units withdraw11 

trw rent control (fX£ept tlwre units athenvlse CODl'frttd 11110 iiermantntlv afliJrdab/c llDuslngJ. 

including all rmjt.r lhaf hmX hee11 fllf!kct tq T!!nt co11tro/ under the San FroncLrco Residential Rent 

Skihjlitt1tfon qnd Arbjtrqt/en Ortlinance hut th!1t q nronertp owner rrmmres vennanentlv (mm the 

r(l!faf nrarlcet thrgugh condominillll! comy,!fpn pur,wqnf tp Admjni.rtrqtfre Cmle Srct/011 3Z 9falf9l 

tkmo{Uinn or nfterqfipns Onchtding dwelling unft mergers! nrvemumrnf rem!!\·alpur.rrmut le 

AliorlnjnratilX Code &ctlon JZ 9fq)0Q) or reauml pursugnt to d1t1 Ellis Act wdu Atlmlnhtrati1y 

Code &ctjon 37. 9(q)flJl;. 

(HJ Public housing reoTqcemellf u11fts and s11bstqntiallv rchqkjlilqted u11it.r l i through tile HOPE SF and Rental As.rlscance J>emonstratlon <JUDI prorrams. as well as otlttr 

i mbsrantlul rehabilitation programs matmged bv MOHCD. 
:1 

l4l 711t! llouslng Balanu shall be rxoressed as q percentage. obtained by dMding tire 

curnu/qt/1x totm ofatremelv /qw. \rery lnw. ltm• and mo4erore Income affe,rtlable h!11Ldng writs (al/ 

I
I ;

1

: unll.f 0-120% AMII ml1TU.r thr /q,rt pro(<cted units, bv the l!lta/ number ofnet new l'f'u.<ing unjls within 

the llmt.•fl1g Bolll1Ffe l'WmJ. Tire lfou.rjng fla/ance ,Wnll uW' grotide f!6·q cnlcu{qtftiw: 
1i 
H fA1 thr C11mu/qrjyc llnrujng Balance ermsjstiag nflw111inr unit.• thqt bm-e 

Ii alwJcfy""" Cons/roclrd (mu/ rccetwla Tempormy Cmfficotc g/OcCWXlllQ' or pt/rcr cert(flcgte tllill 

I• IDIJJkl..flllnw OCfllP«!l.Q!Jz[Jht..11nifsJ wjtl!in the. 10-V(tfl' HQl/Sfng &lqnc< Period, plus those 1mjts rhar 

lri ~intd a sitr or bullding P<Wlt. A separotc calc11/atfon oft/1£ Cuwulotfre I /011slng Balqncc 

shgll also be provided iv/1lch /11c/!tde.s JJOPE SF and RAD pubffc horislng replocemc111 and 

I suh.r1m11lollv rclit1blllra1t:d 1111/111 (bur l'IO( lncluditlfl general rel1ab/1Jtqrlan I maintenance pfoub/lc 
I 

hotHing or tJther affordable ho1is!ng units I that 11<1\-e receil'ed Trmporarv l'errificates o[Occupo11er 

I Supervisor Kim !l BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page7 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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1 within tlic Ho11Sing &!fance Period The Housim: Ba/mice brr$ willshow the C11m11fath•e /lousing 

2 Balance with ondwlrhour pubUc ho11Slng ind11Cffflin the ca{c11/atlon: a11d 

3 (Bl tire Prolected Housing Balance. w/1/ch sholl lnd!llle 011v residential protect 

4 thar hos rrcclvt!d approval from the Planning Commission or Planning {)wqrm1ent. eioen ifthe 

5 lw11Slng profect has 1101 vet obtained a site or buf/ding m;rmlt to commence cons1r11crio11 fexceP' onv 

6 enlitlement.r that htn'C emlred qnd l!O( been re11ewed during tlte Housing Bglgnce oeriodJ. Master 

7 plmwed enrltlemrnts shol/ nnt be Included In the ca/rn/(l(/on rmtil fnJMduol bu I/ding en1lllemrnts or 

9 fdl RI-annual Heming Balgnee Rqwtts. ~)'&-Gf-the effooti>te date af this 

10 Se6tloo403Bv June 1. 2015. tlie Planning lkpqrtment slw/I calculate rhe Ciunulutire QIU/ Projec(fti 

11 Hnusiag /lqlqnce for tlie most recent oro gumtm Cjty=wide bv S1weryfsorjql Dlstricl Plan Area· am/ 

12 by nrighhorhoqd P/annfng District.~. as defined ja tfrr mmual Hawing !nvrnfqry. qmfpublish it as «l1 

13 f1.0Sfly Wible andaccesstblepni:e de\•oted to llausjng Balance muiMonltoring qmf RfDOl'(ing on the 

14 Plannjng Q.qzprtmw('s website. By Aug\l6t September /sf mrdFel*UafY..Mml<ll.lst o(rgch >xgr...JlK 

15 f.fmming fHpanment shgf/ uublish and l,IJldqte the Housing Balance Rerxm. qgdvrmnr thfl mxm at 

16 pn lnformgtlo11a/ heorlng 10 lhe Planning Commission gnd Board ofSupen'isors. qs well 0$ to am• 

17 rele1'Gnf boJv with geogrnohlc miryiell' 01•£! g Dian area YRS>" reauesl along wlrh rile other q11qrterly 

18 reporting reau/rcmenrs o(Admlnutrarlw: Cade Chapter IOE.4. The annual report to the_Board..of 

19 Supervjsors shall be accepted by resolutiOn of the Board which re§Olutfon shall be introduced 

20 by the e1annina Qmmrtm.enLThe Ho!ISing BalOllCe Reoort .Thall also be fncprpnrated ig/n fhe 

21 Ann11al Plann/11g Comm/!r,~lnn l/ousfm: llcarlngq11dAnnuul Rw•rt 111 the llnqrcln(S11nervl.wr! 

22 mlulred Jn Admfnlstratjre Ct>tle Chavrer /QI-;.£, 

23 (e) Annual llearlng br Board ofS11;etrvlsM$. 

24 (}} 7114! f!aard o(SuP!rvlsor.~ shall hold a public HollSlnE: Balqgce hearing nn a11 annual 

25 basis h1• April I o(eac/1 vet1r. to co1t~lcler 11rogres.r rowgrdf rl1e Q(y',r qOimfqb/e hm~dng goofs. 

SuporYilor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pogo& 
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SAN FllANC1SCO 

I 
l1 
t! 

j inc/11ding the goal ofq mlnhllrmr 33% q![ordqblc funWng tp luw nnd m<J(/crme inc11n1c l1mJ,•elw/d~. m· 

1vell as Ilic City's General Play Housing Eltnttnt 11011,fjug prod11ctlon go«ls bv lllfpme rmegm:JI Ilg 

first hearing sha/I occur no lo/er than 30 days oOer the cffectb~ <late oftl1js orJi1umre. and bv April J 

o(each1~arrhereaRe~ 

&I The hearing sholl Jnc/1ule reoorrlng bv rl~ l'lannf11g /Jcpar1me111. which slia/I oresenr 

th( latest I fou,({111: Balance Report Cill'-'11/de and hv S1pn•isarlal Dlslrict and Planning District: the 

Mmpr '..- Qfli£¢ ~fllmLtiag und Con11111fJ!lty Development JIW Maror '.r Ofl1cr o(Econamic mul 

Wodforcr Qcye/oprnent. the Renr Srahj/i:gtfqn Board hy the Departme111 ofUu/IJing 1115J1ectfon. anti 

the City Tfcotwml.•t nn ;rtrqtegir.• fnr qchln·ing and mglntof11l11g q hou.dt!!.' btdtmce lq accw<farlfe wlrh 

San Fraacuco 's lwu.•jng oroJr!Clinn W1f.• iftht C11mrdofil'i! llmlSing Balun£¢ ha.• fill/en befm1• Jj% jn 

gny vrar:. MQllC/Uhell.detwni11e /um much limflinz is rrg1duJto bring dl$. City into a mjafmum 

' ll2R.Bousing Bala11ce and tire Mmw ,thall &bmif to the Bogrd o(Supervisor.r a strqtuv to af.'31/JJllli!!J. 

the minl1Wtn1 003% Ho11Sf11g Bq/anre. Citv DwartmelU.f shall at minimum reeort on tlte following 

issues relc\'Ont to the annual Ho1isfng Balance hearing: MOHCD shall reparl 011 the am1ual mul 

11rofcc1eJ proerrss by income category In accardol!fe with thr C{rv :., Cieneral fle1n Hou.•lng J.:Jcment 

l10u.dng proJ11ctlon goals pro/ecred :rlwrtfalls and gum· lg (um/Ing and site qmtflll u11d pror=ess 

loll'ard 1/1e Cltv 's Nelgl1horhond S!uhlllml/011 goal• tor acg11irh!g wu/ we.•rrying the offnrdahlli(I' "' 

, I rrl•lb1g reutal rrnll.• !11 nfh•hbt1rhopd• wUh high cnncfll{raflpns aflmv wul mpdqqte i"Cflme 

! ! frtugrhofd• nr l1L!forlcally hirli ln'l!/s Q,fnictipm · the Plqnnhig Department :rhq[/ repnrt on Cl'"Wl 

; j rmd prmm•rd ;oning qnef f qnd 1~•e vrllcir.• ""1t effecl 1/u: Chl• 's General Plmr HorWag Elen1wl 
ti ; I hoysjagproJfuclion goal•: the Aftovrs O/ljc( gff&JJ_nqmjc mrd WQrM!rcc J)evrlop~ 

!I current qnderopolrd moior de}'flopmellt pro/erts. dedicqtedD1Jblfc site.•. wl policies tltat qfkct 1l1e 
1: p ., 
,I ,. 
j: 
1: 

11 

Ji i: SupoMsol Kim 
ii BOARD OF SUPERVISORS P8Qct9 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

Ci!x :t Gencml flan Housing Ii.(~ lw~i!J.gtZmffJf-tkl.a raJ!l.s,· the Rent 6.oord lfmll r;{J?Qn 2n the 

withdrawal or addition fli.rent:SP.fJLt.olled U{J.its and current fU:.f!.rDl!!!l.cd f!!!.lifia llH!J. !!.fl.ect tbrt_c 

aumbers; tb,r:_ Deeartment o[.Building lnst!£!J.lon shall l'ef!!!.rt on the withdrawal or a!f..ditlon o( 

Br.~.id.entlal ll2tr.l 1!!!.IU and current or erof!!M.ed l!!!l.lcics that aflttt these numbers; and llte f:.ill' 

f.f!2!1.omist E.hall nmort on annual mrd eroi«ted lob r,rowrh m:: the lnt:ome catfg.Ories SIN!cineil f!J. lhe 

Cirv s Gcnem/ Pinn Housinf Elqnent, 

al d_// reDOrts 11.U.tf. l!l.CSCnlatf!la l/lll.!2/Jl.f.r. {r.Jl.lD. £~£ {ll!ll!!.llf. l{'21Jli.l1Jl. l!J!.f!!.nr£ hm_cf{/.f 

shall be maintalnetl bJ!. l't'ar f!Jctz.11./:!lic accns olJ lllt. flaaaiaz.Defl!!.rtmmL's. lf!./:!1.i!f: 2n its i!!f.!r.e 

dC\'Oted to HOU$lng Balance Monitoring and Rr-DPl'tjng. 

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordlriance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retums the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayo(s veto of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DEN~JS J. HERRERA. City Attorney 

By: )tL{)\ ..... 
ttAALal\ BYRNE 
Deputy City Attorney 

n~l5\150CXW1>010060ll4doc 
J 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
l &lpoN!sOr Kim 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pago 10 
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SAN ff!ANCISCO 

City and County Of San Francisco 
Tails 

r:uyl""1 
t Ct C~Uu:~ It (,-.,-uj.:c M.Ji.:.e­
Si.;'f' l~ .. CA 4~lOZ-t<.;'lQ 

Ordinance 

Filo Number: 150029 Dato Passed: April 21, 2015 

Oroin~ amcn°'"9 IM Planning Cade to requite too Planning Depa~nt to moMor IN! balance 
be!Wcen miw maf1<et rato housing and newaffocdablo.housing, atld pub!islla bi-annual Housing 
SaLance Report rcqulrirl!l. an~ l>edl'irig at th& Soatd of ~en &1ra~ I« aeh!C'i.ng 
Md ni3'11tainirig Die requited houSi!lg l>:llanc:e in ac:eotdaooe willl S3n Fram:iK.:O's housing 
produebOn goals; and fl\akil';g eiwl~tal fin!llng:s, Planoltlg Code. Sectton 302. ~. and 
lindings of ce<>'l:is~vrilh 100' General Plan. and Ille eight priority pollcles of Planning Cede. 
Section I 0 1.1. . 

Aptll OS. 201H.and l.l&cancl Tmmp00allon Committee -AMENDED, AN AMENOME.NT 
OF1'HEWHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE 

AJl(ll 14, 2015 Bc:ud of SUpel'lli$Crs. PASSED. ON FIRST RE/ll)!NG 

Ayet.:c 11 • Allalos, Bleed, C::impos, ChrislOnsen. Cotien, Farrell, Kim, r.lnr, Tang. 
Wiener :mo:1 Yee 

.Apcil 21, 2015 Boa!d of SupeMSCrs • Fll\tALLY PASSED 

Ayl:.$. 11 - Alr.llos. Sn:'!d, C;unpos. Chr!Z!i:n-An. Cotl<ln. F::irroll, Kim, Mar. Tang. 
\'lll:crler300Y<:e 

File N.1. 150029 I h1>roby certify th:lt the rorngolno 
Otdinanco Wi1S FINA lLY PASSED on 
4l.Z1l2015 by tho Board <>I Supervison of 
tho Ci!y ;and County ors.in Francisco. 

re ~ Angela C:lllvillo 
Clerk of the Boatt! 

Dato Approved 

Pt.ANNING DEPARTMENT 
23 
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APPENDIXB 
CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS 

Table 1A 
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation. 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Planning Districts 

!Richmond 

2Marina 

3Northeast 

4Downtown 

s Western Addition 

6 Buena Vista 

7Central 

&Mission 

9 South of Market 

10 South Bayshore 

11 Bernal Heights 

12 South Central 

13 Ingleside 
14 Inner Sunset 
15 Outer Sunset 

TOTAIS 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING~ 

New 
Affordable 

Housing 
Built 

170 

2 

191 

1,682 

621 

190 

18 

345 

1,815 

753 

240 

10 

119 

-
10 

6,166 

Acquisitions Units Total 
& Rehabs Removed Entitled_ 
and Small from Affordable 

Sites Protected Units 
Completed Status Permitted 

(569) 54 

24 (180) 2 

6 (384) 12 

851 (119) 304 

293 (207) 142 

s (239) 30 

(384) -
347 (540) 16 

304 (125) 933 

(76) 1 

8 (184) -
(375) 10 

(179) -
(189) -
(432) 7 

1,838 (4,182) 1,511 

Total 
Total Net 

Entitled Cumulative 
New Units 

Permitted Housing 
Built 

Units 
Balance 

513 175 -50.1% 

282 160 -34.4% 

753 271 -17.1% 

5,630 2,124 35.1% 

1,809 448 37.6% 

899 437 -1.0% 

348 51 -91.7% 

1,504 469 8.5% 

13,814 5,871 14.9% 

1,807 322 31.8% 

73 20 68.8% 

128 307 -81.6% 

547 93 -9.4% 
103 36 -136.0% 
109 96 -202.4% 

28,319 10,880 13.6% 
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Table1B 
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4 

New 
Acquisitions RAD Units Total 

Total Expanded 
&Rehabs Program& Removed Entitled Total Net 

Planning Districts 
Affordable 

and Small HopeSF from Affordable 
Entitled Cumulative 

Housing 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% 

3Northeast 191 6 577 (384] 12 7S3 271 39.3% 

4Downtown 1,682 851 285 (1191 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 12391 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 (1841 - 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 -S6.8% 
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (432] 7 109 96 -202.4% 

TOTALS 6,166 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 22.5% 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Table2 
Projected Housing Balance talculatlon, 2016 Q.4 

Very Low Low 
Total 

Net New 
Total Affordable 

BoS District Moderate TBD Affordable 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 2024 4.7% 
5 Western Addition - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4% 
6 Buena Vista - - 20 - 20 172 11.6% 
7Central - - - - - 48 0.0% 
8Misslon - 5 8 18 31 1,304 24% 
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3% 
10 South Bavshore - 141 168 309 3,032 10.2% 
11 Bernal Heie:hts - - - - - 4 0.0% 
12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1% 
13 lnJ?leside - 915 - 284 1,199 1,021 117.4% 
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0% 
15 Outer Sunset - - - - - 14 0.0% 

TOTAlS - 1,280 156 sos 1,944 12,059 16.1% 

Table3 
New Housing Production by Affordabilrty, 2007 Q.1- 2016 Q4 

Middle 
Total 

Total Net 
Affordable Units 

Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate 
I nm me 

Affordable 
Units 

as%ofTotal 

Units Net Units 

lRichmond 170 - - - 170 513 33.1% 
2Marina - - - - - 282 0.0% 
3Northeast 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 Heie:hts 240 - - - 240 73 328.8% 
12South Central - 10 - - 10 128 7.8% 
13 Ingleside 70 32 17 - 119 547 21.8% 
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 103 0.0% 
15 outer Sunset - - 10 - 10 109 9.2% 

TOTAlS 3,364 1,628 1,149 23 6,164 28,319 21.8% 

SAN FllAllC1SCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DBPARTMENT 

Table4a 
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of 
Affordable Housing, 2007 Ql-2016 0.4 

Planning District 
No.of 

Buildings 

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 

Butldtm!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 
Buildinl?S Units 

1Richmond 2 144 
2Marina 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 Heii~hts 2 268 
12 South Central - -
13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110 
15 Outer Sunset - -
TOTAIS 29 3,483 

SAM FRAllCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Table6 
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Condo 
Total Units 

Planning District Demolition Ellis Out 
Owner 

Permanently 
Conversion Move-In 

Lost 

lRichmond 4 31 193 341 569 
2Marina 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 

12South Central - 83 39 253 375 

13 Ingleside - 40 21 118 179 

14 Inner Sunset 6 15 54 114 189 
15 Outer Sunset - 87 72 273 432 

Totals 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182 

SAN FllAHCISCO 29 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Table7 
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% 
2Marlna - - 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 0.0% 
8Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3;4% 

9 South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9% 
10 South Bavshore - - - 1 l 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% 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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 addtess. 
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 q1:Jarter of 2017(01). 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 indusionary units are tracked by the Mayor's 
Office of Housing; these are also updated quarterly. 

RHNA New Units Entitled by 
Percent of 

Pro.duction Built Planning in 
RHNAGoals 

Built and 
Goals 2015 Q1 to 2017Q1 

Entitled by 
2015-2022 2017Q1 Pipeline"' 

Planning 

Total Units 28,869 9,170 23,773 114.1% 

AbO\oe 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 inC!ude three entitled major development projects with a remaining total of 22,680 net new units: 
Hunters' Point, Treasure Island andParkMerced. However, phases af these projects will be includedwhen applications for 
building permits are fiied and proceed along the development pipeline. These three projects wiff 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 
Jnfonna1ion: 
415.558.6377 
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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, 

1177



APPLICATION FOR - ') ... \.} 

Board of Supervisors Appea1Ji5~ 

1. Applicant and Project Information 

1 

_j 

i NEIGHBORHOOD Ol'!GANIZA'JlON NAME:: , .· . . . . . . •: , ··· . 

I o;; lrnasSrb~ No e~c~~ . 
r·NsGiiBORHCiOoDFi<£ANi2An6N'Ai>oR'ess: ·-. ·;··-·~-··:--·7··-.,.··'.·-.-. -. ~--· .. 
l C.(o·· 4 Sca1f~r . · · 
l t.-{tO'-f ~~Si .:!.9£1. 

Set~ ~(l:Uv. Cr.S c_O i C4 q lf Ill( 
f ~All: • H> . . ··. . • . . . >'' . . . . l 

I J Sa5tt~e4.ve., @. q.d., .. c~; 
ff>"ROJEc:'TAD6RE5s?""'"."'T~~".'-.. -· -~~ 

l t7J..(9."3o ~cssra~ st 
. I DATE OF DECISION {IF;ANY): I-..,.... . 
I .J~ 11 ;l..Of1-

! PlANNlf>lGCASE!'JO.: .. . ·•:.· ;·· . . , ·•.. l BUILDINGfERMlTAf?PLlc=AllONJllO:: ' 

! 201S ..,.004YSc.( f>RU 

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 of 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. 

l\;f 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. 

~ The appellant ls 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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Cail or visit the San Francisco Pfanning Department 

SA;~ FRANSISCO 
PL4.NNING 
0 E.P;.6.R:TM~NT 

Central Reception · _ 
1650 Missiori Street, SUite 400 
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 ·•· 

TEi.: 415.558.6378 
.FAX: .41S.558.6409. 

WEB: http:lfwww.sfplanning.org 

Planning Information Center (PJC) 
1660 Mi~ion Street, First Floor 
San Francisco GA 94103-2479 

TEL: 415.558.6377. 
Planrii;,g Sta.ff areavail!>bk by phone and arthe PIC counrer; · 
No appoirrtmenl is necessaiy. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

l!I Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

!!I Transportation Sustainability·Fee (Sec. 411A) 

l!J Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee (Sec. 423) 

l!J First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

I!! Residential Child Care Fee (Sec. 414A} 

D Other 

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 
Suite400 
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. 

\Nw111r.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19931 
June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
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. 
20l+002026ENX. At this public hearing, the Commission continued the project to the public hearing on 
June l, 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 
PLAlllNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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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 Com.mission 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 ntixed-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
rarnps 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 gro~d 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 from San Francisco 
Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC), and four letters opposing the project, expressing concern 
over the height of the project, impacts to light and air to adjacent residential properties, increased · 
vehicular traffic and construction noise. 

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

A. Permitted Uses in UMU Zoning Districts. Planning Code Sections 84320 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 level and would comply with 
Planning Code Section 134. The Project occupies a mid-block with frontage on Mission Street. The 
subject lot does not currently contribute to a pattern of mid-block open space, and the addition of the 
proposed code-complying rear yard would help to preserve light and air to neighboring residential 
dwellings. 

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 Co.de 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 dose 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 fer 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 Ciass 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 Oass 2 bicycle parking spaces fer 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 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. 

SAii FRANCISCO 

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) 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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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 fram 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-bedroam 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-ttill elevator penthouse on the roof of the 
proposed building. 

N. Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 411A establishes the 
Transportation Sustainablity Fee (I'SF) 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 li.se; 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. 

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

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 DistricL 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, multi1amily residential uses, three- and four-story multi1ami1y 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. 

Pianning Code Section 270.2 does not apply to the Project, and no mid-biock 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 Missi.on Street. Pedestrian access is provided to the residences via a lobby and two secondary 
exits directly to the sidewalk. The Project includes ground floor FDR 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. 

L 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 

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

Policyl.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. 

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

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

Policy4.4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental units wherever possible. 

Policy4.5 
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. 

Policy11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policy11.2 
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. 

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

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

Policy13.1 
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 16th Street & Mission Bart Station is slightly more than a quarter mile to the south on 
Mission Street. Residential mixed-use development at this site would support a smart growth and 
sustainable land use pattern in locating new housing in the urban core close to jobs and transit. 
Furthermore, the bicycle network in the Mission District is highly developed and utilized. The Project 
provides an abundance of bicycle parking on-site in addition to vehicle parking. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

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

Policy 1.9: 
Preserve sunlight in public open spaces. 

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

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

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

The Project praposes landscaped apen 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 

Policy3.6: 
Maintain, restore, expand and fund the urban forest. 

The praposed 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 adive 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 permitted ratio of .75 per 
unit. The parking spaces are accessed by one ingress/egress point measuring 12-ft. wide from Mission 
Street. Parking is adequate for the Project and complies with maximums prescrfbed 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 wm 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. 

Policy4.3: 
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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 16 

1197



Motion No. 19931 
June 1, 2017 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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

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

Policy 1,2.2 
For new construction, and as part of major expansion of existing buildings in neighborhood 
commercial districts, require ground floor commercial uses in new housing development. In 
other mixed-use districts encourage housing over commercial or PDR where appropriate. 

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

The Project will replace a vacant industrial building with a new _mixed-use building with ground floor 
PDR space and residential units above, consistent with the existing residential, commercial and PDR uses 

in the nighborhood. Additionally, the Project complies with the applicable building height and bulk 
guidelines and with the bedroom mix requirements. 

Housing 

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

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

Policy 2.3.5 
Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public funds and grants, 
assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund community and neighborhood 
improvements. 

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

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

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

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

Built Form 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Policy 3.2.3 
Minimize the visual impact of parking. 

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

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

8. Planning Code Section 101.l(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 of2,250 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 wi?l 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 designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety 
requirements of the Bui1ding 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 bui1ding 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. 

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

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

~ert' y that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 1, 2017. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards 

Fong, Melgar 

June 1,2017 
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EXHIBIT A 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

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 "EXHIBIT B" included in the docket for 
Record No. 2014-002026ENX and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 
Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931. This authorization and the conditions contained 
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

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

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

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

SEVERABILITY 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. ff 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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 23 

1204



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.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, 

wurUJ.sfplanning.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, 

unuw.sf-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, 

unuw.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. 2D14-002026ENV) 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 infonnatio.n about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-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 information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.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 ariy point at or below the roof level of the subject 
building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

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 infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.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 vm,Ilts, 
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 fai;;ade 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 fa~de 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 fa~ade (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, htt.p:!lsfd.pw.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 infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-.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.sfplanning.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.sfplanning.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 (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.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 infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.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 infonnation 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 
(TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-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 infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.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 infonnation 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.sfplanning.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.sf-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 npt 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 

·21. 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, 
www.sfplanning.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 information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f--planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

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

£) Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San 
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual 
("Procedures Manual'). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is 
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, 
and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval 
and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A 
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copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue 
or on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at 
http:Usf-planning.org!Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. As provided in the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is the manual 
in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale. 
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. 

(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 mar.ket 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 lnclusionary 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) 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) 
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Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of 
affordable units according to the Procedures Manual. 

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

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

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

If the Project becomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing 
Alternative, the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing 
Fee prior to issuance of the first construction permit. If the Project becomes 
ineligible after issuance of its first construction permit, the Project Sponsor shall 
notify the Department and MOHCD and pay interest on the Affordable Housing 
Fee and penalties, if applicable. 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation. CBOS) 

jscottweaver@aol.com; jknight@reubenlaw.com 

Givner. Jon CCAD; Stacy Kate (CAD; Byrne. Marlena CQD; Jensen Kristen (CAD; Rahaim John (CPC); 
Sanchez. Scott (CPC): Gibson. Lisa (CPC); Rodgers AnMarie (CPC); Starr Aaron (CPC); Navarrete. Joy (CPC); 
Lynch Laura (CPC); Jain. Deyyani (CPC): Ajello Hoagland Linda (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; 
calvillo. Angela (BOS); Somera Alisa (BOS): Goldstein. Cynthia CBQA); BOS Legislation (BOS) 

APPELLANT'S SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL LETTER: Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-
1730 Mission Street - Appeal Hearing on July 25, 2017 

Friday, July 14, 2017 3:23:44 PM 
jmageOOl.png 

Please find linked below a supplemental appeal letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the 

Board from the appellant, J. Scott Weaver, on behalf of Our Mission No Eviction, regarding the 

proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street. 

Appellant's Supplemental Appeal Letter -July 14. 2017 

Please note that the appeal hearing for this matter is noticed and scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. 

special order before the Board on July 25, 2017. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 
below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170808 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 

brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• tE!:J:' Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under 

the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be 

redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with 

the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 

Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and 

copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information­

including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board 

and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the 

public may inspect or copy. 
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West Bay Law 

Law Office of J. Scott Weaver 

RECEIVED AF!ER Tr!E Et.l;:v'EN-DAY 
DEADLINE, BY NOON, P!JRSU;i,N·i TO AOMIN. 

CODE, SECTION 31.16(b}(5) 
(Note: Pursuant to C.allfornla Government Code, Sec!l_on 

86009(b)(2). 1~ received at, or pf.or ro, the public 
hearing wlll be Included • part of the official me.) 

July 14, 2017 

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

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

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

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

Summary 

co 
0 

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

issues related to that project. 

This appeal raises concerns regarding cumulative impacts on the Mission Area Plan, and 
particularly the eight block area that is the "Gateway to the Mission". Environmental issues 
include impacts on traffic and circulation, air quality, noise, unaddressed land use and open 
space issues, as well as socioeconomic impacts on this working class, Latino community, 
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including an extremely vulnerable SRO tenant population who will be put at greater risk of 
homelessness without adequate, targeted mitigations1

. 

Context for the 1726-30 Mission Street Project 

The proposed project ( 40 units) is being built in conjunction with a number of other 
projects currently in the pipeline for the area. Pipeline projects between the intersection of South 
Van Ness and Mission, and 16th and Mission and one block either side of Mission (eight blocks 
total) are: 130 Otis Street (220 units), 1601 Mission Street (354 units), 1801 Mission Street (54 
units), 1863 Mission Street (36 units), 1900 Mission Street (9 units), 1924 Mission Street (13 
units), 1979 Mission Street (331units),198 Valencia (28 units), 235 Valencia (50 units), 80 
Julian (9 units), 1463 Stevenson (45 units), and 1500 15th Street, (184 units-density 
bonus). Additionally, there are two affordable housing projects, one at 1950 Mission Street (157 
units), and one at 490 South Van Ness Avenue (81 units). Total number of pipeline units, 
including the proposed project are within two blocks either side of sausage factory is 1,601 units. 

Built after 2008, but equally applicable to any cumulative analysis under CEQA are 1880 
Mission Street (202 units), 1501 15th Street ( 40 units), 3 80 14th Street (29 units) and 411 
Valencia (16) 1587 15th (26 units) 1924 units2

. 

This is extraordinary for such a small geographic area. The total number of units 
contemplated under the most ambitious scenario for the entire Mission in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan was 2054 units, with a Preferred Project at 1696 units3

• To provide a sense 
of scale, the Mission Area Plan is approximately 72 blocks, whereas the number of blocks 
considered above is eight. (The projects at 130 Otis and 1601 Mission are not within the Mission 
Area Plan Area but, given their proximity, must be included in the cumulative analysis.) 

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

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

1 We believe that the next wave of gentrification will result in a significant reduction in traditional SRO residents as 
Hotel owners ''upgrade" their units. Currently there are hundreds of SRO units within the area between Duboce and 
16th Street, Valencia and South Van Ness Avenue. 
2 Information provided by SF Property Information Map: http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/ 
3 As discussed below, the total number of Mission Area Plan projects subject to a cumulative impacts analysis 
exceeds that anticipated by the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR. 
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Finally, there are hundreds of SRO units in the immediate area housing the poorest of the 
poor, a population who have no other housing options than to utilize this housing stock. (See 
Exhbit E, first page). With the upscaling of the neighborhood, the conversion of these units to 
"higher end" uses is inevitable, leaving many SRO residents homeless .. 

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

CEQA Requires a Cumulative Impact Analysis of Projects. 

Under Public Resources Code Section 21083 subdivision (b)(2).) "The possible effects 
of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. As used in this paragraph 
'cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." Stated otherwise, a lead agency 
shall require an EIR be prepared for a project when the record contains substantial evidence that 
the "project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable." (Guidelines section 15065 subdivision (a) (3).) "Cumulatively considerable 
means that incremental effects of the of an individual project is considerable when viewed in 
connection with past projects, the effects of other current projects, and effects of probable future 
projects." Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421 stated 
that "unstated cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public discussion and skews the decision 
maker's perspective concerning the environmental consequences of a project, the necessity for 
mitigation measures and the appropriateness of project approval." Here, the impacts are clearly 
"unstated". 

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

Cumulative impacts on traffic and circulation are especially significant for this particular 
geographic area. For example, anyone driving down Mission Street in the immediate area of the 
project has observed congestion and slow, backed up traffic. Addition of nearly 2,000 units will 
only make matters worse and will cause further congestion affecting both the automobile drivers 
and commuters traveling along the many bus lines that travel through the area. Red lanes, "ride 
sharing vehicles," and "Amazon deliveries by UPS and other carriers will further complicate the 
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traffic patterns. Moreover, the intersection ofDuboce Avenue and South Van Ness is already a 
traffic nightmare and a dangerous intersection for pedestrians. 

In addition to traffic and circulation, there are issues related to noise (the 101 Freeway 
crosses Mission Street very close to the proposed project). Open space is virtually non-existent, 
yet the thousands of people who would move to the area would require it. There is no recreation 
to be provided - other than the local bars which will undoubtedly increase exponentially as the 
Mission becomes more and more of a party zone. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Mission Plan had as its goals inter alia to produce a substantial amount of affordable 
housing, preserve diversity and vitality of the Mission, preserve and enhance the distinct 
character of the Mission's distinct commercial areas, and preserve and enhance existing PDR 
businesses. The PEIR assumed these goals and presumably believed that they would be realized 
under the ENP. Now, nine years later, it has become painfully apparent that the Plan is falling 
far short of its goals and that its implementation is out of balance with changing circumstances in 
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the neighborhood. The Mission Monitoring Report has revealed that of the 1855 units entitled or 
under review between 2011 and 12/31/15, only 12% were affordable. An additional 504 
units were built during this period, however the monitoring report does not state how many were 
affordable. Likewise the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Community Advisory Council had noted 
that many of ENP outcomes have been skewed in the wrong direction. 

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

On September 13, this Board of Supervisors, when considering the project at 2000 to 
2070 Bryant Street, expressed serious concerns about the efficacy of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Plan. (See=~~~~~"~~~~~~~'-'==-"~~~~~~~~~~~'--"'·~~ 
beginning at 3:16). 

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

At least part of the reason for the disconnect between the goals and the outcomes of the 
Eastern Neighborhood Plan is that there have been numerous changes on the ground having 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on the environment. When substantial new information 
becomes available, CEQA Guidelines require comprehensive analysis of these issues. (CEQA 
Guidelines Sec. 15183). The situation on the ground has changed substantially since the PEIR 
was prepared in 2008 in the following ways: 

An Unanticipated Rapid Pace of Development. The PEIR was prepared in the 
midst of the "great recession" and did not project the steep increases in housing prices 
that we have witnessed during the past eight years. This has been especially 
exacerbated by the increase in high paying jobs that have come to the City. This has 
resulted in a construction explosion. As a result, the cumulative total of units built, 
approved, and under review in the pipeline (2,451 as of February 23, 2016-we have 
been unable to obtain an updated report) This exceeds the highest number of units 
contemplated in the Plan EIR for the Mission (2,056). The PEIR projected this 
production to take place over a much longer period of time - 2008 to 2025. 
Development has therefore accelerated at a pace higher than that anticipated in the 
PEIR. Because of the unexpectedly rapid pace of development, community benefits, 
including improvements to the Mission's traffic, transportation, open space, and 
recreation infrastructures have been unable to keep pace (ENCAC Response to 
Monitoring Report - The report also noted that transportation impacts hurt 
businesses). The PEIR clearly did not anticipate this pace of development, nor the 
needs to step up mitigation measures. 
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Changed Transportation Patterns. In addition to the cumulative concentration of 
traffic, the project area will experience unforeseen changes in traffic patterns that 
have not yet been evaluated. These include the "ride share" phenomena, increased 
frequency of "amazon" deliveries, and the existence of "red lanes" which both 
confuse traffic and make it harder to exit from on-site parking. Although there was a 
traffic study done for this project, it did not contain any cumulative analysis and 
based its Mode Share Projections on 2011-2014 projections.4 (Discussed further 
below) 

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

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

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

The Traffic Analysis for the Project Neglected Critical Information. 

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

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

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

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

Conclusion 

Because the project is situated in an area of highly concentrated development, CEQA 
requires a cumulative environmental analysis. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is the wrong 
vehicle to assess these cumulative impacts. At a minimum, further environmental assessment 
should require study of the impacts on traffic, circulation, transportation, greenhouse gas 
emissions, noise, safety, including pedestrian and bicycle safety issues, land use, including open 
space, as well as assessment of how such projects will impact small businesses and residents, 
especially residents of SRO Hotels. Without such assessment, the City will have fallen short of 
its CEQA obligation to inform as to significant environmental impacts and adequate mitigations. 

Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction 
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Local 

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

Photo: Amy Osborne, Special To The Chronicle 

A Lyft car goes up Market Street with the F-Market train nearby. Traffic plan ners didn't foresee the rise of ride hailing 
whi=m thP.v rP.cl11r.P.cl l::inP.s for r.::irs_ 

44 
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In fact, when the city was drawing up its 

transportation "Major Strategic Plan" back in 2012, 

planners thought "ride shares" meant car pooling. So 

as the Municipal Transportation Agency drew up a 

blueprint for more bus- and bike-only lanes - and 

less space for cars - it was blind to the wave of 

Uber and Lyft cars that was about to inundate the 

streets. 

"I don't think anyone anticipated this would happen, 

including Lyft and Uber," said transportation agency 

chief Ed Reiskin. 

Randy Rentschler of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, which oversees regional 

transportation planning, said city officials may have fallen victim to their vision of how things 

should be instead of how they are. 

"Public policy often aims for a certain outcome - and as such, it can be harder to predict what 

you don't want to happen, so you don't see it," Rentschler said. 

In fact, Uber and Lyft now carry 283,000 

people per workday in San Francisco and 

make up 9 percent of all vehicle trips in the 

city, according to a recent survey by the city 

Transportation Authority. 

And for the first time in years, Muni ridership 

has dropped. 

City Hall is increasingly interested in ways to 

ease the congestion that some officials blame 

on ride hailing. City Attorney Dennis 
TT_ - - - -- 1. - . - - _1 _1 - - _; C'" .. - ·-

MORE BY MATIER & ROSS 

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

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

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

regulations. Supervisor Jane Kim has 

suggested a to raise 

money for unspecified anticongestion 

measures. 

Uber has put out feelers that it would be willing to talk with the city. But it wants the 

conversation to include all aspects of congestion, including the surge in double-parked delivery 

trucks, the growth of bike lanes and other street reconfigurations designed to slow traffic. 

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

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

Aaron Peskin. 

Wouldn't we all. 

9:02AM 

Videos 
emerge of 
SF police 

New 
prosecutor 
in Contra 
Costa 

7:41 AM 

Officer 
injured as 
police, 
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A woman walks past the company logo of the Internet car service Uber in San Francisco. 

On your marks: Michael Cardoza, a high-powered defense attorney and former prosecutor 

who has gained attention over the years as a TV legal analyst, is weighing a possible run to 

succeed disgraced former Contra Costa County District Attorney Mark Peterson. 

"I am giving it serious thought," Cardoza told us the other day after he was spotted at the Walnut 

Creek Yacht Club restaurant with a potential supporter. 

"I know this (D.A. 's office) needs leadership, and I don't believe it should come from inside," 

Cardoza said. "They are too in bed with the people there and don't see all the real problems." 

Two prosecutors have already announced their candidacies for Peterson's old job - Deputy 

District Attorney Paul Graves and former Deputy District Attorney Patrick Vanier, who is 

now a prosecutor in Santa Clara County. 

with state prosecutors who had charged him 

with 13 felonies connected to his use of $66,000 in campaign donations to pay for such personal 

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

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

statements on state campaign disclosure forms. 

Doug McMaster, chief assistant district attorney, is handling the office's day-to-day operation 

while the county Board of Supervisors takes applications for Peterson's replacement. Its goal is 

to pick a replacement by mid-September. 

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

2018 primary, said Supervisor Karen Mitch off. 

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

and Vanier haven't disclosed whether they are applying to the supervisors. They have until July 

------------~-~ -- -- --------------- -----------~------------
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Whoever gets the job will have some work to do in bringing calm to the district attorney's office. 

The Peterson scandal came close on the heels of another case that had divided the department for 

years, in which a deputy district attorney was accused of raping a junior colleague in 2008. The 

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

San Francisco Chronicle columnists Phillip Matier and Andrew Ross appear Sundays, Mondays 

and Wednesdays. Matier can be seen on the KPIX TV morning and evening news. He can also be 

heard on KCBS radio Monday through Friday at 7:50 a.m. and 5:50 p.m. Got a tip? Call (415) 

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

Matier & Ross 

Chronicle Columnists 

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

Net Institution 
t, Retail and 

Address Case No. 
Date of Status of Housing al, Modi cal lnrormation. POR Enlertainm 

Document Document and 
Units Education 

Profession a 
ent 

al I Services 
3418 26th Street 2009.0610E 8-Nov-10 Published CPE 13 0 0 0 01 0 
80 Julian Avenue 2009.109SE 23-Jun-10 Published CPE 8 0 16,000 0 0 0 
411 Valencia 2009.0lSOE 13-May-10 Published CPE 16 0 0 0 -1,550 1,370 

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

3420 18th Street 2012.1572E 16-0ct-13 Published CPE 15 0 0 0 -4,675 1,000 

1875 Mission Street 2010.0787E 14-0ct-10 Published CPE 38 0 0 0 -43,695 2,523 

17th Street and Folsom Street Park 2009.1163E 24-Jan-11 Published CPE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1501 lSth Street 2008.1395E 27-Jan-11 Published CPE 40 0 0 0 -1,740 9,681 

480 Potrero Avenue 2011.0430E 26-Sep-12 Published Other 84 0 0 0 0 0 

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

2550-2558 Mission Street 2005.0694E 21-Nov-12 Published Other 114 0 0 0 0 14,750 
1450 15th Street 2013.0124E 30-0ct-14 Published CPE 231 0 0 0 -6,088 0 
300 South Van Ness Avenue 2011.0953E 29-Nov-12 Published CPE DI 01 0 0 0 20,040 
346 Potrero Avenue 2012.0793E 3-Feb-14 Published CPE 721 0 0 ol -1,500 2,760 
1785 15th Street 2012.0147E 1-Moy-13 Published CPE s 0 0 01 -7651 0 
lSOl/1863 Miss.ion Street 2009.lOllE 19-Mar-15 Published CPE 54 0 0 740 0 2,125 
2600 Harrison SL 2014.0503E 19-Aug-15 Published CPE I 20 0 0 0 -7.506 0 
1924 Mission St. 2014.0449E 2-Apr-15 Published CPE 12 0 0 0 -1.180 2,315 
600 South Van Ness Avenue 2013.G614E 9-Apr-15 Published CPE 27 0 0 0 -1,750 3,060 

"ft~' "'"' !lrvant St, 2815 18th St, 611 Florida St 2013.0671£ 2-lun.1'> Published CPE Wt 0 0 -3,540 -64,450 4,105 

1298 Valencia Street 2013.1404E 9-0ct-15 Published CPE 35 0 0 0 -2.000 3,770 

1198 Valencia Street 2012.0865E 31-Jul-15 Published CPE 52 0 0 0 -440 5,300 
1050 Valencia Street 2007.1457E 5-0ct-10 Published Other 16 0 0 0 0 1,830 
1419 Bryant Street 2015-005388ENV 6-Jan-16 Published CPE 0 44,600 0 0 -34,350 0 
1979 Mission Street 2013.1543E 28-Jan-15 Active Other 331 0 0 0 0 ·18,239 
2675 Folsom St 2014-000601ENV TBO Active CPE 115 0 0 0 -22,111 0 
1900 Mission Street 2013.1330E TSO Active CPE 11 0 0 0 -2,064 844 
645 Valencia St 2013.1339E TBO Active CPE 9 0 0 0 0 -4,382 
1800 Mission 2014.0154E TBO Active CPE 0 0 0 139,607 -138,742 39,000 
2750 19th St. 2014.0999E TBO Active CPE 60 0 0 0 -10,934 10,112 
1515 South Van Ness Ave_ 2014.1020E TBO Active CPE 160 0 0 0 0 -29,940 
314016th St 2014.llOSENV TBO Active CPE 28 0 0 0 -20,428 7,284 
2799 24th St. 2014.1258ENV TBO Active CPE 8 0 0 0 ol -269 
2435 16th St. j2014.1201ENV TBO Active CPE 531 0 0 0 -10,000 4,992 
3357-3359 26th St. j2013.0770ENV TBD Active CPE 8 0 0 0 01 5,575 
1726-1730 Mission St. l2014-002026ENV TBD Active CPE 36 0 0 0 -3.5001 900 
2100 Mission Street 2009.0SSOE TBD Active CPE I 29 al ol 0 -7.6301 2,640 
200 Potrero Ave. j2015-00.:756ENV jTBO Aelive CPE I 0 ol 0 0 -27,716 30,034 
3314 Ceas.;:ir Chavez 2014--003160ENV TBD Ac!Ne CPE 52 0 0 -2.500 0 1,740 
1798 Bryant St. 2015-0J6511ENV TBD Active CPE 131 0 0 -5,179 0 3,514 
2918-2924 Mission St. 2014.0376ENV TBD Active CPE 38 0 0 0 0 7,400 
793 South V.1n Ness 2015-001360ENV TSO Active CPE 54 0 0 0 -1.966 4,867 
1850 Bryant St. 2015-0lllllENV TBD Active CPE 0 0 0 0 188,994 0 
953 Treat Ave 2015-006510ENV TBO Active CPE 8 0 0 0 0 0 
3620 Cesar Chavez 2015-009459ENV TBD Ac11ve CPE 28 0 0 -3,200 0 940 
344 14th St. & 1463 Stevenson St. 2014.0948ENV TBO Active CPE 45 0 0 18,995 5,849 
1950 Mission St. 2016-001514ENV TBD Active CPE 157 1,236 0 0 0 3,415 
1296 Shotwell St. 2015-018056ENV TBO Aclive CPE 96 0 0 850 -11,564 0 

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

Preferred Project (approved 2008) 1696 

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

Option B 1,118 150,300 36,900 597,242 597,242 143,400 

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

The CPE for 2000-2070 Bryant Street notes that 2451 residential units had completed or were under environment2! reviev.:: 

"As of February 23,. 2016, projects containing 2,451 dwelling units and 355,.842 square feet of non-residential space {excluding PDR loss} have completed or are proposed ro 
complete environmental review within the Mission Districr subarec." 

This is in excess of the number of units in the approved Preferred Project, as well as Options A, 8 and Cfrom the ENP EIR. As a result, the analysis of cumulative impacts contai 
within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR, and referenced in the CPE, for this project is no longer relavant_ The PEIR is stale and doesn't reflect current conditions. AmongthE 
impacts not adequately studied are recreation and open space, transit, traffic, and air quality. 
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If the 20-minute coffee shop lines, bumper-to-bumper traffic, and one-in, one-out 

Trader Joe's parking lots have you thinking that the city might be reaching capacity, 

we've got bad news. A new project overview released by Public Works, the SFMTA and 

Planning shows that up to 9,000 new units of housing are coming to one itty bitty 

section of the city: an oddly shaped few blocks on Market Street and in So Ma, 

between Octavia Boulevard and Ninth Street. 

The intersection of Market with Valencia, Haight and Gough streets was coined as the 

"Hub" in the late 1880s, due to its capacity for four streetcar lines that converged on 

the area. Over time the borders began to loosen and started to include the 
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neighborhood surrounding Market Street as well. According to historian and writer 

Larry Cronader, the area was a hot spot for businesses: Hub Bowling, the Hub 

pharmacy, and the McRoskey Mattress Company all moved in during the 1930s. 

But in years since the area of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue has become a 

wasteland. Despite its proximity to multiple Muni lines, the All-Star Donuts is often 

empty, the large car dealership feels misplaced, and the strong winds suck the soul 

out of the corner. But like it or not, change is on the horizon. 

Based on what's slowly working its way through Planning, here is a summary of the 

population changes we can expect in the Hub: new housing units will come in 

somewhere between 7,300 and 9,000 apartments. Pedestrian traffic will increase by 

fifty percent at the Market and Van Ness intersection during peak hours. And more 

than 8,800 people will use the Van Ness Muni station to commute to and from work. 

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

of the big developments coming our way: 

• 30 Van Ness Ave. (which houses the Walgreens on the corner of Van Ness and Market 

streets) is being sold by the Board of Supervisors, and is zoned to accommodate a 

550-foot residential tower. 

• One Oak (which will replace All-Star Donuts and its adjacent parking lot) will reach 40 

stories into the sky and will contain 310 units of market-rate housing. 
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CERTIFICATE CERTIFICATE 
OF USE OF USE VACANT TOTAL 

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

16th St 3161 16TH ST 0 54 54 

20Mission 3491 20TH ST 0 41 0 40 

Aku 2477 MISSION ST 0 15 0 15 529 

Albert 2135 MISSION ST 0 46 0 46 420 

Albion 3143 16TH ST 0 20 0 20 439 

All Star 2791 16TH ST 0 86 0 86 400 

Altamont 304816TH ST 7 87 

Andora Inn 2438 MISSION ST 9 5 9 14 600 

Apollo 0422 VALENCIA ST 0 80 

Assemblies of God 1462 VALENCIA ST 4 7 0 0 
Bay Community 
Housing 3444 18TH ST 0 14 0 14 610 

Casa Quezada 0037 WOODWARD ST 0 59 0 0 

Casa Valencia 0504 VALENCIA ST 0 63 0 0 

Crown 0528 VALENCIA ST 0 49 0 51 500 

Crystal 2766 MISSION ST 0 31 0 31 511 

Curtis 0559 VALENCIA ST 0 63 0 63 458 

Delbex 2126 MISSION ST 0 40 0 40 300 

El Capitan 2361 MISSION ST 23 64 10 87 443 

Eula 3061 16TH ST 5 20 2 22 600 

Frances 2084 MISSION ST 0 49 0 49 360 

Grand Southern 1941 MISSION ST 19 39 

Jalaram 0868 VALENCIA ST 0 24 0 24 600 

Jerry 3032 16TH ST 3 18 3 21 500 

Julian 0179 JULIAN AV 0 27 0 27 422 
Kaileh (former 
Priyanka) 1041 VALENCIA ST 0 12 0 12 451 

Krishna 2032 MISSION ST 4 18 1 20 600 

Lexington Apartments 3270 21ST ST 0 11 0 11 600 
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Mirabelle 1906 MISSION ST 0 28 0 30 873 
0520 SOUTH VAN NESS 

Mission AV 60 188 248 350 

Norma 2697 MISSION ST 10 14 3 24 700 

Prita 2284 MISSION ST 25 10 11 29 600 

Rad ha 2042 MISSION ST 0 12 0 12 760 

Royan 0405 VALENCIA ST 22 47 

St. Alban's 3414 25TH ST 0 20 0 20 353 

Star 2176 MISSION ST 10 43 0 54 352 

Sunrise 0447 VALENCIA ST 30 42 26 72 800 

Sycamore 0030 SYCAMORE ST 0 24 0 27 500 

Thomas 2370 MISSION ST 0 12 0 12 300 

Tropical 3562 20TH ST 0 22 0 22 409 

Tropicana 0661 VALENCIA ST 0 40 0 40 299 

Union 2030 MISSION ST 24 13 22 37 600 

Westman 2056 MISSION ST 2 20 2 22 553 

Yug 2072 MISSION ST 4 16 1 20 550 

0165 GUERRERO ST 0 16 0 0 

1095 MISSION ST 58 14 

0801 SILVER AV 0 142 0 0 

147619TH AV 0 5 0 0 

0215 14TH ST 0 13 0 13 650 

2901 MARIPOSA ST 0 46 0 46 495 

2522 MISSION ST 0 9 

Total Residential Units 942 

Total Occupied Residential Units. 722 

Information provided by Dolores St. Community Services, from 2015 DBI records. 
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Evictions Near Shuttle Stops 2011-2013 

0 0.5 1 
! I I 

Overall: 

2013 Evictions 

o 2012 Evictions 

o 2011 Evictions 

Shuttle Stops 

2 Miles 
I 

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

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

Sources: San Francisco Rent Board & data.sf.gov.org 
Anti-Eviction Mapping Project, Mar 2014 Shuttle stops from Stamen Design 2012 study & 
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CHANGE lH THE ME!Gl-!EOR:-!OOD 

38, Mission St;eet: 2012 Public Life Demographics 
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CH?.NGE U'J THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

3A. Mission Street : 2000 Public Life Dzmographics 
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A Health Risk Assessment 
By: Jonathan I. Levy; Jonathan J_ Buonocore, & Katherine von Stackelberg 

Traffic congestion is a significant issue in virtually every urban area in the United States and around the world. 
Anyone who spends any time commuting knows that the time and fuel wasted while sitting in traffic can not only 
be annoying, but can lead to real economic costs. An examination of the peer-reviewed literature shows that there 
are many previous analyses that estimate the economic costs of congestion based on fuel and tin1e wasted, but that 
these studies dont include the costs of the potential public health impacts. Sitting in traffic leads to higher tailpipe 
emissions which everyone is e.x:posed to, and the economic costs of those exposures have not been e..\:plored. 

Motor vehicle emissions contain pollutants that contribute to outdoor air pollution. One in particular, fine 
particulate matter (referred to as P1v1:) is strongly influenced by motor vehicle emissions. Studies that evaluate the 
sources of P:rvlz.5 in our environment find that vehicles contribute up to one-third of observed PM1.5 in urban areas. 
PM

15 
has been associated with premature deaths in many studies, and health impact assessments have shown PM

25 
-

related damages on the order of hundreds of billions of dollars per year. Recently, an expert committee convened 
by the Health Effects Institute in Boston, Massachusetts, summarized the available evidence on e)..-posure to traffic­
generated air pollution and negative health effects. They find strong evidence for a causative role for traffic related 
air pollution and premature death, particularly from heart attacks and strokes. PM,_ is emitted directly, and it is 

-·' also produced by secondary formation, as sulfur dioxide (SO,) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions contribute 
to the formation of sulfate and nitrate particles. fa.-posure to P1'1

2
.s also causes other health effects such as asthma 

attacks, and other respiratory illnesses. · 

In this study, we evaluate the premature deaths resulting from people breathing primary PM:?..
5 

and secondarily­
formed particles during periods of traffic congestion and compare that to the economic costs from time and fuel 
wasted. We do this analysis for 83 individual urban areas. vVe predict how much congestion to expect in each of 
the 83 urban areas over the period 2000 to 2030. "\Ve use several inter-linked models to predict how much of what 
people are breathing in each urban area is attributable to emissions from traffic congestion. The models predict 
how many people will die prematurely as a result of being exposed to these traJfic conditions over the long term. 
\Ale assign a dollar value to the predicted deaths using a "value of a statistical life" approach as is done for most 
regulatory impact analyses. Tlie analysis explores the significance of public health impacts in assessments of pred­
icted traffic congestion to identify information gaps to be addressed to better determine the ongoing public health 
burden of congestion in the united States, and to set the stage for evaluating potential strategies for relieving traffic 
congestion. faraluating such strategies will require models and assumptions that tak:e advantage of conditions and 
the conte1...-t unique to each area. 

Harvard Center for Risk Analysis o Harvard School of Public Health .. Boston 

--------·------ -------------- --- ·-··-----------------------··· ----·--------------------- ..... --------------------·-···· ·-··· -- ···--------
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Vle estimate traffic congestion-rdateJ PM,., NOx and SO_ emissions in these 83 cities caused approximately 4,000 
premature deaths in the year 2000, with ~-'monetized val~e of approximately $31 billion (in 2007 dollars). 'This 
compares to the estimated S60 billion congested-related cost of wasted time and fuel in these communities during 
the same year. This fuel and time loss is expected to continue to grow annually over the ne)..1: 20 years. Across 
cities and years, the public health impacts of traffic congestion range from an order of magnitude less than the lost 
timeffuel economic L.-npacts, to in excess of Lhese impacts, ·with variation attributable to the eJ..'tent of congestion, 
population density, and other factors. 

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

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

~-·· 

Results 

In total, across the 83 urban areas modeled, vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) is pro_iected to increase more than 
30% from 2000 to 2030 (an increase from 2.97 billion 
daily VMT to 3.94 billion daily VMT), closely paralleling 
projected population gro\vth in the urban areas of32% 
(an increase from 133 million people to 176 million). 

For 2005, nationwide estimates of traffic emissions 
attributable to time spent in congestion include 
approximately 1.2 million tons of NOx, 34,000 tons 
of 501 , and 23,000 tons of PM

2
_,. These emissions 

are associated with approximately 3,000 premature 
deaths in 2005 (Figure 1), with an economic 
valuation of S24 billion (in 2007 dollars). Overall, 
nearly 48% of the impact over the 83 urban areas is 
attributable to NOx emissions, with 42% attributable 

-00386-

Nation,~ide estimates for 2005 of 
emissions attributable to congested traffic: 

• 1.2 million tons ofNOx 
• 34,000 tons of so:! 
• 23,000 tons of PM

25 

These emissions are associated with 
approximately: 

• 3,000 premature deaths 

The total social cost of these impacts: 
• $24 billion 

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

By 2030, we predict: 
• 1,900 premature deaths 
o 517 billion in total social costs 

2 
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Figure 1 

Projected Nationwide Premature Deaths Attributable 
to Congested Traffic, 2000 - 2030 
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Tilis graph represents the natiom\ide estin1ates for 
premature deaths ar--uibutable to congested traffic for 
2000-2030. The colored sections indicate the portion of 
these premature deaths attributable to NOx, primary 
PM

25 
and S0

2
• 

to primary P2VI
2
_
5 

and 11 % attributable to 502• 

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

Similarly, the proportion of impact due to primary 
PMD is highest in densely-populated urban areas 
of the Northeast (approximately 80%) and below 
20% in Brownsville. The proportion attributable 
to SO, <:missions is highest in California, with 
four urban areas in California constituting the only 
places ;vith more than 20% of the mortality risk from 
S0

2 
emissions. 1bese relative proportions are 

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

Figure2 

The 1.fonetized Health Impacts Attributable to Congestion for Selected Urban Areas, 2000 - 2030 
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Figure 2 presents the monetized health impacts over time for selected urban areas. These trajectories differ as 
a function of differential population growth, congestion, population densitr and atmospheric chemistry. For 
example, monetized health in1pacts increase steadily over time in cities sud1 as Raleigh NC and San Diego 
CA, in which VMT and population gro-wth are significant and primary PM~.s makes a substantial contribution 
to health risk. In contrast, Chicago and other cities in the lvlidwest are projected to have small VMT grmvth 
and have more substantial contributions to public health damages from NOx emissions, and therefore 
show a steady decline in health risks over tin1e given the larger decline in NOx emissions per vehicle-mile. 

3 
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Figure 3 presents the economic costs 
from time and fuel wasted and monetized 
estimates of premature mortality attributable 
to traffic congestion across the 83 urban 
areas. Overall, time wasted accounts for the 
buik of the economic cost associated ·w"ith 
traffic congestion, and the cost of delay 
continues to increase between 2000 and 
2030, as this is direcdy proportional to the 
e.:...-tent of congestion. In contrast, reductions 
in per-vehicle emissions contribute to 
dediI1es in economic costs associated with 
premature mortality between 2000 and 
2025, with modest increases after that point. 

fio-ure 3 <> 

Monetized Premature .l'viortality as Compared to Projected 
Time & Fuel Dollars \"lasted Attributable to Congested Traffic 
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As a n~sult, whereas the public health impacts contributed approximately 34% of the total cost of congestion in 
2000, this decreases to 14% by 2030. However, the proportion ofhealth impacts attributable to premature mortality 
Yaries substantially across urban areas. For example, in 2000, 17 urban areas had health impacts contributing less 
than 20% of the totai cost of congestion, whereas 19 urban areas had contributions in excess of 50%. Those urban 
areas with relatively small contributions from public health had very high levels of congestion (near or at the 50% 
threshold) but did not have correspondingly high population density, including Laredo TX, Eugene OR, and Las 
Vegas NY. In contrast, those urban areas where public health impacts dominated had smaller percentage of tL.ine 
spent in congestion but greater public health benefits per ton of emissions. 

Frequently Asked Questions 

How was the analysis conducted? 

The key components of the analysis include predicting emissions co1Tesponding with traffic congestion for 83 
individual urban areas based on travel demand models, which predict how many vehicle-miles people will be 
traveling in each area. -we develop estimates of changes in air pollution (based on VivI,, concentration) associated 
with these emissions, and apply a concentration-response function that predicts how ui"~y people will be impacted 
by breathing this air pollution. Finally, we assign a dollar value to the predicted number of premature deaths. 

Wizere did we get our data? 

We develop estimates of veblcle miles traveled (VMT) based on data and methods from the Center for Urban 
Transportation Research (CUTR) at the University of Central Florida. \Ve use a model developed by the US EPA 
called MOBILE6 to estimate city-specific emissions per VMT based on year, temperature profile, and average 
vehicle speed Vve focus on emissions from the baseli.t1e year (2000) until 2030. Tue analysis is conducted for 83 
individual urban areas that were previously evaluated by the Texas Transportation Institute (in order to directly 
compare our results \\ith their estimates of economic costs of congestion) and are in the lower 48 states. 

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

~ ~ v 
4 
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mortality attributable lo congestion, we applied a value of a statistical life (VSL) of approximately S7.7M in 2007 
dollars (for 2000 GDP). the central estimate used in recent EPA regulatory impact analyses. 

lVhat does it mean? 
Our modeling illustrates that the public health impacts of traffic during periods of congestion, associated with 
premature mortality from primary and secondary P1VL"

5
concentrations, are appreciable, with thousands of deaths 

per year and a monetized value of tens of billions of dollars per year. Vv'hile the monetized public health damages 
are smaller than the economic value of time ·wasted, with the differential anticipated to grow over time, there 
are some geographic areas where public health damages represent a significant proportion of the total damages. 
even in future years when per-vehicle emissions are expected to be substantially less. Prior analyses of population 
exposure per unit emissions from motor vehicles demonstrated that these values were highest in dense urban 
areas for primary PM"-

5 
and secondary sulfate, especially iil California, the mid-Atlantic states, and the industrial 

ivlidwest, and were highest in the Southeast and lviidwest for secondary nitrate. The urban areas with the greatest 
proportion of damages from public health were often found in parts of California and the Midwest, where the 
damages per ton of emissions were greater and the projected future population gwwd1 was lmver_ These findings 
provide an indication that considering only the direct economic costs of congestion will underestimate societal 
benefits of mitigating congestion, significantly so in certain urban areas. 

What did we leave out? 
There are clearly numerous other health endpoints or pollutants that may contribute to the public health burden 
of congestion, including morbidity endpoints associated \.\ith PM2.5, mortality and morbidity from ozone, and 
effects of multiple air toxics. This analysis assumed no change to road infrastructure from 2005 levels, and the 
models, out of necessity, do not use individualized models of traffic congestion in each urban area (that is, although 
population and traffic demand are specific to each area, the analysis does not consider road closures, construction, 
or other area-specific factors that might contribute to increases or decreases in congestion over particular time 
periods). It is important to note that these are not traffic planning models specific to each area. These are models 
that predict emissions of pollutants associated with congested conditions on broader scales. Therefore, the results 
are approximations and represent order-of-magnitude predictions. In addition, the relative proportions across 
pollutants and urban areas are more robust than the specific numeric estimates. 

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

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

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

Urban Area Percent VMT Increase 
2000-2005 2000-2010 2000-2015 2005-2020 2000-2025 2000-2030 

Akron.OH 1% 1% 2% 3% 4% 6% 

Albany, NY 3% 4% 4% 5% 6% 7% 

Albuquerque. NM 2% 8% 14% 19% 23% 28% 

Allentown--Bethlehem. PA--NJ -3% 3% 6% 10% 13% 16% 

Atlanta, GA 7% 14% 19% 22% 24% 27% 
Austin, TX 6% 12% 17% 21% 25% 29% 

Bakersfield, CA 9% 16% 21% 26% 30% 33% 

Baltimore, MD 1% 4% 9% 13% 17% 20% 

Beaumont, TX -4% -3% -1% 2% 4% 7% 
Birmingham, AL 1% 4% 6% 9% 12% 15% 

Boston, MA--:NH-RI -5% -3% -2% 0% 1% 3% 

Boulder, CO 0% 6% 11% 14% 17% 20% 

Bridgeport--Stamford. CT--NY 0% 2% 3% 4% 5% 7% 

Brownsville. TX 6% 10% 14% 17% 20% 23% 

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

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

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

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

Chicaeo. IL--IN 1% 3% 5% 6% 8% 10% 

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

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

Colorado St1Iin2s, CO -296 6% 12% 17% 22% 27% 

Columbia, SC -2% 7% 15% 23% 31% 36% 

Columbus, OH -1% 2% 6% 10% 13% 17% 

Comus Christi, TX 1% 6% 12% 19% 25% 29% 

Dallas--Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 8% 15% 18% 21% 24% 27% 

Dayton, OH -8% -8% -8% -8% -7% -6% 

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

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

El Paso, TX--NM 3% 7% 11% 15% 19% 22% 
Ew:rene,OR 1% 7% 12% 16% 19% 22% 

Fresno, CA 3% 9% 14% 19% 22% 25% 
Grand R:mids, MI -15% -9% -3% 2% 8% 14% 

Hartford, CT -2% -1% 0% 2% 4% 5% 
Houston, TX 8% 12% 15% 17% 20% 23% 
Indianapolis, IN 4% 8% 12% 15% 19% 22% 
Jacksonville, FL 5% 15% 19% 23% 28% 32% 
Kansas Citv, MO-KS 0% 8% 15% 21% 28% 35% . Chart contmued on next page ... 
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Urban Area Percent VMT Increase 
2000-2005 2000-2010 2000-2015 2005-2020 2000-2025 2000-2030 

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

Las Ve~as. NV 15% 25% 32% 37% 42% 46% 

Little Rocle, AR -8% -5% -3% 0% 3% 6% 

Los Angeles--Long Beach--Santa Ana, CA 2% 4% 5% 7% 8% 10% 

Louisville, KY--IN 0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 

Memphis, TN--MS--AR -3% -1% 1% 3% 5% 8% 

Miami, FL 4% 8% 13% 18% 22% 26% 

Milwaukee, WI -5% -4% -3% -1% 0% 2% 

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN 0% 5% 9% 14% 17% 20% 

Nashville-Davidson, TN -12% -3% 4% 11% 17% 24% 

New Haven, CT -2% 1% 4% 7% 9% 12% 

New Orleans, LA -3% -36% -25% -15% -8% -2% 

New York-Newark. NY-NJ--CT 1% 2% 3% 5% 6% 8% 

Oklahoma City, OK 3% 9% 13% 16% 19% 23% 

Omaha, NE--IA. 5% 10% 14% 19% 23% 27% 

Orlando, FL 6% 18% 27% 32% 37% 41% 

Oxnard.CA 5% 15% 25% 34% 42% 47% 

Pensacola,FL--AL -7% 4% 12% 19% 26% 31% 

Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE--MD 0% 2% 3% 4% 5% 7% 

Phoenix:--Mesa, AZ 8% 15% 20% 24% 29% 33% 

Pittsburgh, PA -6% -6% -4% -2% 0% 3% 

Portland, OR-WA 4% 7% 10% 13% 16% 19% 

Providence, RI--MA -1% 1% 4% 7% 10% 13% 

Raleigh, NC 11% 28% 37% 43% 49% 54% 

Richmond, VA -4% 5% 14% 22% 31% 36% 

Riverside--San Bernardino, CA 9% 15% 19% 24% 28% 31% 

Rochester, NY 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 3% 

Sacramento. CA 6% 10% 14% 18% 22% 25% 

St. Louis, MO--lL 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 3% 

Salem, OR 5% 11% 15% 20% 25% 29% 

Salt Lake City. UT 6% 17% 27% 35% 40% 45% 

San Antonio, TX 5% 15% 22% 28% 35% 42% 

San Die~m. CA 1% 10% 15% 20% 26% 31% 

San Francisco--Oakland, CA 0% 1% 2% 3% 5% 6% 
San Jose, CA 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 

Sarasota--Bradenton, FL 8% 17% 25% 33% 39% 45% 

Seattle, WA 2% 6% 8% 11% 14% 17% 

Spokane, WA--ID 2% 8% 14% 20% 25% 30% 
Sprinmeld. MA-CT -6% -5% -5% -4% -2% -1% 
Tampa-St. Petersburg. FL 4% 7% 10% 13% 15% 18% 
Toledo, OH-MI -5% -6% -5% -5% -4% -2% 
Tucson, AZ 5% 12% 19% 23% 26% 29% 

Tulsa.OK -8% -2% 4% 10% 16% 22% 
Vu:ginia Beach, VA -1% 3% 7% 10% 14% 17% 
Washington, DC--VA--MD 3% 5% 7% 9% 11% 13% 
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Table B provides estimates of premature mortality and associated social costs across selected years to 2030 for 
each of the 83 urban areas. While estimates in all individual urban areas were not reported in the published 
paper, they are included below to provide perspective on the relative proportion of expected impacts across the 
83 modeled areas. Given the underlying uncertainties and simplifications in the modeling approach, although 
the values are listed below with multiple significant figures for ease of comparison, the values in this table 
should be interpreted as order of magnitude estimates of the potential public health impacts. 

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

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 

EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM 

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

Albanv.NY <2 9 <2 7 <2 5 <2 4 <l 4 <2 4 

Albuoueraue. NM .J 32 3 25 3 21 2 17 2 17 2 19 

Allentown-Bethlehem, PA--NJ 6 44 4 31 3 25 3 21 3 21 3 24 
Adanta.GA 93 717 80 633 70 549 56 454 52 431 SS 476 
Austin, TX 17 129 14 tiO 12 92 9 73 s 67 8 73 

Bakersfield, CA 2 17 2 15' 2 13 <2 11 <2 ti 2 13 

Baltimore. MD 65 499 45 354 32 252 24 195 22 183 23 200 
Beaumont, TX <1 2 <I 2 <l <2 <l <2 <l <2 <l <2 
Blrminl!ham, AL 9 66 6 48 5 36 4 29 3 27 3 29 
Boston, MA-NH-RI 33 257 21 169 16 125 13 102 12 JOO 13 112 
Boulder, CO <2 g <2 6 <2 s <2 4 <2 4 <2 4 

Bridi!ePOrt--Stamford, cr--NY 11 83 8 62 6 47 5 38 4 37 s 40 
Brownsville, TX 4 28 3 25 3 20 2 15 2 13 2 14 
Buffil.lo,NY 4 34. 3 23 2 16 2 13 <2 12 2 14 

Ca11c Coral. FL 10 78 9 75 10 76 s 65 8 64 8 73 
Charleston--North Charleston, SC 2 18 2 14 2 13 2 12 2 14 2 17 
Charlotte, NC--SC 16 120 13 102 12 92 10 78 9 78 10 89 
Chicaim, IL--IN 487 3,751 350 2,710 251 t982 182 1.481 157 J,313 158 1,361 
Cincin:1ali, OH--KY--IN 60 460 41 321 2.8 220 19 154 15 129 15 129 

Cleveland, OH 34 262. 21 165 14 111 10 84 9 77 9 79 
Colorado Sorin115, CO 4 29 3 21 2 18 2 15 2 14 2 15 
Columbia. SC 2 17 2 12 <2 11 <2 10 <2 11 2 14 
Columbus, OH 19 ISO 14 11$ 11 83 8 69 8 68 9 76 
Corpus Christi, TX 2 18 2 13 <2 11 <2 9 <2 9 <2 10 

Dallas-Fort Worth··Arlin2t0n. TX 122 941 103 816 85 671 62 507 54 4SS 56 483 
DaYton.OH 21 161 13 103 9 70 6 48 s 40 s 39 
Denvcr--Aurora. CO 41 319 31 245 24 192. 18 144 IS 126 15 132. 
Detroit.MI 173 1,333 116 918 76 603 52 421 43 357 41 355 
El Pa.so, TX--NM 9 69 . 7 56 6 41 s 40 5 40 s 47 
1'.m•ene.OR <2 s <2 4 <1 4 <l 3 <1 3 <l 4 
Fresno.CA 9 70 7 SS 6 49 5 42 5 42 s 47 
Grand Rallids, MI 8 62 s 36 4 28 3 22 2 21 3 23 
Hartford. CT 7 54 5 38 4 29 3 24 3 23 3 26 

Houston, TX so 383 43 338 35 277 29 232 28 231 30 263 
lndiananalis, IN 34 264 27 21<1 19 153 14 113 12 100 12 103 
Jacksonville, FL s 39 4 32 4 29 3 25 3 26 3 30 
Kansas City; MO-KS 18 142. 14 108 11 88 8 67 7 62 8 6!1 
Laredo, TX ' a 4 <l 4 <1 .. 3 <l 3 <l 3 <l 4 
Las Vegas, NV 4 34 5 36 4 34 -1 33 4 31 s 46 
Little Rock. AR 3 22 2 14 <2 10 <2 8 <2 7 <2 7 
Los An11:eles·-Lon11: Beadl·-Santa Ana, CA 722 5.564 547 4.324 426 3;362 360 2,924 355 2.974 394 3,396 

EPD = Estimated Premature Deaths 

2030 

EPD SM 
4 32 

<2 .5 
3 23 
3 29 

62 549 
10 85 

2 16 
26 228 
<l <2 
4 33 
15 130 
<2 s 
s 46 

2 16 

2 16 
10 91 
2 21 
12 105 

171 1,520 

16 139 
10 86 
2 l8 
2 18 
10 89 
<2 12 

62 347 
s 42 

17 148 
43 381 
7 58 

<2 5 

6 56 

3 27 
3 30 

35 .311 

13 112 

4 36 
9 84 

<2 s 
7 61 

<2 7 
454 4.038 

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

Chart continued on next page ... 
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Table B Continued: 
Estimated Selective Public Health Impacts of Traffic Congestion With Status Quo Infrastructure & 
Mobility Options in 83 U.S. Urban Areas: 2000 - 2030 

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

£PD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM BPD SM 
Louisville, KY--IN 34 265 24 192 17 138 12 101 11 89 11 91 II 99 
Memohis, 'IN~MS-AR 16 .. . .123 ... 11 .... &L . 8 ..... 62 6 .. 4.8 .. s . .44 5 47 6 S2 

Miami.FL 62 474 47 370 40 316 36 29.3 38 316 44 379 53 473 

Milwaukee. WI 40 308 26 205 18 142 13 102 11 88 IO 90 11 99 

Minneapolis-SL Paul, MN 66 505 48 380 37 295 29 236 27 225 28 245 32 282 

Nashville-Davidson, TN 11 84 6 so s 41 4 34 4 32 4 36 s 43 
New Ha\'en. er s 35 3 2S 2 19 2 17 2 17 2 19 3 22 
New Orleans. LA 10 16 6 Sl 2 17 2 16 2 19 3 23 3 29 

New York--Newark. NY-NJ-CT 644 4.962 477 3,768 337 .2.658 24.4 1.981 212 1.172 215 1.859 234 2.079 
Oklahoma Citv, OK 16 120 12 94 !I 73 6 52 5 44 5 44 s 48 
Omaha. NE--IA 1 53 6 45 4 34 3 26 3 23 3 2S 3 28 
Orlando.FL 25 196 21 169 21 166 1!1 157 19 161 22 191 27 236 

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

Pensacola, FL--AL 3 23 2 15 2 14 2 12 <2 12 2 14 2 17 
Philadcb>hia, PA-NJ-·DE··MD 149 1.145 102 806 71 561 51 416 45 374 46 39S 50 441 

Phu.:nix-·Mt:Sa. AZ 19 148 17 134 15 116 13 102 12 104 14 123 17 152 
Pittsbumh, PA 18 137 11 87 8 63 6 51 6 SI 7 S7 8 69 
Portland, OR--WA 20 !54 16 129 13 101 10 81 9 75 9 81 11 94 
Providence, RI-MA 11 81 7 59 6 44 s 38 5 39 5 4S 6 SS 

Ralci!lh. NC 4 34 4 32 4 34 4 33 4 36 s 44 6 55 
Richmond, VA 6 4S 4 30 3 Tl 3 15 3 29 4 38 s 49 
Riverside-San Bernardino. CA 13 98 11 90 10 80 10 79 lJ 89 13 111 16 144 
Rochester, NY 3 24 2 17 <2 13 <2 10 <2 9 <2 10 <2 u 
Sacramento, CA 69 533 60. 411 48 378 39 316 36 305 40 343 46 412 
SL Louis. MO-IL 103 797 74 589 51 399 34 273 27 224 2S 218 26 227 
Salem, OR <l 3 <l 2 <1 2 <l 2 <:l 2 <I 2 <1 2 

Salt Lake Citv; UT s 42 s 37 4 34 4 31 4 34 5 39 6 49 
San Antonio, TX 14 108 11 89 10 80 s 68 8 68 9 81 12 103 
San Dieito. CA 43 331 31 249 29 V.7 28 229 32 265 39 339 so 449 
San Fnncisco-Oaldand. CA 235 1,813 17-0 1,345 124 !131 90 733 7j 649 78 675 85 751 
San Jose.CA 42 323 31 248 24 l~l 19 156 18 149 19 163 21 188 
Sarasota--Bradenron, FL 2 12 <2 11 <1 9 <2 8 <2 8 <2 9 <2 12 
Sea1tlc,WA 32 246 26 203' 21 ·162 16 128 14 119 15 128 17 149 
Spokane. WA-ID <2 7 <2 5 <2 5 <l 4 <l 4 <l 4 <2 s 
SorindielJ, MA·-CT <2 s <l 3 <l 2 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2 
Tampa··SL Pctcrsbur11. FL 80 619 61 482 45 351 33 265 28 233 28 238 29 260 
Toledo, OH-·Ml 12 91 8 60 s 40 3 28 3 24 3 24 3 26 
Tucson.AZ 4 31 3 26 3 23 3 21 2 21 3 24 3 29 
Tulsa.OK 9 68 s 43 4 35 3 26 3 24 3 25 3 29 
Virginia Beach, VA 13 102 9 74 1 59 6 53 7 56 8 67 9 82 
Washington, DC-VA··MD n 556 SS 438 42 330 34 273 33 212 36 310 ·II 366 
Total 4,045 31,161 3,001 23,736 2.264 17.861 1,746 14,192 1,602 13,412 1,703 14,690 l,!117 17,034 

EPD =Estimated Premature Deaths 
$M = Estimated Cost in Millions of U.S. Dollars (2007 $) 
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The Harvard Center for Risk Analysis (HCRA), founded in 1989. is recognized as a world-leader in appl)ing decision theory. 
environmental and health science, and economics to a broad range of important environmemal and pubiic health issues. HCRA is a 
research institute within the Harvard School of Public Health, which has the objective of ll'>ing a variety of analytic methods to inform 
public policy decisions relevant to public health. Our researchers enjoy successful collaborations across disciplines, and a hallmark of our 
work is synthesizing and integrating basic emironmentai sciences with social sciences to better info1m decision making. ·we regularly 
host interdisciplinary seminars. Since 1993, HCRA has been publishing Risk in Per»pectiv.:, a periodic publication available from our 
website (www.hcra.harvarcLedu). Currently, HCRA. hosts the Research Translation Core for a Superfund Basic Researd1 program grant 
focused on gene-environment interactions ( wi.nv.srphsph.harvard.edu) and is responsible for developing and communicating policy­
relevant research based on the results of studies from partners across the University and D.·IIT. 
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Population Density, Traffic Density and 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Emission Air Pollution Density in 

Major Metropolitan Areas of the United States 

This report summarizes the latest Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) data on the density of dai Iy 
traffic densities and road vehicle nitrogen oxides (NO.x) emissions densities by counties within the 51 
metropolitan areas \Vi th more than 1 million population in the United Stares as of10 l 0. The measures 
used are described under "The Measures," below. 

The EPA data indicates a strong association both between: 

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

0 Higher population densities and higher road vehicle ni1:rogen oxides (NOx) emission intensities 
(Figure 2) 

In both cases, the relationships are statistically significant at the 99 percent level of confidence. 

These relationships are summarized by population density category in Table L which includes total daily 
road vehicle travel density (vehicle miles per square mile), annual nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission 
intensity and a comparison to the average of all of the metropolitan area counties. 

Table'. 

Nox Emission & Road Travel Intensities by Population Density 
GounTies in M;:iior Me:ropoiita1 P-Jeas (Over 1,000,000 Population) 

2G .OO;J & Over 108 1 
10.000- 20.DDD 79.S 
5.0GD- 10.000 55.1 
2.50J - 5.000 40 3 
1 {}}J- 2 500 23 1 

Under 1,000 .~ 

"I} 

P..·:erage of Maior Metropolit<n Coumies 79 

Table3 

Nox Emission & Road Travel 1ntensliies by Population Density 

13.7 
1J.1 
s:; 
c• 
•./.I 

29 
05 

Hi;;ihly Urbanized Counties in Major Metropolitan Areas !Over 1.000 000 Population) 

304.06'! 22 1 

173,"SG 12 6 
145. 14~ 10 6 

!l4,695 51 
45,054 3.3 
7057 0.5 

1j}79 

It is important to recognize that air pollution emissions alone are not a fully reliable predictor of air 
quality, though all things being equal, higher air pollution emissions will lead to less heaithful air. This 
issue is described further under "Caveats." Below. 
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Data by County 

Density & Roadway Travel 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 

0 ~ . .__~-+-~~--~~_,._~~+-~~;--~--1~~--~ 

0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,00D 60,000 70,000 

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

Figure1 

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

Figure2 

Some in the urban planning community have implied that vehicle travel is lowered by higher densities 
and more intense transit service. It has also been implied that higher population densities are associated 
with lower air pollution levels. 
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In fact,. New York County (Manhattan), the highest density county in the nation, also has the highest 
traffic density and the highest total nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission density out of all of the nation's 
neariy 3.200 counties. metropolitan and non-metropolitan. Moreover. New York County also has the 
highest concentration of emissions for the other criteria air pollutants, such as carbon monoxides, 
paniculates and volatile organic compounds (2002 data). 1 

The clearest lesson from these data is that both propositions are patem(vjalse. The county with the 
highest population density in the nation (Ne'v York County) has the both the highest traffic density and 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission density. Generally, increasing population densities leads to increased 
traffic and air pollution density. The nevv traffic generated by the new residents substantially offsets any 
per capita reduction in driving. 

Seven of the I 0 counties with the highest NOx emissions concentration2 (annual tons per square mile) in 
major metropolitan areas (those with more than 1 million population) are also among the top 10 in 
population density (2008). As noted above, New York County (1vianhanan) has by far I.he most intense 
NOx emissions and is also by far the most dense. New York City's other three most urban counties 
(Bron~ Kings and Queens) are more dense than any county in the nation outside Manhattan and all are 
among the top 10 in NOx emission density (Table 3). 

More concentrated traffic leads to greater traffic congestion and more imense air pollution. The data for 
rrc.ffic concentration is similar:' Manhattan has by far the greatest miles of road travel per square mile of 
ar1y county. AgaiIL seven of the l 0 counties with the greatest density of traffic are also among the l 0 w[th 
the highest population densities. As in the case ofNOx emissions, the other three highly urbanized New 
York City counties are also among the top I 0 in the density of motor vehicle travel (Table 3). 

Table 2 

Jnianslty of Nox Emissions & MoiorVe:hicla Tra'.'el {per Squ@"e Mifei 

Oer.sft) 
Ran~ R;1k Coun:y 

1 Nt:T'I York Oo. NY 
2 5 San FranCiSco Go, CA 
~ 3 Sronx Co NY 
4 9 Washington city" DC 
5 ~5 SL Ln~.l!S ciry' MO 

1~ .A.rlmg1>:·n Co. VA 
7 15 Cook Co IL 
f. 7 Suffolk Go. MA 
9 2 Kings Co, MY 
~\) 4 Queens Co. NV 

Caic:JlamC f;om 20V3 EPA V;:ta 
Ra1~Jrig mrt of 422 counties 

Urbanization 

Gompar~d ~ 

Av~rage 

238 
147 

!37 
13.i 
124-
11.3 

1J.0 
3.5 
87 
S.7 

Dsnsiiy 

2 3 Bronx Co. f/Y 
5{) Fredericksbur;; citJ'. VA 

4 10 Alex3ndna ;:it';, 'IA 
s San Francisco 80, :JA 

6 13 .A.\rlmgron Ca \/A 
7 I Suffolk Co, i111A 

s 4 Queen& Co, NY 
9 2 Kings Co, l'-N 
iO w~shir.glon ci;y DC 

Cale>Jla!ed irom 2005 EPA D~:a 
P..;:..1kmg ou1 of 422 r.ounua-s 

. -;~mp~ec :J 
,.;ve13ge-

37 8 
22.3 
19 3 
15.8 
15.B 
15 i 

14.4 

i4.3 
j._\Q 

13.t 

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

1 Calculated from data downloaded from 
= http://\v\vw.epa.gov/nn/chidlnet/2008in~,~-e

0

11"~to-l)-'-'·".h.c.ctml 
·· http://www.epa.gov/ttnnaaqs/pmidocs/2005 _ vmt_ county _level.xls 
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other counties. This reflects the fact that approximately one half of the land area of Los Angeles County is 
very JO\\' density rural, which substantially reduces the traffic density. Similarly. the air pollution 
emission factors in Los Angeles County are lower than would be expected because of the large share of 
the county that is rural. 

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

Cautions: 

fable 3 

No~ Enirssmn S. Road Tr3ve1 Intensities by Population Densrty 
Hi;nl).- Urbanized Counties in Major l.lelropoliian A'eas (Crier 1,0:l0,000 Popula'.ron) 

20.000 & Over 
~0.000- 20,000 
s,ooo. 1o:Jw 
2,500. 5.00{1 

1 QOO- 2.SO:J 
Under <, OQ{I 

Avera,;e of Major Metropolitan Counties 

Countia.s wrth 90% or more in urban land (3o1 

103. i 
78 s 
55.1 
448 
263 

33~.3 

Qi 
0.1 

0.1 
Q_1 

00 

304_05'; 22.1 
173,450 <2.:; 
140.i4$ ~ei a 
91,701 r,1 
5,, ~40 37 

13,779 

The air pollution darn contained in this repon is for emissions, nor for air quality. Air quality is related to 

emissions and ifthere v.ere no other intervening variables, it could be expected that emissions alone 
would predict air quality. However there are a number of intervening variables, from climate. \Vind, 
topography and other factors. Again, Los Angeles County makes the point. As the highest density large 
urban area in the nation is to be expected that Los Angeles would have among the highest density of air 
pollution emissions. However, the situation in Los Angeles is exacerbated by the fact that the urban area 
is surrounded by mountains which tend to trap the air pollution that is blown eastward by the prevailing 
\Vesterly winds. 

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

The Measures: 

Road Travel Volumes: Annual traffic volumes in vehicle miies are reponed by EPA.J The annual 
vehicle miles for each county is divided by the number of days (365 ) and then by the counry land area in 
square miles to generate a vehicle miles per square mile (density) figure. The EPA data is for 2005, which 
is the latest data availabie on the EPA website. 

4 http://www.epa.govittn/naaqs/pm/docs/2005 _ vmt_ county _le,·cl.xls. 
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Vehicle Air Pollution Emissions: The EPA repons annual air pollution emissions by county, both gross 
and by density for various pollutat-its on its website.5 This analysis is based on the density of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx). 

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

County Emiss:iuns ~ .. 1~op - Criteria Air Poiluionts 
Counties ln i'>-l2w Jc:rse-;. ~.,,'fork~ PennS",,.dvunic 

I NewYork 

I 
Metropolitan 

Area: 
, Total emissions 
1 per square mile 

23D~ County &.-.ission!: ~ns.itv Ci"ons per sq.fl"'1i.) oiTotol Criterio Po:Jwtcnt 

><Q-11 

~ 100-l'm 

5 
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-

County Emissions Mop - Criteria .Air Pollutants 
Cc!Jntit'.!S in D;-cgcn, V(ashir.gtc-~ 

!~land 
I 

Metropolitan 
Area: 

f NOx emissions 
per square mile 

' (Showing county I ! data feature) , 

Multnomah C<>, OR I 
_ -~-~07 N~-E~rnns.!"J.~s!t{.1_05.9 tons/so.mL 

2C02. County Eml£Sions Densify (Tons per sq.mq cf :·J;trogcm Oxides 

Other Air Pollutants 

-0.-53.-·-_g 
.3-t-+ Figure4 

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

Figure 5: Carbon Monoxide 

Figure 6: Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 

Figure 7: Sulpher Dioxide (S02
) 

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

Figure 9: Particulate Matter less than J 0 micrometers in diameter (PM-10) 

Figure 10: Ammonia (NH3
l 
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Density & NH3 Emissions 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 

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

Population Density (Population per Square Mlle}: 2000 

Figure10 

9 

-00403-

1256



- ·--

-00110-

1257



~ .. 

I11ispag~ /~ft inteotipna/fy.blank. 

·-00111-

1258



n11SanFranc:isco 
A--:aanning 
~ 2016 San Francisco Planning llepaitn1snt 

1650 M!Sslon Slnlel, Sullo 400 
San Fmndsa>, CA 94103-3114 
1'.'WW.sfplannlng.oig Fmnt Coller: Mission Slree! at 251h Sln!el loolii!11lSOU1h 

-00112-

1259



-00113-

MISSION AREA PLAN 
MONITORING REPORT 

2011-2015 

1260



~ 
l ') 

Th.is page,~ftin1entiona/iy P1<1nk. 

".'00114-

1261



.!.: .. !.f!.~!.!?.!:l!ci.~~!.1?.!! ................................................................................................................................................... _ ............... - .................................. .1?.!? . 

................... _J,J. ~!:l.rr.il!l.~.IY. .. Qf..Q£~l!:l.~!J9.U!r::.9 .. M!?.!!!!Q!!!!g.R~Y.!!~r:!!~!J~ ...................................................................................... 97.. 

.?.: .. !;;~l!!.1'.!!~~J~!.~9.!Y!!:J. .. !!.!'!.~.J!!!?. .. ~~~~!!!!!'.I ..................................................... ····-···-·--·······-························--···--·-·--····--·-·-······-··Q~ . 

...................... .?..:l .. 9?.!!.!!Il.~!~!?J..~P.~~--!DY.~!!!Q!Y. ............................... - .......................................................................... - ............................... .9.§ . 

...................... ?..:.?. .. 9.<?.!!.!~-~f.f!?.LP..ey~!Ql?.~~.t.P.!P.!?.l.!f.l .. ~ ........................ - ......................................................................................................... J~ . 

....................... ?.2.J;;tiE.r.i.s~~-l!! . .P..P.BJd.l!~ ......................................... _ ............................................................ _ .. _ ................................................. !.? . 

....................... ?.::1.!;.~P.!.QY.IT!~.!:l! ......................................................... -......................................................................................................................... 1?. 
?..~.~~-~-~J!!g_ ................... ---·--······-·-··-········--·····-·-·-·········-·-···-······---·-······-·····-·······-···············-············-·········-·--··-··--·-············-····-··.?. .. ?. 
................... ..l.:l .. l:!Q.\.!~lr.i_g.JnY.~!!~Q!Y. .. ~m! .. !'i~~--tJg~Ll)E.f.r.Qf!Y.!;!!2!! .................................................................................................... ?} 
...................... ~,?. .. !::l.9!:!~!!1-s_Q~~JQl?.!I!~f.l.LPl~.m}~ ..... ·········--·······-··-·-················-···········--·········--·····-·····-··-······-··-··-····-·······-·····? .. !?. 
..................... ~.:.~ .. Nfgr.<:J.ci.\?!~ .. !:!.<?.~J.r.i.s.!D.m~ .. MK~ig!J ................................................................................................................................. ?.!. 
···················-~-~1 .. N.~Af!Q.~.il-~J~.!:!!?.Y.~!flR.f.'I.QQ~~C?.r.i .•.. ?9..!.!::.?.QJ.;L .............................................................................................. ?.~ 
.................. _..?._,_§J:JP.~~lr.i.g§.!~K.e~~~!Y.?..\i~m ........................................................................................................... _ ...................................... ;?.?. 
--······--·-··--?..&.l!?.!?.~ .. !:!9.!:l§!nJ~ .. !J..f!.~B~ .. f.'!.Q!¥.':l.!!.!.$d.!:l.~.EL ...... - .............................................................................................................. A;?. 
4.: .. ~~£.~.~l!?.!.!!~ .. il.f.l.~.T!.il.!!~P.~~!!!?.!'! ................................................ - ................................ - .. - ..................................................................... ~? . 
...................... 1.J .. J;;?..~!~~n..~~!sti.P.!!~hC?.<:JP.~.rn.lP.§ .. P.!2&~il.!:f.l ......................................................................................................................... ~§ . 
...................... ~:.?. .. e~~~!!!il!!..il.~ .. §.9..i;:J~!~~.QY.~!I.l~!J!'.L .... -·--········--············-······----··-·-·-···························-·-·-······-··-··-·-···-···~§: 
.?: .. !;;!!!!!.t!!H!!!!Y...!!r.!..P.r~V.~!!!~!!~---···············-···········-·-······--············-··-····-····-·······-··········-····--·-···-························-············-·················}.7. 
....................... §.J .. N.~~Q .•.. ~~.\.!? .. ?.!!<:l.£~.il .. li!!?.!l!!Y ..... --·········-········-······-···-·-··········-··········--·-·····--·-·······--············-··-·-······-·········-······---;!~ . 
................ - .... ~:.?.-~~!;rn9.!\QD •. filr.~ •.. iJD.9 . .9..P.El..!!.?.P.?.!;L ............. __ ........................................................................................................ ~-~-
..................... ~.:~ .. 9?.mm!:ln.LlY-.fil~J!!~!~~--ci.r.i.9 .. ~.r:Y.!£~ .................................................................................................................................... 4.9. 
...................... .?..,1 . .tt.l~C!f.if . .P.!~.!Y.Cl!!Q.IJ ....... _ ................................. ___________ ................................. --·····-·················-·-···--·············-················4.9 . 
.................. -.?..:§.~_'?.Jgb!?.!?!.bQQQ._§~rYJns .. s~~!?.!!§.h.rr.!~.f!.~ ........... _ ................................ - ............................................................................. ~} 
.§~.!.!!1.PJ!!m.~m~!i.C?!L!?.t?.!.!?.1?.'1~.!!.r:!.fr!?.&i:.~mm:iJrnt ........... _ .................................... -----·-···-····-······-············-··-·-·-··-····-··-······--··!f!. 
·-·-······--·--9..J ... ~~§.~~rn .. N.!!!Bb!?.!?.ThC?.<:J.g§.Si!.~f'?.~.!!:9.Y~l)!.-~Q!Ilfl:l!~~---··········-·-·---·-···-·--··························-··············-·········-4.?.. 
..................... !5..:.? .. ~.~!~r.1J .. N~.J.g!:!!?.9.rb!?.Qs!?..!;;Qf.1:!.m!:l.!:l.!!Y...f~~K!!!!~ .. ~r.i.Q.J.1Jf~!r.!:1.9:Y!.E!.f~.'?..~.l}d_.f..U..1JQ .................................... 'l? . 
....................... §.:;;U.P..!!;;.£'.r!?f~.~---················-····-·--·-·-·-·-----··········-···-····--·-·--·-···········-·-···--····-··········-···········-····-·--····-······-·-···········.4~ 
....................... 9..::4 .. ~'.?.!~~i:LN~Ig!:!!?.Qr!:J .. 9.!?.g __ MQ~ ................................................................................................................................................. .4~ . 
...................... §.:!?. .. f.I~tJ?P~-~.'?. .. !:!!.~J.IJg ........................................................... --·--···--·········-···--·--·-····--·-···· ................................................... '±~. 
z, .. Q.rrg~!!g.f!!l~!!!!!!.E.!!?~ .... _ .............................................. - ........ ---·········-·-········--·····················-········-··-·-····--········--····-·····-······:1~. 

-00115-
1 

1262



TABLES 

!.~!?J.~ .. ?.:1~J ..... 9P.!!!.rr.!~2.!.~!l!!!!Jg_§~~-§.gy_!l_~_f.QQJ~~l-~l?.§!.Q!.! .. l!.t:l .. ~ .. $.!!!! .. f.@!!9.~!';Q,_?QJ.§ .............................. Q~ 
I~!lJ.~ .. ?.:1~-~-----N~tfh?.Dg!?..!D .. ~!!!!!!.~!'f!aj._§P-?.f~ .. !;!Y!!t,.M.L~iQIJ .. ?QU::..?..Q!?.. ....................................... _ ........................... .!J. 
I~!?.!~ .. ?.:.!~-~ ...... N!?.t.g~Ang~JD..9?.!!!!!.l.~!.~!.~ .. §l?.?.f~ .• -~.~!l.!:!.~!!E!§~Q.:?9.1-J=?.Q.!;? ........................................ _ .......................... H. 
I.~!?.!~ .. ?.!?.:.! ...... 9..Q!TI.~~!~.\!!I.~!!9 . .Q!J:l .. ~! .. !.'.l.9!!:!3!!?..iQ!!!!!!.?.! .. !?..~Y~!.<?.P.r.D~!!J..E!P.!?.!!!J!?.i . .M!§§tQ!:!.9~)~Q.!.\L ....................... J~ .. 
I.!!!?.!.~ .. ?.:.?.:.?. ..... 9.Q!:!)D:!!?.~.!?..!.9.!:!Q .. QID!?.r .. ~.Q!!:.~~.\Q.~!!~.?JJJ?.~Y.~.QP.!!l!:'!f.!t.E!P..~!i!J~, .. §l!D .. f.r~f.!~J.~~.Q_Q:f .. ?Q.!9. ............. ±.:1. 
I!!!?.!~ .. ?.~.:.! ...... §9Y?.~.f~~-.Qf.~pg_$.P.?~ .. !?Y.fQ!JJ1]g.Q.i.~.I~ •. M.!?.§!9D.!!.Q.c_l_~~!!!.~~ghP.9m.9QQ!}..__?.9..!.?. ... .!.§_ 
I~!?.!~ .. ?.-}.:.? .. __ P..r.gi~-~!:!Y!!!:!J.1Jg_f!?.R .. ~?.E!?..!.1J.JY!!?.§!Q1J.f.!?.n.A.t:!?.~, ... ?..Q!J.:::?.Q.l§ .......................................................... E .. 
!.?.!?.!~.~J.:.~ ...... ;!!fQ!'E!?.!!!!?.m .. g?.§~ .. f.Q.t:.!!!.~g?.!..P.J?.B .. ~~Y.!?.!?.!!:!!J~,..!':~1J§~l.Qf.!, __ f..Q.!.?. ................................................................... !.?. 
!.~!?.!.~_?.,~:.L ... ~-~.P.!.9Y.!!!!?.f.!!, .. M.!?.~l9.!l.~!:i9. .. ~~.!!.frnrt9.l~P. ..... ~ .. ?.Q.!? .......................................................................................... J.~. 
!.!!!?.!.~ .. ?.~!?. ...... ~~!~J.?}.~-~!li?E~l!!JYJ~QI!-~ .. !:!?.:~!i!§.IJ ... ?9.J!.::?.QJ.?. ........................... _ ............. _ .................. - .. .?.?. 
I~l?.!~ .. ?~.1!~ ..... P.!Ql?.~!!Y .. I?.~~--~!!~~-!!!.!!!~ .. ~ .. ~!~.t:!! .. ~!?.!&ti.~rt!gQQ.§, ... ?.9..Q?. .. a.nc,t?.Q~.:?. .............................................. ?.?. 
!!!!?.!.~ .. ~:.!.:.! ...... N!?.~ ... l::!Q!!.~!!:!KP.!.QQ.!!~.Qn, .. Ml~\2n. •.. ?.Ql.!::?.9.1.?. ................................................................ _ ................................ .?.~. 
I!~!.~ .. ~~!.:? ....... ~!?.~ .. t!9.!!?.t1Jg_P.!.Qg_!!E!!.Q.f!,_§.~D.f.@!.!£!~ ... ?.QU::?.9.J~ ...................................................................................... ?}. 

I.!!!?.!.~--~'-?.!.! ....... 1::!9.!!?.lr.g .. ~y~Jgpm~r.!~ .. ~P.~!ln~ •.. M.\§§.i_Q.f!,_a.mt§~n..f.r.~n£~~£9J . .9~ .. .?.9..!.~ ................................................... ?.9. 
I.!!!?.!.!.~,~,J ..... ~ff.:9.f.Q~!?~ .. !!9.!!.~Jf.!g_P.!.9.Q.!!£!!.9!.!, .. M.!~ig.n._, _ _?_Ql.!::?.9.J~ ........................................................................................ ?.~. 
I~!?.t! .. !!~4.:?.: ..... ~.m~r.q?.!?.!!?..!i<?.~!f.!gf.i:2E!.Y~!IQ.IJ,.§~.!:1 . .f.@!!fi~.Q, .. ?.Q.!.!::?.9..t§ ...................................................................... -.?-~. 
Ia.1?.!! .. ~ .. ~,-~ ...... t!Q!-:1.?.!!1.& .. l?.~~).QP..r:i!~r.!~ .. 9.P!!D.S.!C?.~ .. A!!Q!.9.?..\?!.~ . .!:!.Q~§J.n.g __ '.'.Li:!~Ug!-:i.'.'.£~.~'-·M.!~!Q!'J.L.?.QJ .. !::.?.9..!.?. ........ ~.9. 
.Ia.!?.!.~ .. ~:~:.! ...... Y.f.!!!?..19.?..~ •.. M!¥JQD., .. ?.QU.::?.Q1:?. .......................... -...................................................................................................... -~?. 
Ia.!?.!~-~~~,? ..... Y.~!~J~! •.. ~~n.f.r.a.rr~!?.~, .. .?.9..U.::?.Q!§. .... --------···-·-·············-·-······-······-···· .................................................. ~~-
I.!!!?.!.~--~'-~'-~---·-9:!!.!9.!?..£9D~g~!9.!1 .... M!.~l9D. •. .?.9.1J::?QJ:?. ................................................................................. - ...... _ ..................... ?.} 
I.a.!?.!.~.-~!.~!4. ...... ~Y!~.\l!?.!1.§,__M_i~.Q.i:!, .. ?..Qg:::.?.QJ .. ~ ..................... -............................................................................................................... ?..~. 
I.a.~!! .. ~:.!?.:.! ...... J.9!?.?. .. !i9.!!!}iD.&.h!D.~a.~ . .f.~~-Gg_l_!~.t:~9.~.M!.?.§!.Q!'1 .. fY .. ?.Q1.!!.!?.::-.?.Q.!§!.t9. ................................................. ~.9. 
Ia.!?.!~.:~:.h! ..... £9 .. r:i!.~~~--M~.-~P.!.tt .... M!~9.!!.~!!\:! .. §~D. .. f..i:?.!1£!§9.? ................................................................................................ ~;?. 
!a.!?.!.~.4.,.?.:.! ...... Y.!.?.~9.r:! ... ?.!?.f.9. .. Emi~ . .i.!'! . .!V!.!~l<?.!! .. ~!~.a. .. P.!i!ri .. t.!f!.a. ..................................................................................................... -.~Z 
!!!!?.!!.~:~:.~ ...... N~!ghP.!!!l.9 .. 9.9 ... ~~!Y.!D.g.~t§.\?!J.~~m~n!§,_.!Y.1!.~.~i<:?r. ...................................................................................................... :'!~. 
I!l?.!~.-~:.?~.! ...... ~?.1~!!.l ... ~!?!g.h_9.2r.~29.£1.?. .. !nfi:?.~!.!:!~!l!r!?...l.mP.~stf.~ .. 1?.~L§9.u.?.~~-f.w.t...?.QQ~ .. ~nf! .. ?QJ.~ .................. :tz .. 
Ia..~!~U?.:.?.:.?. ...... ~?!§.~!!!.N§.!gh!!!?.f.D9.!?.l!~..!!:1.f~Y.~.~Y-~~..ll!)P.?.~.f.~ .. 9..Q!l~~.QJ!? ... !?.~J§.. ....................................................... ~. 
I~!?.!~.-~:.?.~.~ ....... ~~~~£!1 .. N~!&ti.9.Qf.h.Q~S. .. !!:!fl:~.~l~!:'E!YE~.Lr:DP.?.g_f.~.P.!.l?j~~~-C_gQJ_~?.9..?.9 ........................................... ~?. 
Ia..~!-~ .. f?:.?.~4 ..... f?.fil~m. .. ~!?.!@.!?9.r.\1.QQQ~ .. !!.!~@.?.!~Wr!!.J!:rl.P.:':!~.tf.~.~!!~£t~.~, ... ?..Q.!J::-.?.Q.!.~ ................. _ ....................... :!-?. 

~iAPS 
·---·----~--·····---·------·----------· 

.M~P ... L .............. Mi§_§!l>!l .. e1?.!.!.Ar~~-~Q1;1 .. 1!.I;\~!!~ ........................... - ........................................................................................................... Q~ 

.M~.P. .. ? .................. g9.D.1..P.!.~!~ .. P!2i~.9.U.§!!}g __ !'::!~t~.D-~!.!&~ .. !n .. gg_r:i!.r:n.~~£!~!..§.P.?.f5:, __ M.l?..?.!9.n. ... ?.Q.!.!.::-.?9. .. !!?. ................... !.?. 
.!Y.l .. ~J?.} .................. ~!Il.~f!.~~!~_l .. ?.!'!9 .. Qtb~f..!'::!QD.:!3~!9.~n!!~! .. !?.~Y.~!.QP.r.D~r.!1.E!P.~!!r:!?. ... M!~i<?.r.!..91..?.QJ..~ .......................... J.~ . 
.M~.P.-~ .................. N§.W ... tl.QY§!!Jg.P.!.9.Q.U.£!!9.f.LM!§?.!!?.n .. ?..QU:::?.QJ.?. ............................................................................. -..................... ?.4 . 
.M?:l.P. .. ~ .................. t!!?.Y.~J!.!g_p_i!Y~lgpm:~!.!te!.!?.~!.IJ~ ... QY. . .i:?.~~-l.QP..1TI.~t~~!.Y.~i .. M!.?.§!!?..r:i_, _ _g4 __ ?.Q1.~ .............. - ......................... ?.§. 
M?.P.J?. ................. N~~-~ff.g_r~t~_9.1~.tl9.U..~i!!&t..M!§S.!!?.!! •.. ?.Q.~.1-::?.9~.§ ..................................................................................................... ~! . 
.M~P...?. ................. fgf.!:l.~Y.!'!!~..!m.P.!9.'!.~.ffi!?!!~ .. lr:!.!b.!? .. M.!?.§!.2!.! ..... ?.9J.J::?.Q1§ .................................................................................. }.§ . 
. M~P.-~ ................ 92m.m!:!!!!!Y. . .f?.~!.!!!!~ .. i.!!..tb.~ .. Mi~s.t<?.n ............................................................................................................................. ..1.? . 
.M~P..~·-·······-·----~~l&ti.~Q!:h~ .. ;5-~!Y.!!:!&.~~!!~~~-!.!'!.!h.e. . .Mi§§LC?.!.! ......................................... -.................................................... ~!?. 

2 SAH fRANCISCO PLANNING OEPARTMEllT 

-00116-

1263



flGUHES 

f..!&~~ .. ?..:9..:.!. ... M.?.i.2!.J~~Li;!~D!!~! .. !?.~~!QPfil~Qt<!..9_~.Pl~!~, ... M.?.~~t~_Q.g~Y.!~..! .. ?.9J9.::?.QH ................................... -.Q~. 
f..ilil.Y!.~ .. .?.:.~!1 .... !.§~Q .. M!~!!?D .. ?.L ........................................... - ... ·--······-··-······-··-················-·········-·-·-··-·········--·-····--·-······-·-···-·-!Q 
f.!&Y!~ . .?:~1 ... ~.2!?.:?.P.Y .. !Jl.QQ •. \J~!?_,_Ml~Lq_~ .•. 9~ . .? .. QJ..Qj\f.\Q..?.Ql~ ................................ --··-···--·········------·-····-·········-·?.9. 
f.!8.YI~ .. ?.:4.:g_ ... ~.!9..ti!!§l:!!:ll~!J.l..!?.Y.J.Ef.!9JJ~ ... M!~!Q.!'!.1 . .9~.-~Q.!.Qjm~ ... ?..Q.!.;~ ...................... __ ........................ - .................... _ .. ?.9. 
f!B.~!.!L?!4.!.~ .... Q?..Q.9_~~Q!!.£b.Q.@~!~ •.. ?.~9.QJ.§m .. ~tr~ ............. - .... ·-·--······-···········-·--····-·--··-··········-· ................................. ?J. 
.f~-~--~!.?.:1:. ... B.~!.!!:'!~X!nKQf..E.~.!K~U.?.!!:l.E!!Q . .fQ!§.Q.'ll.§.~.~-E.11!! .. ~9i~f!!!Bl.~~--t!!?l!§!!!S .. !? .. ~Y.~J.!?P..ID.!'!!!L ...... :!9. 

3 

-00117-

1264



1265



1. Introduction: Mission Area Plan 

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

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

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

MISSION AREA PlAM IJfillliOR!NG REPORT i 2016 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The challenges that motivated the Eastern 
Neighborhoods community planning process 
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were evident in the Mission when the plans were 
adopted and continue to be relevant today. The 
boundaries of the Mission Area Plan Area, shown 
in iv1ap l, run along Duboce/13th to the north, 
Potrero Avenue to the east, Guerrero Street to the 
west, and Cesar Chavez Street to the south. 1 

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

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

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

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

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

reduce traffic and auto use 
» Improve and develop additional community 

facilities and open space 
» Minimize displacement 

I Unless otnerwise noled, Ws rt;io.1 will refer to the Mls.<lon Area Plan Area, Mission 
neighborhood, and "lhe Missio<t" inlbrchangeably. as the area shown on Map l. Othe1 
offoa; and community dclln'1ions of 1he boundaries QI the MisSJon neighlX>lhood elist 
YTne"' these are used will'.in this re;>ort. they will be specifically reie1eooec!. 

MISSION AREA PUN M-OlllTORIHG P.EPORT i 2016 

1.1 Summary of Ordinance and Monitoring 
Requirements 

The ordinances that enacted the Eastern Neigh­
borhoods Area Plans (including Western SoMa), 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors, include a 
requirement that the Planning Department pro­
duce five year reports monitoring residential and 
commercial developments in those neighborhoods, 
as well as impact fees generated and public and 
private investments in community benefits and 
infrastructure. 2 · A includes the language 
in the Administrative Code mandating the Monitor­
ing Reports. The first set of monitoring reports for 
Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero 
Hill, and Central Waterfront were published in 
2011, covering the period from January 1, 2006 
through December 31, 2010. 

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

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

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

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

2 Unless oll>erwise r.Q\e:J, llns re;>Grt wiU rele• la the E"llsi..m Neighborhuods Area 
f" .. ns. or just Area Flans. as enccrnpa.sing Ille Mission, East Soll.a. Central Walerfront 
Showplace SQuarelPo-Uem Hm as well as Weslem SoMa. References to Plan A.-.as Car 10 
the names or the individual aroasl wm descnbe the a•eas wi!hin the boundaries outlined 
l:-1 the ir.dilli<l:;"1 plans. 
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4) Certain smaller projects did not rely on the 
rezoning under the EIRs and are therefore 
excluded. 

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

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

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

8 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2. Commercial Activity and 
Job Creation 

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

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

2.1 Commercial Space Inventory 

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

3 For e.'<am;>le. a recent New Yof< Ti""'5 fea:uie higliligt\ling 18 San Francis:o 
ottractions b visit on • 30-hour s!.ly in l'>e city included 6 silos wit'li-• !he MisS.~ A.-... 
P!an A!l!a a!ld anctl'.er 3 witni.i: Z tlccks ot !ts boundaries. See ntto·fffr_,,:w ®me 
caml?Di 5fl 1;Q~ drm~t-tp.<J,.,-in-36-hooq.-in--spn·fraJKlsco~ 
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Produce Market on Mission Street 

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

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

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

Cultural. 
Institution, 1.760,105 15% 29,898,51L l3So 6% 
Educational 

Medical 698,877 501 ,0 17.468,039 7% 4% 

Office 3,079.231 27% 107,978,95.i 45% 3% 

PDR (Light 2,896,338 25% 36,265,832 15~; go.-
ir:dustrial ,c 

Retail 3.022.780 26% 42,299,526 18~; 7% 

Visitor! Lodging 92,560 1% 4.053,L22 20· .c 2~-~ 

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

Sc:Jr.-..e: Sa<) Fnr·.::i~·J ?lan1ng D2:;.:irt11~::!ii l-'?nc U~ O;;::;:i:::f5l'. r.l~rt.:-i 2.0:6. 
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shows commercial and other non­
residential development activity in the Mission 
Area Plan area between January 1, 2011 and 
December 31, 2015 while shows 
corresponding figures for San Francisco. These 
tables count newly developed projects (on vacant 
properties or redevelopment of existing properties) 
as well as conversions from one use to another. 
Between 2011 and 2015. 206,000 square feet of 
PDR land was convertec! to other uses, especially 
housing, equivalent to roughly 6% of PDR space 
in the Mission. 

Two properties account for more than 75% of the 
PDR conversion during this period. In 2012, the 
Planning Department legitimized a conversion 
of roughly 95,000 square feet of PDR to office 
at 1550 81yant; the actual conversion occurred 
prior to the enactment of Eastern Neighborhoods 
without the benefit of a permit. The legitimization 
program (see section 2.3. l ), which was enacted 

1880 Mission Street 

10 SAN FRANCISCO PliUWING DEPARTMENT 

concurrently with Eastern Neighborhoods, enabled 
the space to be legally permitted as office. Another 
property at Mission Street and 15th Street a 
vacant and non-functioning former printing 
shop, accounted for another 63,000 square feet 
of PDR conversion. This project was approved 
p1·ior to adoption of the Mission Area Plan, but 
completed construction in 2013. The building was 
demolished to build a 194-unit residential build­
ing, shown in Photo 2.1. l, which includes 40 
affordable units (21 % of tl1e total). The property is 
zoned neighborhood commercial transit (NCT) and 
urban mixed-use (Ufv1Ul, designations created by 
tl1e Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans specifically 
to transition struggling industrial properties in 
transit-rich corridors to dense residential uses. 

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

-00124-
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rescue activities. The table also shows a modest 
gain of office and retail space during the reporting 
period. One illustrative project is the development 
at 1501 15th Street, which redeveloped a vacant 
lot of a former gas station into a mixed-use build­
ing with 40 residential units (7 of them below 
market rate) and roughly 8,000 square feet of 
ground floor commercial space. 

For comparison purposes, shows 
the commercial development activity throughout 
San Francisco. Overall. while the Mission saw a 
decrease of roughly 63,000 square feet. tl1e city 
gained 2.8 million square feet. mostly serving 
office and medical uses. The Mission accounted 
for about 20% of the city's loss of PDR and 

Net Change in Commercial Space Built, Mission 2011-2015 

-~"··~~···-' 

2011 

2012 108,400 

2013 

2011' 15.200 

2015 (25,211) 

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

Net Change in Commercial Space, San Francisco 2011-2015 

•' ~ - ····~----- ·-
2011 10,477 0 40,019 

2012 (52,937) 0 24,373 

2013 66,417 0 335.914 

201~ 446,803 1,815,700 603t997 

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

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

&::urc~: San Fr<?r:d::c~ l'l?.m1rig Ollpr.r1rne:;iL 

slightly more than 7% of citywide office develop­
ment betv.;een 201 l and 2015. 

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

(10,800) 

(98.326) 4,320 

(70,762) 

(26,-f23) (3,696) 

39,495 

(206,311) 40,119 

(18,075) 16.854 

(164.116) 32.445 

(236,-173) 5,941 

{422,l57) ~1.875 

(183,775) 65.419 

(1,024,596) 132,534 

0 

0 

(69,856) 

63,286 

0 

(6,570) 

(10,800) 

14,394 

(70,762) 

(14,919} 

14,284 

(67,803) 

49.275 

(160,235) 

:0~_943 

2,519,504 

340,696 

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

(L .. : .. i) 
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2.2 Commercial Development Pipeline 

The development pipeline is best understood as 
two separate subcategories, shown in 
as "Under Review" and "Entitled". Entitled projects 
are those that have received Planning Department 
approvals and are under construction or awaiting 
financing or other hurdles to break ground. Such 
projects can be expected to be completed with 
some confidence, although some of them may 
take years to finally complete their construction 
and receive certificates of occupancy. Projects 
that are under review projects are those that have 
filed application with the Planning and/or Building 
Departments, but h21ve not been approved. These 
projects have to clear several hurdles, including 
environmental (CEQA) review, and may require 
conditional use permits or variances. Therefore, 
under review projects should be considered more 
speculative. 

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

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

The projects in the pipeline that have received 
entitlements show a slight net gain (5,000 square 
feet) of non-residential uses in the Mission in the 
near future. If all of these developments are com­
pleted, the Planning Department expects a loss 
of about 360,500 square feet of PDR space and 
concomitant gain of roughly 175,000 square feet 
in other commercial space, including institutional, 
medical, office and retail uses. Entitled projects 
that propose to convert PDR to other uses are 
mostly small spaces (up to about 6,000 square 
feet) that will be redeveloped as residential or 
mixed-use residential buildings. One representa­
tive project is at 346 Potrero ,!\venue, currently 
under construction, wl1ere 3,000 square feet of 
PDR has been converted to a mixed use building 
with approximately 1.600 square feet of ground 
floor retail and 70 resfdential units. 11 of which 
are affordable. 

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

Under Construction 

Planning Entitled 3,957 

?lanning Approved 2, 757 

Building Permit Filed 

Building Perr:iil 
Approved/ Issued/ 

Reinstated 

Under Review 

Planning Filed 

Building Permit Filed 

Total 

1,200 

282,932 

282,932 

286,889 

16,000 4,672 

16,000 4,672 

160,591 

159,388 

l.203 

16,000 165,263 
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(12,461) 7,396 (5,065) 

(18,607) 4,682 10,704 

(2,914} (157) 

(1,939) 844 (1,095) 

(13,754) 3,838 11.956 

(329,490) 51,672 169,219 

(303,697) 55,i86 182.933 

(25,753) 10.876 13,72.4 

(360,558) 67,264 174,858 
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One example of a project that is currently under 
review, the "Armory Building" at 1800 Mission, 
has requested to convert roughly 120,000 square 
feet of PDR space into office use. Another large­
scale project currently under review would build 
176,000 square feet of non-profit ser1ice deliveiy 
office space at 1850 B1yant Street. If all projects 
that are under review come to fruition. the Mission 
will see roughly 360.000 square feet of PDR 
transition to other uses. 

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

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

· for detailed information about pipeline 
projects.) 

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

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

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

Planning 1.942 4,665 4,571,993 311,417 1.084.828 458.554 6A33,399 Approved 

Buildinsr 4,2L3 (36,555) (33.939) 806 (65,345j Permit Filed 

Building 
Permit 

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

Reinstated 

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

Planning 1,084,228 11875 5,955,54: (994.050) l.552,310 200,747 7,800,651 Filed 

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

Total 2,453,321 (36,331) 16,929,518 (1,003,674) 3,354,628 748,900 22,446,362 

S.:-:..s~: S,1.'» f111rn:--:o Pl.;:"rw:;;: D:::~;:,·t1r;:rt 
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Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Mission Q4 2015 

5.575 

0 E~ti:led 

0 Under Constr:Jction 

0 Under ::;;eviev; 

-3C.S56 
0 
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2.3 Changes in PDR Uses 

As discussed above, the Mission (and the Eastern 
i'Jeighborhoods more broadly), have experienced 
economic changes that have made many areas 
highly attractive to residential and office develop­
ment. These types of uses are generally able to 
afford higher land costs, and therefore can outbid 
PDR businesses for parcels that are not specifi­
cally zoned for industrial use. Prior to the adoption 
of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the pri­
mary industrial zoning designations- fv1-l, M-2, 
and C-fv1 - permitted a broad range of uses, which 
led to the conversion of a significant amount of 
PDR space to other activities. Of the 2.9 million 
square feet in PDR space in the Mission in 2015, 
more than half was scattered throughout zoning 
districts not specifically geared towards industrial 
uses, such as neighborhood commercial (NC) 
zones. Roughly 770,000 (26%) were located in 
PDR protection districts (PDR-1 and PDR-2) and 
20% v,1ere in the mixed use Ufv1U district. By 
comparison, the split between PDR space in PDR 
protection, mixed use, and other districts in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods is 38%, 34%, and 29%, 
respectively. According to Co-Star data, asl<ing 
lease rates for PDR space in the Eastern Neighbor­
hoods are currently $22 per square foot (NNN) 
and vacancy rates are 4.4%.~ 

---·-----

Since the adoption of the Mission Jl.rea Plan, PDR 
space has continued to be converted to other uses 
in the neigl1borhood. as · and 
illustrate. A detailed investigation of the conversion 
of PDR space in the Mission shows that such 
conversions have occurred largely outside of the 
zoning districts created specifically to protect PDR 
uses (in the case of the Mission. PDR-1 and PDR-
2). The only project that recorded a loss of PDR 
space in a PDR protection zone during this period, 
1550 Bryant involved the legitimization of office 
conversion undertaken prior to adoption of the 
plan under an amnesty program that expired in 
2013 (discussed in subsection 2.3.1, below). In 
addition to the project at 1880 Mission, detailed 
above. other completed projects in tt1e Mission 
that have converted PDR space have done so in 
order to build new housing, either with a higher 
percentage of inclusionary units than required 
by the City's inclusionary housing ordinance or 
by paying in-lieu fees. as shown in 
These projects have all been built in either the 
transitional UMU district or in districts like NCT 
and RH-3, which v11ere not intended as PDR 
protection areas under the Mission Area Plan. 
The Planning Depa1iment hes also undertaken 
some legislative action to strengthen PDR zoning 
and enable to location, expansion, ancl operation 
of PDR businesses. In addition to some "clean 

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

PDR ?rotectior. {l) 75?,087 26~; 3,465.888 38% 

Mixed Use (2) 582,5i0 20~·~ 3,098.198 3''c" .,. '° 
other (3) 1.546.741 53°:<> 2,669,555 29% 

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

,:._ T.-.!rL~fli.·::-n: ilis:r::""::; cn.:i:.a.!co: ir:C,1s:r:;:;l 1.1:<;.,;.1"';:..s.J ···~~:::-- n,_::-(-.:iD~ ~:t1·:rr~s ::..:.::.:~JS. c;f.i,:=__c; ... .,:; •.;,::,1-1 .. .:11,.:1 ,,.,·,:~ .::.J·j1:·,:ro:, ,._._;u.r·::1;.;_nts on 
lncL:ss Ui,.\-J ir, C-:::1~rzr ·.:,!a~er.rc·n"., i.'. s.si:-·1'1. <;r:L"f S.1;:;·:.p!2ce S.;t!<.i'-;:/Pot:'?--: H!fb\ii..:G. ~d ff.UR i:i E~~l Soi.la: 6r::: ·,Ni/ JG <~nJ 'Nr~i;JJ :n '/;.:;st·:::". 
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Projects Converting PDR Space in Mission Area Plan Area, 2011-2015 

1550 Bryant Street PDR-1-G (93,400) 108,400 0 0 0 NiA 

1880 Mission Street NCT/UMU (63,512) 

2552 Harrison Street UMU [7,250) 

2660 Harrison Street UMU (11,423) 

3135 24tl1 Street NCT (15,000) 

1280 Hampshire Street RH-3 (1.060) 

S:iurc-<::: S<in Fri!r.ds·:o ;>[a::ning Dcpilf!rn~r,~ 

up" language making it easier for PDR businesses 
to receive permits and share retail spaces. the 
Depa1iment also created a program to allow more 
office deveiopment in certain parcels as a way 
to subsidize more development of PDR space. 
Recognizing the financial difficulties of develop­
ing new industrial buildings in large "soft site" 
lots, this program gives developers the abilii:'; to 
construct office space in parcels zoned PDR-1 and 
PDR-2, located north of 20tl1 Street. The parcels 
must be at least 20,000 square feet as long as 
existing buildings are not developed to more than 
0.3 floor-to-area (FAR) ratio. At least 33% of the 
soace in the new developments must be dedicated 
to PDR uses. To date, only one development at 
100 Hooper Street in the Showplace Square/ 
Potrero Hill Plan Area l1as taken advantage of this 
program. 

Enforcement Cases for Illegal PDR Conversions, Mission, 2015 

Closed - \fiolaticr; 3 

Closed - No Violation 6 

Under Reviev{ 

Pending Review 10 

TOTAL 20 

Sour.:>::": S.3n Fr.:ird:::c:. :Jta:mhg D~~1rtr:1er.t 

0 0 194 40 21'% 

0 0 20 
FaB 

N/?. 
payment 

0 l~.423 3 Below 
NIA threshold 

0 1,360 9 
Be!o;,.v 

NIA threshold 

0 0 3 
Below NIA thresl10Id 

PDR Protection Policies and Enforcement 

Illegal conversions from Production, Distribution 
and Repair (PDR) uses have more recently 
become an issue in the Eastern Neighborhood 
Plan areas that the City has sought to resolve. In 
2015, the Planning Department received abqut 
44 complaints of alleged violation for illegal 
conversions of PDR space. Most of these cases 
(42) are in the Eastern Neigl1borhoods. 20 of 
which are in the fVlission Area Plan Area. Of these 
cases, six were found to not be in violation of PDR 
protection rules. 11 are under or pending review, 
and th1·ee have been found to be in violation. The 
three cases are on Alabama Street between 16th 
and Mariposa Streets on parcels zoned PDR-i-G. 
Owners vvere issued notices of violation and office 
tenants vvere compelled to vacate the properties. 
c:s stlovm in 

6 7 

9 9 

4 4 

23 24 

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

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

2.4 Employment 

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

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

5 see Zlinual SrJn francisro Planning Department Ca."Timctee & lr.d1.a-stty fr.ventozy, 
2WB-20!5. 
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Employment, Mission and San Francisco, Q2 2015 

C~ltural, 
I nstitutiona i, 119 1+ ~; 17 .454 
Educational 

Medical 1,223 41% 2,409 

Office 511 17~{, 6,344 

PDR I Light 349 12~';, 3r723 
Industrial 

Retail 605 20% 8,802 

Visitor/ 10 0% 41 
Lodging 

Other 187 60' /O 254 

Total 3,004 100% 39,027 

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

As discussed above, the Mission has also emerged 
as an important retail destination in San Fran­
cisco, with the restaurants, cafes, bars, and shops 
in the main commercial corridors (particularly 
Mission. Valencia. 16th.and 24th Streets) attract­
ing visitors from throughout the City, region, and 
beyond. T11e number of retail jobs in the Mission 
increased by 24% betvveen 2010 and 2015 to 
about 8,800 in more than 600 establishments. 
The neighborhoocJ represents 7% of the city's 
retail jobs and establishments. 

PDR continues to play a critical role in the City's 
economy, providing quality jobs to employees witi1 
a broad range of educational backgrounds, sup­
porting local businesses up- and downstream (for 
example, many of the city's top 1·estaurants source 
products from local PDR businesses), and infusing 
the region with innovative products. Though the 
trends in loss of POR space have been widely 
documented, the City and the Mission both added 

45~~ 2,0lC 3c· .o 73.182 

501 ,o 21,833 37% 60,214 

16% 15,628 27%. 293,014 

10'76 5,280 90· .c 88,135 

23~<> 8,241 11+~~ 130,550 

001 IO 311 10/ .o 16,688 

i e;c 4,961 9% 6,953 

100% 58,264 100% 668,736 

PDR jobs since 20 l 0. The Mission experienced a 
7% increase in PDR employment (to 3,700 jobs) 
betvveen 2010 and 2015 and 9% increase in 
number of firms (to 350). Within the three-digit 
NAICS classifications that make up the Planning 
Department's definition of PDR, employment 
increased across several occupational categories, 
including "other manufacturing", "film and sound 
recording", and "printing and publishing" occupa­
tions and decreased in "construction", "apparel 
manufacturing" and "transpo1iation and warehous­
ing" occupations, as shovm in Appendix F. 

As with other occupations, these increases likely 
reflect a recovery from the recession as vvell as the 
emergence of "maker" businesses and production 
of customized and high-end consumer products, 
such as tr1e firm shown in . The suc­
cess of the Plan in curbing large-scale conversion 
of PDR space has likely played a key role in ensur­
ing that these re-emergent industrial activities are 
able to locate within San Francisco. The Mission 
has roughly 4% of the PDR jobs and 7% of the 
establishmems within the City. 

Over the past five years. the Mission has added 
a substantial number of jobs. more than 30% 
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Jobs by Land Use, Mission, Q3 2010 and 2015 
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Establishment by Land Use, Mission, Q3 2010 and 2015 
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growth, even as its commercial space square foot­
age increased by a small amount (4,000 square 
feet). In part, many of these new jobs are likely 
located in commercial space that was vacant at 
the end of the recession of tile previous decade, 
leading to lower vacancy rates." Another trend 
that has been underway that may explain the 
gain in employment without a parallel increase 
in commercial space is an overall densification 
of employment (in other vvords. allovving more 
jobs to be accommodated within a given amount 
of space). With the increasing cost of land in 
locations close to city centers and accessible by 
transportation infrastructure (as is the case with 
the Eastern Neighborhoods). real estate research­
ers have tracked an overall densification of 
employment across several sectors throughout the 
country' This kind of densification can be caused 
by employees who work from home for some or all 

G h.'t:-tt•u;,!1.:-~wa :·:; .;,..'";~\ ·:Z'.:2:'"'.,:y r;,::: .. ::$ f.;:'. 1"\: j,fo_;_., i::•n .;~.::J :Jt·1:1 !·r.:u s r::.: i;~·c'fa::!;::_ 
e:.:M""'.<.:.:t(i;:;L 1C2l ~:21~ ;;.•J],'.:;r?f:e ~.~.~ r·::: Cv~rm.;:c & '.".:a:-itiHi j :~1-,,),\ !na: •;c;:::ri:-/ 
r;,lc_<:.. 1::·r .:::'~:·c::;:-1:. 1:rl>.:.~ •• :;: l.:;ni..l ~,::es c:";~:-E?£.:d s..ir.s:::i~t: ~I'/ ;-: S-:.i:-.: ;-;..,,rcJS::·::. t•:;t,..-r;.;t: 
::Jl: 1r~12:Jl5 a::rcg :::iif~z:t ~f..ct:::;. S::e Cu~,~l'.'"·1:": :r \V:;,..C::.sJd ~Zill Fr;.i:;: sc.~' ("ff.~..r· 
Si'~~ps:-:;:~ Q.:. ::rt::_:-, r:Jr-.:: ?.::;<ti Sc::.:p!'rc: cc.: ::::- ~:: 

Dandelion Chocolate, 2600 16th Street 

Fh;;to C'J SF t=Jrning, Ped~ Peterson 

days of tile week (and therefore may share office 
space vvith colleagues) or firms that accommodate 
more employees vvithin a given amount of space. 

Since the Eastem Neighborhood Area Plans were 
adopted. tl1e City has also seen sharp increases 
in collections of sales and property taxes. In tile 
Mission. sales tax collections increased every 
year from 2011to2014, goingfrom S4.5 mil­
lion to $6.2 million in five years. an increase of 
almost 40%. By comparison, sales tax collections 
citywide increased by 26% during this period. 
Property tax collection also increased substantial I~/ 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods. In the Mission, the 
city collected roughly $38 million in property taxes 
in 2008, the year before the plan was adopted. By 
2015, property taxes in the fvlission increased by 
56% to S59 million, as shown on 

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

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

$4,486.667 

S4,913,267 

S5,292,732 

9.5~'0 

7.7'% 

5.8% 

575.198,021 

$80,709,201 

$8L,26l.806 

$89,605,413 

7.3% 

4.4% 

6.3% 

2015 

TOTAL 

$5,598,902 

$6.227,719 

$26.519.287 

11.2~~ $94.545, 142 

$424,320,583 

5.5% 

Property Taxes Collected in the Eastern Neighborh\lods, 2008 and 2015 

Mission 

Central Waterfront 

East SoMa 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill 

Western Solv'ia 

Total 

3. Housing 

The provision of adequate housing to residents 
of all incomes has long been a challenge in San 
Francisco. Over the past five year·s, however, San 
Francisco epitomized the housing affordability cri­
sis afflicting American cities and coastal communi­
ties tl1i-oughout California. As discussed in the 
previous section, tile Bay Area, city, and Mission 
neighborhood have all seen robust employment 
growth since the "Great Recession" triggered by 
the financial crisis in 2007. During this period, 
the city has acided housing units much more 
slowly than new employees. As a result, a growing 
and mere affluent labor force has driven up the 
costs of housing, making it increasingly difficult 
for lov-1 and moderate income families to remain in 
San Francisco. 

In the past five years, the Mission has been a 
focal poin1 of struggles over housing as well as 
efforts by the City to ensure that its residents can 
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$37,908,346 $58,957,413 

$5,704,111 Sl0,338,391 

$46,83 i ,664 S63 .172.434 

$29.446,594 $47,803.586 

Sl7.146,718 $24,348.243 

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

continue to live tt1ere. One of the main goals of the 
iVlission Area Plan is to increase the production 
of housing affordable to a wide-range of incomes. 
Tl1e environrrental analysis conducted for the 
rn EIR estimated that behveen 800 and 2,000 
additional units could be developed as a result 
of the rezoning associated with the Mission Area 
Plan.6 The Plan also recognizes tile value of tl1e 
existing housing stock and calls for its preserva­
tion, particularly given that much of it is under 
rent control. Dwelling unit mergers are strongly 
discouraged and housing demolitions are allowed 
only on condition of adequate unit replacement. 

,:.. Ea$:.;:r ·,10: ;-_i-l::-J:-'·.-.,j~3" =?~z~.r.·n::; '-";J t.~~u PJJ'"':~ :::'"\/r•,;i:-r.~~r:.Ci lr:::.;:,u q~.;::,:n 
:::::c.J.5~-
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3.1 Housing Inventory and 
New Housing Production 

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

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

New Housing Production, Mission, 2011-2015 

2011 

20~2 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

47 

242 

75 

140 

504 

New Housing Production, San Francisco, 2011-2015 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

348 

2,330 

3.455 

2.472 

9,401 

is almost identical to tt1e average between 2006 
and 2010. when the iviission added 164 uriits per 
year. shov;s the cib;wide figures fo1· 
comparison. Nearly 6% of the net increase in the 
Cib/s housing stock in the last five years was in 
the Mission area. 

shows the location of recent housing 
construction. The vast majority of new units 
added during the 2011-2015 reporting period are 
located north of 16th Street and west of Mission 
Street. All of the nevv residential development in 
the sourther portion of the Mission during this 
period has been in projects adding one or two net 
units. Additional details about these new develop­
ment projects can be fou11d in 

16 
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76 

5 
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59 
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1,377 
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53 
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76 

188 
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3.516 

2,954 
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New Housing Production Mission 2011-2015 
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3.2 Housing Development Pipeline 

As discussed above in the Commercial ,l\ctivity 
chapter, the pipeline should be analyzed along 
DiJO different categories: projects that have 
submitted planning and building applications 
(under review) and projects that have received 
entitlements and are either awaiting or are under 
construction. The latter (particularly those under 
construction) are considered much more likely to 
add residential or commercial capacity to the city's 
building stock in the short-to-medium term, while 
under review projects may require clearance from 
envimnmental review, variances to planning code 
restrictions, and discretionary review. In general, 
the Planning Department estimates that projects 
that are currently under construction can take up 
to two years to be ready for occupancy, entitled 
projects can take between two and seven years, 
while projects under 1·eview can take as many as 
ten years, if they are indeed approved. 

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

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

The current l1ousing pipeline is much more robust 
than it was at tl1e end of 2010, shown in the 
previous iv1onitoring Report. In that year, only 
seven projects (wi[h a total of nine units) we:·e 
under construction, 25 projects with 422 units 
were entitled, and 53 projects with 585 units 
were under review. As of the end of 2015, twice 
as many projects were under review for more tl1an 
three times the number of units. reflecting a much 
stronger market and willingness by developers to 
build new housing. 

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

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

Construction 

Planning 
Entitled 

Planning 
Approved 

Buiiding 
Permit Filed 

Building 
Permit 
.".pp roved/ 
Issued/ 
Relnstlted 

Under Review 

P!anning Filed 

Building 
Permit Filed 

Total 

200 

188 

i4 

16 

158 

1,467 

909 

558 

1.855 

22 

18 

43 

37 

6 

83 

17 8,816 979 232 

29 31,546 6,141 353 

5 27,617 12 80 

5 1,529 73 36 

i9 2,400 6.056 237 

65 21,752 1,797 708 
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111 62,114 8,917 1,293 
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Housing Development Pipeline by Development Status, Mission, Q4 2015 
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projects that are entitled and under construction 
are located north of 20th Street The sourthern 
portion of the Mission Area Plan Area has a 
number of proposed projects that are currently 
under review, although only one project is under 
construction, at 1050 Valencia Street. i\~_ipsnch 
C provides a detailed list of these housing pipeline 
projects. 

3.3 Affordable Housing in the Mission 

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

3 .. 3 .. 1 Affo1d<1b:e ~-iousb~t~ Efforts: Cityv;ide1 
Easter;i f~r::ighborhoods, and ~~issfon 

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

The City has also launched HOPE SF, a partner­
ship between the SFHA, the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), 
community organizations, real estate developers, 
and philanthropies to redevelop some of the 
more dilapidated public housing sites into vibrant 
mixed-income communities with a central goal of 
keeping existing residents in their neighborhoods. 
One of the Hope SF projects, Potrero Terrace/ 
Annex is located in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
(Showplace Square/Potrero Hill). MOHCD also 
maintains a number of funding programs to pro­
vide capital financing for affordable housing devel­
opments targeting households earning between 30 

MISSION AREA PlAM MONfTORlNB REPORT I 2016 

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

One of the most powerful tools to promote afford­
able housing development in San Francisco is the 
inclusionary housing program specified in Section 
415 of the Planning Code. This program requires 
that developments of 10 or more units of market 
rate housing must restrict 12% of the units to 
families earning below 55% of AMI (for rental 
units) or 90% of AMI (for ownership units). Devel­
opers can opt to build the units "off-site" (in a 
different building), within a 1-mile radius from the 
original development, as long as units are sold to 
households earning less than 70% of AML In this 
case, the requirement is increased to 20% of the 
total number of units in the two projects. Proposi­
tion C, approved by San Francisco voters in June 
2016, increases the minimum inclusionary hous­
ing requirement to 25% on projects larger than 25 
units. The Board of Supervisors may change this 
amount periodically based on feasibility studies by 
the Controller's Office. The income and rent limits 
for housing units managed by the Mayor's Office 
of Housing are included in f\pµ1::ndi;; G. 

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

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

lO Wegmann. Jalre, and Karen Chapple. "H'dden dsr.sily in si"lSfe-lamdy r.ei;;hboriloods: 
l:atkyanl COl!ageS as an «;Uolable smaot g:uw!h strategy." .loumal of Urbanis1m 
lntemi1li<J;;al Rese~rch an Placemal<ing ar.d Uroan Suotainability 7.3 12014): 307·329. 
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Program, which is currently under review by the 
City. The Board recently approved the portion of 
the program that allows developers to build up 
to three stories above existing height limits in 
100% affordable projects. Another component 
of the program that is under consideration would 
allow developers in certain areas to build up to 
an additional two stories of market rate housing 
above what is allowed by their height limit district, 
in exchange for providing additional affordable 
housing, with a special focus on middle-income 
households. With the exception of 100% afford­
able projects, the local Bonus Program would not 
apply to parcels in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 
as most do not currently have density restrictions. 
The program is intended to expand housing 
development options outside of the Eastern Neigh­
borhoods, where housing development has been 
limited in recent decades. 

In addition to the Citywide programs described 
above, the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans 
also placed a high priority on the production and 
protection of affordable housing, and created poli­
cies to expand access to housing opportunities to 
low and moderate-income families. For example, 
market-rate housing developments in the Urban 
Mixed Use (UMU) district are required to restrict 
between 14.4 and 17 .6% of their units to families 
at or below 55% of AMI for rental and 90% of 
AMI for ownership, depending on the amount of 
"upzoning" given to the property by the Plans. If 
these units are provided off-site, the requirement 
ranges from 23 to 27%. In the UMU and Mission 
NCT district, developers also have the option of 
dedicating land to the City that can be developed 
as 100% affordable projects. 

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

3.4 New Affordable Housing Production, 
2011-2015 

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

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

The 56 units built between 2011 and 2015 make 
up 11 % of the 504 newly constructed units built 
in the Mission (shown on T<;i;:e 3. ! .. i}, slightly 
lower than the inclusionaiy housing minimum of 
12%. The percentage is lower than the minimum 
because seven projects (shown on ·L,:::k: 3.··~.3) 

chose to pay a fee to the City in lieu of building 
the units on-site. These fees raised $7 .3 million 
for the City's housing development program 
managed by MOHCD. New affordable units are 
estimated to cost roughly $550,000 in construc­
tion costs (not including land), towards which 
MOHCD contributes about $250,000, requiring 
the developer to raise the rest from Federal, State, 
and other sources. Therefore, it is estimated that 
the "in-lieu fees" collected in the Mission in this 
period, if successfully leveraged into additional 
external funding and used to build projects on 

-00142-

1289



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

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

: 1 T:ic: Ce\::;_;:;p-n:;-;-t c::::~ .::,-; <:T"C-'JJ(·~::: l!~·ci::.'r G o-ig Cf';! fOUf.)'! '2Stlrr-Jt:;s t;J~:.-:J Ci:< 
r·:O.:t.'"t ;xro,·::-:;.._-;; :t;;:_• ;..,~,·;:; r.::i:·::··\·C:d,y,;:-;.1::,·:::r.::s.,, lrr.n- :\~CMC-:J. 

Affordable Housing Production, Mission, 2011-2015 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

Affordable Housing Production, San Francisco, 2011-2015 

2011 141 

20:C2 377 

2013 464 

2014 449 

2015 213 

TOTAL 1,644 

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

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

2 

40 

8 

6 

56 

4 

98 

216 

249 

286 

853 

5 

2 

3 

3 

7 

20 

60 

38 

30 

57 

53 

238 

- ---

5 

4 

43 

11 

13 

76 

205 

513 

710 

755 

552 

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

3500 19TH ST 

3Ll8 26TH ST 

2652 Hfa.RRISON ST 

899 VALENCIA ST 

1050 VALENCIA ST 

342018TH ST 

1450 15TH ST 

GRAND TOTAL 
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2012 

2012 

2012 

2013 

2013 

2015 

2015 
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Si,119.972 

$685,574 

5975.904 

Sl,119.260 

$756,939 

$1.001.589 

$1,654.354 

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

2 
0 

G 
0 

~ Market-rate ,Droject with lnclusio:iary Housir 
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3.5 Housing Stock Preservation 

A key component i;-i promoting neighborhood 
affordability and stability is to preserve the existing 
stock of r1ousing. f\!ew housing development in 
San Francisco is costly and preserving homes can 
prevent displacement of families and disruption in 
tight-knit communities such as the Mission. Ti1e 
Mission Area Plan suppo1is the preservation of the 
area's existing housing stock and prohibits resi­
dential demolition unless this project ensures suffi­
cient replacement of housing units. Restrictions on 
demolitions also help to preserve affordable and 
rent-controlled housing and historic resources. 

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

Units Lost, Mission, 2011-2015 

-~ -· ------~----

201 j 7 

2012 

2013 

2014 3 

2015 4 

TOTAL 7 7 

S:...:u:-:: -Sri-; Fr1~::::.-:-:\. ;:: ,a;'1"i""i:; D'2::-zr:..-.;.,;r:: 
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their homes. 
One important priority of the Plan's housing stock 
preser.1ation efforts is to maintain the existing 
stock of single room occupancy (SROJ hotels, 
which often serve as a relatively affordable option 
for low income households. includes 
a list of SRO properties and number of residential 
units. 

The following subsections document the trends 
in these various types of changes to the housing 
stock in the Mission Area Plan Area and San 
Francisco between 2011 and 2015 and compar­
ing the most recent five years 1tvith the preceding 
5-year period. 

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

-~-~-~-·-- ·-·· -~ 
i 14 21 

3 4 

4 4 

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

2011 39 22 

2012 2 23 

2013 70 38 

2014 24 20 

2015 100 12 

TOTAL 235 115 

Condo conversions increase San Francisco's 
homeownership rate, estimated to be at about 
37% in 2014. Howeve1·. condo conversions also 
mean a reduction in the City's rental stock. In 
2014, an estimated 76% of households in the 
Mission were renters. According to the American 
Community Sur:ey, there was no change in 
the owner/renter split in the Mission or in San 
Francisco between 2009 and 2014. Almost 8% 
of San Francisco's rental units are in t!1e Mission 
as of 2014, the same figure as in 2009Y 

··------
12 S.:n F;:;f',~:sr0 N·":iphba·h~-:t:d ;:w~.l+:~. i:.1~i.,:·ic.::1n eo~:e1rr,ur>.i'."t Sur.:f:\· 2GiC~?r)l-~. Scm 
r1;;:m.isc:;:, ?l;;n;1i--:;J: D::pJ.iriD'lt 20: 6. P..:-u;:.-j:n; •·:- ;r.~ -Cs>s:.:s. the:~ 3T(.: i:J:;~l"\" : 9 .\,~:::::i 
r1;:r:D:;r.;.:-.:cr.;r..1"ed :;r;lts ."']' t:1~ f·,',·~· t•n T"ii'.' :l•'.'!;:''""t ::~,le':YJ :-::;rdzr'~ b• :"e i:i:S:, 0i1 ir, :r:· 
i';C'.:J;}'10-:rr~::-:·:'. Pr:-fi"-~ do r>A •~::·_.;::, ::-;:f•.;.dl~· ·;,;~f, !_:-~ P1;;.n h11~a t.:;:.;rdcrib. t\~.::v{h \tE: 
:-:n:? ·.tf'/ <:l-:~z. n .. ;:,::!:·~E. :h{'2e r>:r.::~:i'.3J-;~ Sit;;i.::!J b: r•-:z:: 2s ac:-r.:;:0r.at:•7t:<;. 

Condo Conversion, Mission, 2011-2015 

- - -·-·-··-.-·--'" 

2011 23 55 

2012 18 43 

2013 17 42 

2014 29 81 

2015 ~8 63 

Totals 105 284 

Sut:rc~: O?'ll Bu-E:,1:1 of Strt:ft Use J:"d !vl:1~mi-:2' 

2 

6 

,~-

"'"---~· ... ___ -·~~--'-'-·~·--· --·- .. 

3 55 84 149 

27 127 154 

110 427 537 

45 95 140 

3 115 25 141 

7 363 758 1,121 

• sl1ovvs that in tl1e last five years. 
284 units in 105 buildings in the Mission were 
converted to condominiums, compared to 307 
units in 133 buildings between 2006 and 2010. 
In all, approximately 0.6% of all rental units in tl1e 
Mission were converted to condominiums betvveen 
2011 and 2015. This represents 11 % of all 
condo conversions citywide. 

200 472 12':~ 12~1~ 

201 488 g~; go; 
'" 

147 369 12~; : 1 % 

239 727 12~~ l 1 ~; 

149 500 12~;, 13% 

936 2,556 11% 11% 
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Evictions by owners that choose to move in to 
their occupied rental units or use the Ellis Act 
provisions to v.,ritl1draw their units from the rental 
market also cause changes to the housing stock. 
These evictions effectively remove units from 
the rental housing stock and are, in most cases, 
precursors to condo conversions. 

shows that owner move-ins led to 
evictions in 103 ut1its (compared to 73 units 
between 2006 and 2010). The annual trend 
from 2011 and 2014 (between 13 and 22) was 
similar to the annual evictions for the previous 
5-year reporting period, but these types of evic­
tions surged to 35 in 2015. Similarly, Ellis Act 
withdrawals led to 113 evictions during the most 
recent reporting period (compared to 71 in the 

Evictions, Mission, 2011-2015 

- - ---------. 

2011 13 L 64 123 

2012 19 23 74 172 

2013 22 51 9S 275 

2014 14 16 120 315 

2015 35 19 iOO 425 

Totals 103 113 453 i,310 

S:>tr~:·:. Se>.P F1c~r-;;;s:;n t~::::-! R;.3-1 
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previous period). Owner move-in evictions in the 
Mission accounted for 8% of the citywide total 
while the Plan Area accounted for 18% of Ellis 
Act evictions in San Francisco between 2011 
and 2015. 

Du1·ing these five years, an esrimated ~ % of rental 
units in the Mission experienced owner move-in 
and Ellis Act evictions. However, this number 
may not capture buy-outs or evictions carried out 
illegally without noticing the San Francisco Rent 
Board. Other types of evictions, also tabulated in 

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

54 1102 11% 7% 

99 1343 11% 23% 

229 1368 8% 22% 

101 1550 401 10 16% 

142 1518 8% 13% 

625 6,881 8% lB~b 
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7% 

8% 

7% 
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3.6 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) 

Prompted by the Downtown Plan in 1985, the 
City determined that large office development, by 
inc1·easing employment, attracts new residents 
and therefore increases demand for housing. In 
response, the Office of Affordable Housing Produc­
tion Program COAHPP) was established in 1985 to 
require large office developments to contribute to a 
fund to increase the amount of affordable housing. 
In 2001, the OAHPP was re-named the Jobs­
Housing Linkage Program CJHLP) and revised to 
require all commercial projects with a net addition 
of 25,000 gross square feet or more to contribute 
to the fund. Between fiscal year 2011-12 and 
2015-16. commercial developments in the Mis­
sion Area Plan Area generated roughly $900,000 
to be used for affordable housing development by 
the city. 

Jobs Housing Linkage Fees Collected, Mission, 

FY 2011/12-2015/16 

2011-l2 

2012-:i.3 

2013-14 

2014-15 

2015-15 

Total 

""Department of BuUding Inspection as of 6/1/16 

S-

$893.542 

$­

$ 6, 205 

$­

$899,747 

Commute Mode Split, Mission and San Francisco 

Car 9.057 

Drove Alone 7,809 

Carpooled 1,248 

Transit 12.942 

Bike 2,852 

Walk 3,532 

Other 844 

'Norked at Home 2,410 

Total 31,637 

S::L:ct:-: 20:.; An~1:~·::.::;i :":.::::nxi.:.-.i:1 St::-.;;;.--y 5-;.-;:::r ~t1:P<.:>.:: 

29% 

25% 

4% 

41% 

90, ,0 

i l '}~ 

3% 

8% 

100% 

4. Accessibility and Transportation 

The Mission l\rea Plan Area is characterized by 
a multitude of mobility options and its residents 
access employment and other destinations 
through a variety of transport modes. A much 
lm·ver share of commuters in the Mission travel to 
work by car than the r·est of San Francisco (29% 
to 44 % , respectively), a comparison that is true 
for people who drive alone as v.;ell as those who 
carpool. ,A.s shows, the most 1Nidely 
used commute mode in the Mission is public tran­
sit, wl1ich is used by 41 % of residents (compared 
to 33% citywide), and other alternative commute 
modes also play an important role, including bik­
ing at 9% (more ti1an twice the citywide share), 
walking at 11 %. and working at home at 8%. 
in order to maintain tl1is cl1aracteristic and move 
towards lower dependency on private automobiles, 
the Mission Area Plan's objectives related to 
transportation all favor continued investments 
in public transit and improving pedestrian and 
bicycle infrastructure rather than facilitating auto 
ownership, ci1·culation, and parking. 

·-·~ ~--·---·-,~·-·--'-

199.~70 44~-~ 5% 

165.151 36% 5% 

34,319 30. 
•O L:.~; 

150,222 33% go,. 
/o 

17,356 4% 16% 

46,810 lO~rO 301 
'0 

10,579 2~0 8~-; 

32,233 70 .. 
•0 7% 

456,670 100% 7% 
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4.1 Eastern Neighborhoods TRI PS Program 

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

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

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

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

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

4.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 

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

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

In January 2011, San Francisco's Better 
Streets Plan, adopted by the Board of Supervi­
sors in December 2010, went into effect The 
plan contains design guidelines for pedestrian 
and streetscape improvements and describes 
streetscape requirements for new development. 
Major themes and ideas include distinctive, 
unified streetscape design, space for public life, 
enhanced pedestrian safety, universal design and 
accessibility, and creative use of parking lanes. 
The Better Streets Plan only describes a vision for 
ideal streets and seeks to balance the needs of all 
street users and street types. Detailed implementa­
tion strategies will be developed in the future. 

In 2014, San Francisco adopted Vision Zero, a 
commitment to eliminating traffic-related fatalities 
by 2024. The City has identified capital projects to 
improve street safety, which will build on existing 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-rider safety pro­
grams. The first round will include 245 projects, 
including several in the Mission, shown on Table 
,~ . ~" I . Pedestrian safety improvements such as 
new crosswalks and "daylighting'' (increasing 
the visibility of pedestrian crossings) will be 
constructed along Mission Street between 18th 
and 23rd Streets. Additionally, a variety of mul­
timodal improvements, such as daylighting and 
vehicle tum restriction, are being implemented 
at the intersection of Valencia Street and Duboce 
Avenue. A new traffic signal has also recently 
been installed at the intersection of 16th and 
Gapp Streets. 
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Lastly. the southv,;est Bait plaza was reconstructed 
in 2014 to emphasize flexible open space over the 
previous cluttered configuration: elements include 
removed fencing, new paving, landscaping and 
street furniture. 

Vision Zero Projects in Mission Area Plan Area 

16th Street at Capp 
Street- New Traffic 
Signal 

Cesar Chavez SR2S 
Project 

Valencia St.iDuboce 
Ave Multimodal 
Jmprovements 

1 lth St./13th St./ 
Br;ant St. Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Spot 
Improvements 

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

Mission Street, 
from 18lh to 
23rd (Pedestrian 
Safety Intersection 
lmprov€ments) 

Pedestrian 
Countdown Signal 
(3 Signals) 

Winter 2013i2014 

Spring 2014 

Winter 2014/2015 

Winter 2014/2015 

V•/i:iter 2014/2015 

Winter 2014/2015 

Spring2015 

Fall 2016 

Winter 2015;17 

Summer 2015 

Fall 2015 

Winter 2017/lB 

Summer 2015 

Winter 2016!17 

-

-::''.-:-

Complete $350,000 

Design 5385.000 

Design S5,000.000 

Design $150,000 

Design S4,100,000 

Design S86,000 

Design S4i7,000 

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

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

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

Project Status 

Complete 

Construction! 
Near Construction 

Planned 

Eagle Plaza (In-Kindl 

Franklin Square Par-Course 

p:f~~::s,,,,· 

~~~~i~i' ! 
<' 17th and Folsom Park Potrero Avenmi;Streetscape 

Mission Recreation qenter 

Jose Coronado Playground 

Bartlett Street Pedestrian Improvements I 
Mission Mercado 

Garfield Square Aquatic Center 

Juri Commons 

Project Size 

Major 

Community 
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5.1 Need, Nexus and Feasibility 

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

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

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

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

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

5.2 Recreation, Parks, and Open Space 

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

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

Another facility planned for the Plan Area, still 
in conceptual phase, is tl1e Mission Recreation 
Center. Located on a through block facing both 
Harrison Str·eet and Treat Avenue between 20th 
and 21st Street the facility includes an interior 
gymnasium and fitness center, along with an out­
door playground located in an interior courtyard. 
Recreation and Park staff is planning for a major 
renovation and reconfiguration of the facility that 
could include relocating the pla1/ equipment so 
that it is visible from the public right-of-way and 
adding additional courts to the building. 

Lastly, Garfield Pool is schedulecl to be rel1abili­
tated through the 2012 Park Bond. Recreation 
and Park staff plan to furtt1er enhance the facility 
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to a higher capacity Aquatics Center, which, 
besides refurbishing the pool, would also include 
adding amenities such a multi-purpose room 
and a slide. Other possible improvements could 
include a redesign of the pool structure. Design for 
tl1e pool rehabilitation is expected to be complete 
by late 2016 with construction bid award and the 
construction planned to begin in 2017. 

5.3 Community Facilities and Services 

As a significant amount of new housing develop­
ment is expected in the Mission, new residents 
will increase the need to add nevi community 
facilities and to maintain and expand existing 
ones. Community facilities can include any type 
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of service needed to meet the day-to-day needs 
of residents. These facilities include libraries, 
parks and open space, schools and child care. 
Community based organizations also provide 
many services to area residents including health, 
human services, and cultural centers. Section 5.3 
describes efforts to increase and improve the sup­
ply of recreation and park space in the Mission. 
Section 6, below, discusses the process of imple­
mentation of the community benefits program, 
including the collection and management of the 
impact fees program. 

ivL1p 3 shows existing community facilities in the 
Mission. Community based organizations currently 
provide a wide range of services at over 50 sites 
throughout the Mission, ranging from clinics 
and legal aid, to job and language skills training 
centers and immigration assistance. Cultural and 
arts centers are also prominent in the Mission. 
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Community Facilities in the Mission 
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5.4 Historic Preservation 

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

Districts 

Within Certain Mixed-Use Districts, the Planning 
Code principally or conditionally permits various 
commercial uses that otherwise are not be permit­
ted. The approval path for these commercial uses 
varies depending on the (1) zoning district, (2) 
historic status, and (3) proposed use. The table in 
Appendix K shows Planning Code Section 803.9. 
Depending on the proposed use, approval may be 
received from either the Zoning Administrator (ZA) 
or with Conditional Use Authorization from the 
Planning Commission. Depending on the zoning 
district, the historic status may either be: Article 
10 Landmark (AlO), Contributing Resources to 
Article 10 Landmark Districts (AlOD), Article 
11 Category I, II, Ill and IV (All), Listed in or 
determined eligible for National Register (NR), 
or Listed in or determined eligible for California 
Register CCR). 

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

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

5.5 Neighborhood Serving Establishments 

Neighborhood serving businesses represent a 
diversity of activities beyond typical land use 
categories such as retail. This section defines 
neighborhood serving as those activities of an 
everyday nature associated with a high "purchase" 
frequency (see 1\:p~:ndix L for a list of business 
categories used). Grocery stores, auto shops 
and gasoline stations, banks and schools which 
frequently host other activities, among many other 
uses, can be considered "neighborhood serving." 

By this definition, the Mission is home to almost 
600 neighborhood serving businesses and estab­
lishments employing over 8,000 people. Although 
these tend to be smaller businesses frequented 
by local residents and workers, some also serve 
a larger market (such as popular restaurants}. As 
shown in Table 4.5.1, the top 10 neighborhood 
serving establishments in the Mission include 
eating places (full- and limited-service restaurants, 
bakeries, etc.}, schools, grocery stores, bars, and 
pharmacies. These businesses are typically along 
the Mission, Valencia, and 24th Street neighbor­
hood commercial districts, as shown on Map 9. 
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Neighborhood Serving Establishments, Mission 

Full-Service Restaurants 

Snack and Nonalcoholic Beverage Bars 

Limited-Service Restaurants 

Supermarkets and Other Grocer} (except Convenience) Stores 

Elementary and Secondary Schools 

Drinking Places (Alcoholic Beverages) 

Electronics Stores 

Retail Bakeries 

Commercial Banking 

Pharmacies and Drug Stores 

Sporting Goods Stores 

Junior Colleges 

Used Merchandise Stores 

All Other Specialty Food Stores 

Fitness and Recreational Sports Centers 

Discount Department Stores 

Civic and Social Organizations 

Drycleaning and Ll.:undry Services (except Coin-Operated) 

General Automotive Repair 

Pet Care (except Veterinary) Services 

Women's Clothing Stores 

Nail Salons 

Office Supplies and Stationery Stores 

Child Day Care Services 

Shoe Stores 

Savings Institutions 

Bool1 Stores 

Men's Clothing Stores 

All Otl1er General Merchandise Stores 

Religious Organizations 

Family Clothing Stores 

Beauty Salons 

Pel and Pet Supplies Stores 

Barber Shops 

Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 

Clothing Accessories Stores 

Meat Markets 

Beer. Wine. and Liquor Stores 

Sew;ng, Needlework. and Piece Goods Stores 

F~it and Vegetable Markets 
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20 516 

36 388 

13 246 

12 143 

7 139 

10 129 

7 125 

2 110 

6 96 

3 87 

5 85 

1 76 

9 64 

7 61 

20 57 

10 52 

9 50 

8 48 

2 48 

10 47 

5 4:! 

4 40 

5 39 

6 38 

6 38 

5 34 

3 34 

9 34 

3 32 

l 30 

3 28 

5 26 

6 24 

6 20 

2 19 
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Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies. and Perfume Stores 

Food (Health) Supplement Stores 

Other Automotive Mechanical and Electrical Repair and Maintenance 

Convenience Stores 

Hobby, Toy, and Game Stores 

Other Clothing Stores 

Coin-Operated Laundries and Drycleaners 

Cafeterias, Grill Buffets, and Buffeis 

Video Tape and Disc Rental 

Other Personal and Household Goods i'lepair and Maintenance 

Automotive T ra'1smission Repair 

Librari::s and Archives 

TOTAL 
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3 12 

9 

3 9 

4 8 

8 

3 8 

3 6 

5 

2 

2 2 

578 8,018 
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Neighborhood Serving Businesses in the Mission 
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6. Implementation of Proposed 
Programming 

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

6.1 Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens 
Advisory Committee 

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

The EN CAC has held monthly public meetings 
since October. 2009. For more information on U1e 
EN CAC, go to http://encac.sfplanning.org. 

6.2 Eastern Neighborhoods Community 
Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund 

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

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

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

Tier i $8.00 $6.00 $10.19 $7.65 

Tier 2 512.00 $10.00 $15.29 512.74 

Tier 3 516.00 $14.00 $20.39 $17.84 

SouKe: Sa;i F~zncrsco F!.:!nnir;g D;:;:;a:1r,ent 

The fees established above are proportionally divided into five funding categories as determined by the needs assessment, nexus studies, 
and feasibilities studies, including housing, transportationitransit, complete streets, recreation and open space, and child care. Jn the 
Mission District NCT and MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Districts, 75% of tees collected from residential development is set aside for 
affordable housing for the two respective Plan Areas. The iirst Sl0.000,000 collected are targeted to aifordable housing preservation and 
rehabilitation. To date, the City has collected more than S48 million in impact fees, as shown on 
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Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Collected to Date 

HOUSING 

TRANSPORTATION I 
TR~.NSIT 

COlvlPLETE STREETS 

RECREATION AND 
OPEN SPACE 

CHILDCARE 

Total 

$4,740,000 

$16,940,000 

$6.730,000 

$17,520.000 

$2.420,000 

$48,350,000 

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

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Projected, 2016-2020 

HOUSll~G $26,Lll ,OOO 

TRANSPORTATION I 
530,302.000 TRA.NSIT 

COMPLETE STREETS $38,542,000 

RECREl\.TION AND 
$43,912,000 OPEN SPACE 

CHILDCARE SS,931,000 

Total $145,098,000 

As sl1own in . approximately $5.4 mil-
lion have been collected from 58 projects in the 
Mission Area Plan Area to date. Overall, rougr1ly 
S48.4 million has been collected in all of the 
Eastern l\leighborhoods, including Western Sofvla. 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING OEPARTMEllT 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Collected, 2011-2015 

Mission S5.357,000 

East SoMa s 14,635,000 

\.Vestern Sof'<'ia $6,940,000 

Central SlD,034,000 1Narerfront 

Showplace/ $11,384,000 Po1rero 

58 

35 

15 

19 

23 

TOTAL 548,350,000 150 

6.3 IPIC Process 

The Infrastructure Plan Implementation Committee 
was established in Administrative Code Cl1apter 
36. Section 36.3; the I Pl C's purpose is to bring 
together City agencies to collectively implement 
the community improvement plans for specific 
areas of the City including the Eastern Neighbor­
hood Plan Areas. The IPIC is instrumental in 
creating a yearly expenditure plan for impact 
fee r·evenue and in creating a bi-annual "mini" 
Capital Plan for the Eastern Neighborhoods. The 
annual Expenditure Plan is specific to projects 
that are funded by impact fees. The bi-annual 
Eastern Neighborhoods Capital Plan also includes 
infrastructure projects tl1at are funded by other 
sources, and projects where funding has not been 
identified. 

6.4 Eastern Neighborhood MOU 

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

,, Folsom Street 
,, 16th Street 

" Townsend Street 
,, Pedestrian Crossing at Manalo Draves Park 
,, 17th and Folsom Street Park 
,, Showplace Square Open Space 
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6.5 First Source Hiring 

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

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

Projects that qualify under First Source include: 

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

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

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

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

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

excess of $50,000. 

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

MISSION AREA PlA!l MONITORING RE?OHT l 2016 

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

7. Ongoing Planning Efforts 

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

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

To date, the MAP 2020 collaboration includes a 
broad range of non-profit and advocacy groups 
as well as public agencies including the Dolores 
Street Community (DSCS), the Cultural Action 
Network (CAN), the Mission Economic Develop­
ment Agency (MEDA), Calle 24, Pacific Felt 
Factory, members of the Plaza 16 coalition, the 
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Planning Department, the Mayor's Office of Hous­
ing and Community Development (MOHCD), the 
Office and Economic and Workforce Development 
(OEWD), the Health Services Agency (HSA), 
Department of Building Inspection (081), and the 
Fire Department. The Mayor's Office and District 
Supervisor Campos have also supported this effort. 

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

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

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

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

Dear President Fong and Members of the Planning Commission: 

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

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

of the Monitoring Report. 

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

city's economy. 

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

range of city residents. 
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2. Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical elements of 
complete neighborhoods. 

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

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

COMMENTARY FROM THE EN CAC 

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

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

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

Job Growth in the EN, including manufacturing, is almost double the amount that was 
anticipated in the EN Plan. 

What Seems to Not be Working 
Loss of PDRjobs in certain sectors. 
There is much anecdotal evidence of traditional PDR businesses being forced out of their 
long-time locations within UMU zones. In certain neighborhoods, the UMU zoning has 
lead to gentrification, as long standing PDR uses are being replaced with upscale retail 
and other commercial services catering to the large segment of market rate housing. 
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The relocation and displacement of PDR has been especially severe in the arts and in auto 
repair businesses. 
Outside of the PDR zoning, there is no mechanism to preserve the types of uses that 
typified existing light industrial neighborhoods, such as traditional PDR businesses that 
offered well-paying entry level positions, and arts uses. This has resulted in a 
fundamental loss of the long-time creative arts community character of the South of 
Market, and now also in the Mission District and Dogpatch Neighborhood, with more to 
come. Traditional PDR businesses cannot afford the rents of new PDR buildings and do 
not fit well on the ground floor of multi-unit residential buildings. The CAC suggests that 
the City develop mechanisms within the Planning Code to encourage construction of new 
PDR space both in the PDR-only zones and the mixed-use districts suitable for these 
traditional uses, including exploring mandatory BMR PDR spaces. 

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

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

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

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

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

medical use buildings. 

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

What Seems to be Working: 
Affordable Housing has been created beyond what would have otherwise: 
Throughout San Francisco and certainly in the Eastern Neighborhoods, San Franciscans are 
experiencing an affordable housing crisis. That being said, the EN Plan's policy mechanisms 

have created higher levels of inclusionary units than previously required by the City (see 
Executive Summary, pg. 7). For example, at the time of enactment:, UMU zoning required 20% more 
inclusionary where density controls were lifted, and higher where additional heights were granted. In 
this regards, UMU has shown to be a powerful zoning tool and is largely responsible for the EN 
Plan's robust housing development pipeline & implementation. At the same time, community 
activists and neighborhood organizations have advocated for deeper levels of affordability and 
higher inclusionary amounts contributing to the creation of additional affordable housing. 

Affordable housing.funds for Mission and South of Market have been raised: 
Some of the initial dollars of impact fees (:first $1 OM) were for preservation and rehabilitation of 
existing affordable housing that would not have otherwise existed if not for the EN Plan. 

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

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

What Seems to Not be Working 
There is a growing viewpoint centered on the idea that San Francisco has become a playground 
for the rich. Long-established EN communities and long-term residents of these neighborhoods 
(people of color, artists, seniors, low-income and working class people,) are experiencing an 

economic disenfranchisement, as they can no longer afford to rent, to eat out, or to shop in the 
neighborhood. They see the disappearance of their long-time neighborhood-serving businesses 
and shrinking sense of community. 
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Insufficient construction of affordable housing 
Although developments have been increasing throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods, we have 
seen a lack of affordable housing included in what is being built compared to the needs of the 
current community members. Market-rate development, often regarded as "luxury," is 
inaccessible to the vast majority ofindividuals and families living in the city. The demand for 
these units has been the basis for a notable level of displacement, and for unseen pressures on 
people in rent controlled units, and others struggling to remain in San Francisco. A robust 
amount of affordable housing is needed to ensure those with restricted financial means can afford 
San Francisco. We have yet to see this level of development emulated for the populations who 
are most affected by the market-rate tremors. It is time for an approach towards affordable 
housing commensurate with the surge that we have seen for luxury units. 

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

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

PRINCIPLE 4: Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other c1itical 
elements of complete neighborhoods. 

What Seems to be Working: 
The EN Plan leverages private investment for community benefits by creating predictability for 
development. 
With a clear set of zoning principles and codes and an approved BIR, the EN Plan has 
successfully laid a pathway for private investment as evidenced by the robust development 
pipeline. While in some neighborhoods the pace of development may be outpacing those benefits 
- as is the case in the throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods, there are community benefits being 
built alongside the development - and a growing impact fee fund source, as developments pay 
their impact fees as required by the EN Plan. 
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Funds have been raised for infrastructure that would not otherwise be raised. To date $48M has 
been raised and $1 OOM expected in the next five years (see Tables 6.2.3; 6.2.2) 

Priority Projects have been incorporated into the City's Ten Year Capital Plan and the 

Implementing Agencies' Capital Improvement Plans and work programs. 

The Plan has lead to the development of parks and open space recreation. Streetscape 
improvements to 16th Street, Folsom and Howard, 6th, 7th and 8th Streets are now either fully 

funded or in process of being funded. 

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

services. 

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

scale. 

What Seems to Not be Working 
A high portion of impact fees (80%) is dedicated to priority projects, such as improvements to 
J dh Street and, Folsom and Howard Streets. The vast majority of impact fees have been set 

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

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

Absence of open space 
The Eastern Neighborhoods lag behind other neighborhoods in San Francisco and nationwide in 
per capita green space (see Rec and Open Space Element Map 07 for areas lacking open space). 
Although the impact fees are funding the construction of new parks at 17th and Folsom in the 

Mission, Daggett Park in Potrero Hill and the rehabilitation of South Park in SOMA, there is a 
significant absence of new green or open space being added to address the influx of new 
residents. The Showplace Square Open Space Plan calls for four acres of new parks in the 
neighborhoods where only one is being constructed. 
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As a finite and valuable resource, we believe the City has an obligation to treat the waterfront 
uniquely and should strive to provide green and open waterfront space to the residents of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods and all City residents in perpetuity. 

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

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

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

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

-00106-

1319



Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee 
Response to the EN Five Year Monitoring Report (2011-2015) 
September 20, 2016 
Page8 

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

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

approach to infrastructure and other improvements. 

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

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

estate market and build out the ground floor spaces with additional residential units, not 
neighborhood services such as grocery and other stores. 

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

incomes and middle and low wage earners. 

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

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

PROPOSED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS WHAT'S NOT WORKING: 

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

happening to them. 

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

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

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

of new and modern PDR space within the PDR districts. 

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

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

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

uses. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

projects not included in the current EN EIR or the EN Geography. 
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Mission - Projects Completed or Under Environmental Review - 2008 to 2/23/16 (Planning Dept. Data) 

Address 

3418 26th Street 
BO Julian Avenue 
411 Valencia 
490 South Van Ness Avenue 
3420 18th Street 
1375 Mission Street 
17th Street and Folsom Street Park 

Case No. 

2009.0610E 
2009.109SE 
2009.0180E 
2010.0043E 
2012.lSnE 
2010.0787E 
2009.1163E 

Date of 
Document 

Status of 
Document 

8-Nov-10 Published CPE 
23-Jun-10 Published CPE 
13-May-10 Published CPE 
24-Jun-14 Published CPE 
16-0ct-13 Published CPE 
14-0ct-10 Published CPE 
24-Jan-11 Published CPE 

Net 
Housing 

Units 

13 
8 

16 
n 
16 
38 
0 

Cultural, 
Institution 

al, 
Education 

al 

Medical 

Managemen 
I, 

lnfonnatlon, 
and 

Professlona 
I Services 

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

1501 lSth Street 2008.139SE 27-Jan-11 Pubf1Shed CPE 40 ( 0 0 
480 Potrero Avenue 20ll.0430E 26-Sei>-12 PubrlShed Other 84 O O O 
626 Potrero Avenue/ 2535 18th Street 2011.1279E 16-Jul-12 Published CPE 0 0 15,200 0 
ZSS0-2558 Mission Street 2005.0694E 21-Nov-12 Published Other 114 0 0 0 
1450 15th Street 2013.0124E 30-0ct-14 Published CPE 23 0 0 0 
300 South Van Ness Avenue 2011.0953E 29-Nov-12 Published CPE O O O 0 
346 Potrero Avenue 2012.0793E 3-Feb-14 Published CPE n 0 0 0 
1785 lSth Street 2012.0l47E l•May-13 Published CPE 8 0 0 0 
1801/1863 Mission Street 2009.lOllE 19-Mar-15 Published CPE 54 0 0 740 

~ 1924 Mission st. i014.0449E 2-Apr-15 Publlslre~rcPE"'""" "'"""'" '· 12 - o o o 

1419 Bryant Street 201S-005388ENV 6-Jan-16 Published CPE O 44,600 0 0 
1919.M~lcm.$1!'.eet. 2013.1543E 28-Jan-15 Active Other 331 o O O 

64S Valenda St 2013.1339E TBD ActlveCPE 9 0 0 0 
1800 Mission 2014.0154E TBD Active CPE 0 0 0 139,607 
2750 19th St. 2014.0999E TBD Active CPE 60 -· 0 0 0 

c 0 0 
314016th5t 2014.U05ENV TBD ActiveCPE 28 0 0 c 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

33S7-33S9 26th St. 2013.onoENV TBD Actiw CPE 8 0 0 0 
1726-1730 Mission St. 2014-002026ENV TBD ActiveCPE 31 ( 0 0 
2100 Mission Street 2009.0SSOE TBD ActiveCPE 29 0 0 0 
200 Potrero.A-. 2015-oD47S6~NV.. TBD... .. AcllveCPE 0 0 0 0 

0 0 -2.SOO 
0 0 -S,179 
0 0 0 

793 South Van Ness Z01S.Q01360ENV TBD Active CPE 54 0 0 0 
1850 Bryant St. 2015-0112UENV TBD Active CPE 0 0 0 0 
953 Treat Ave 2015-006510ENY TBD AdlveCPE 8 0 0 0 
3620 Cesar Chavez 2015-oo945!1ENY TSD Acllve CPE 28 0 0 -3,200 
344 14th St. & 1463 Stevenson St. Z014.0948ENV TBO Active CPE 4S 0 0 
1950 Mission St. 2016-DD1514ENY TBD Active CPE 157 1,236 0 0 

0 SSC 

' 2,451 45,836 31,200 126,778 

Preferred Project (approved 2008) 1696 

Retail and 
PDR Entertalnm 

ent 

0 0 
0 0 

-1,SSO 1,370 
-1.618 1.123 
-4,675 1,000 

-43,695 2.523 
0 0 

-1,740 9,681 
0 0 

-15,000 0 
0 14,750 

-6,088 0 
0 20,040 

-1,500 2,760 
·765 0 

0 2,125 
-7,506 0 
-1,180 2,31S 
-1,750 3,060 

-64.450 4,lOS 
-2,000 3,no 

-440 S,300 
0 1,830 

-34,350 0 
0 ·18,239 

-22,111 0 
-2.064 844 

0 -4,382 
-138,742 39,000 

-10,934 10,112 
0 -29,940 

-20.428 7,284 
0 -269 

-10,000 4,992 
0 5,575 

-3,500 900 
-7,630 2,640 

-27,716 30,034 
0 1,740 
0 3,S14 
0 7,400 

-1,966 4,867 
188,994 0 

0 0 
0 940 

18,995 5,849 
0 3,415 

-11,664 0 

-237,073 152,028 

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

Option B 1,118 150,300 36,900 597,242 597,242 143,400 

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

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

This is in excess of the number of units In the approved Preferred Project, as well as Optlons A, Band c from the ENP EIR. As a result, the analysis of cumulative Impacts contal' 
within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR, and referenced in the CPE. for this project is no longer relavant. The PEIR is stale and doesn't reflect current conditions. Among the 
Impacts not adequately studied are recreation and open space, transit, traffic. and air quality. 
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Date: May 11, 2017 

To: Jenny Delumo 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Frnm: Tim Erney, AICP/PTP/CTP 

Ribeka Toda 

Project: 

SuO}ect: 

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

Transportation Circulation Memorandum (Final) 

Project#: 19814.0 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (KAI) has prepared this memorandum to summarize the results of the 

travel demand estimates and site access and circulation evaluation for the proposed development at 

1726 Mission Street in San Francisco, California (Case No. 2014-002026ENV herein referred to as the 

"Project"). This evaluation is based off the revised project description and site plan prepared by 

Sustainable Living, LLC and provided to KAI in December 2016, and the approved scope of work from 

the San Francisco Planning Department (see Appendix A). The purpose of this transportation 

assessment is to estimate the number of daily and peak hour person-trips by mode generated by the 

Project and identify the potential for transportation-related impacts that could arise from the Project. 

In particular, KAI assessed the following design and site access/circulation issues: 

• Pedestrian access, including to and from nearby transit; 

• Bicycle access and parking; 

• Transit access; 

• Vehicular access and parking; 

• Loading access and trash/recycling collection; 

• Emergency vehicle access; and, 

• Construction impacts. 

FILENAME: K: IH_OAKLANDIPROJFILEl19814 - SF 1726-1730 MISSION ST TRANS ASSESSMENTIREPORllFINAL FINALl1726 MISSION 

STREET FINAL MEMO 5-11-17.DOCX 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project#: 19814.0 
Page2 

The Project site is located on Lots 004A and 005 of Assessor's Block 3532, on the east side of the block 

bounded by 13th Street to the north, Mission Street to the east, 14th Street to the south, and 

Woodward Street to the west. The property is located within the Mission area for the Eastern 

Neighborhoods (EN) Area Plans, and is in the UMU (Urban Mixed Use) zoning district and the 68-X 

Height and Bulk District in the San Francisco General Plan {General Plan). The Mission Plan Area 

allows for a variety of uses, including residential, retail, office, and industrial/Production, Distribution, 

and Repair (PDR). The study area is shown in the site vicinity map in Figure 1. 

The Project site is currently occupied by two buildings consisting of approximately 6,000 square feet 

of storage and 2,000 square feet of office space. There are two existing curb cuts on Mission Street 

that directly serve the project site: the north curb cut is 16'-6" feet from the northeast corner of the 

project site and is 15' -6" feet wide; the south curb cut is 9' -6" feet from the southeast corner of the 

project site and is 16' -6" feet wide. 

As currently proposed, the Project would demolish the existing buildings on the site, fill in the existing 

curb cuts, and construct a new six-floor mixed-use development consisting of 40 dwelling units (20 

one-bedroom and 20 two-bedroom) above approximately 2,250 square feet of PDR space. The 

ground floor would consist of the lobby to the residential units, the 2,250 square feet of PDR space, 

and the parking garage. Levels 2-6 would be comprised of the 40 residential dwelling units. The 

building would be connected vertically via one elevator and two staircases. 

Pedestrian access to the proposed residential land uses would be via the lobby entry located along 

the Mission Street frontage of the Project site. The residential lobby would include a real-time 

transportation information display. Two exit-only staircases, located on the north and south sides of 

the lobby, would provide access to Mission Street from the residential units on Levels 2-6. The 

ground-floor garage would connect to the lobby via the stairwell on the south side of the lobby. The 

elevator would be accessible from both the garage and the lobby and would be the entrance point for 

residents to access the dwelling units upstairs. Pedestrian access to the proposed ground floor PDR 

land uses would be from Mission Street, via the entry door at the southeast corner of the Project site. 

Eight Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be installed on the sidewalk along the Project's Mission 

Street frontage. 

Vehicles driving to the site would park in the parking garage provided in the ground level of the 

proposed building, which would have driveway access on Mission Street. The internal driveway would 

be 12'-0" feet wide, and the new curb cut would be 10'-0" feet wide. Due to the existing painted and 

raised median on Mission Street, access to the Project driveway would be right-in/right-out only (a 

sign would be placed at the garage exit to notify vehicles of the right-turn only exit requirement). 

There would be a staircase and elevator accessible from the proposed garage. As such, people who 

park their vehicles in the Project garage would be able to access the residential levels and Mission 

Street directly from the garage. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California 
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The parking garage on Level 1 would include 21 parking stalls for automobiles in triple stackers (each 

triple stacker can accommodate a vehicle that is 6' -3" wide, 16' -4" long, and 4' -7111 high)1
, one 

ground-level handicap parking stall, and 62 {Class 1) bicycle parking stalls in stackers (the group of 

bicycle stackers directly west of the elevator measures approximately 15'-0" wide, 6' -8" long, and 9' -

0" high, with bicycles, and the two groups of bicycle stackers to the west of the first group each 

measures approximately 15' -0" long, 61-811 wide, and 9' -0" high, with bicycles). Additional storage 

would be provided for personal car seats, strollers, and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for cargo 

bikes. A bicycle repair station would be located in the Project garage next to the Class 1 bicycle 

parking stalls. 

The Project garage would have a two-gate entry system: the external gate would be located along the 

Project frontage, and the internal gate would be located 36 feet into the garage driveway. In terms of 

operations, the internal gate would be down at all times, and operated by a clicker provided to each 

resident. The location of this gate would provide queueing space for one or two vehicles (given the 

size of the vehicles that could fit the parking stackers, the length of two queued vehicles would be 

about 36 feet). The external gate would be down during the overnight hours, and would also be 

activated by a clicker. For both gates, the clicker would also activate a warning light within the garage 

that would alert vehicles within the garage that a vehicle is entering. Vehicles inside must wait to exit 

the garage until the entering vehicle has cleared the Project garage driveway. 

The Project does not propose any off-street freight loading spaces. The Project proposes one 20-foot 

commercial loading space and two 20-foot metered parking spaces along the Project frontage2
. 

Passenger and commercial loading would be accommodated on-street in the proposed loading space 

or in the available on-street loading or parking spaces near to the Project site. The available nearby 

on-street loading spaces and the proposed on-street loading and parking spaces along the Project 

frontage are shown in the existing and proposed site plans (see Appendix B). The Project would 

provide a reception area adjacent to the residential lobby for receipt of deliveries and temporary 

storage of packages and other deliveries. The existing site plan is illustrated in Figure 2 and the 

proposed Project site plan is illustrated in Figure 3. A complete set of Project plans is included in 

Appendix B. 

1 
Per Klaus Multiparking Gmbh, for compact type G63-330 system. See information in Appendix B. 

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

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California 
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NE!GHBOR BUILDING LOT 065A 
#19- #23 WOODWARD STREET 

3 STORY WOOD FRAME 

»>»»»»»>»»> '/)))))))))))))))). 

Niis~~~~~:o~kC: /~=:LLL.iLLJ 
3 STORY WOOD FRAME 
BUILDING HEJGHT: 45' 

NE!GHBOR BUILDING LOT 064 
#35 & #37 WOODWARD STREET 

3 STORY WOOD FRAME 
BUILDING HE/GlfT: 45.6' 

ROOF8..-648' 
O.Tz'EASTERLYOF!i 
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This section provides a description of the existing transportation conditions in the vicinity of the 

Project site. The study area includes the area generally bounded by 13th Street to the north, Mission 

Street to the east, 14th Street to the south, and Woodward Street to the west. Included in this 

section are descriptions of the existing pedestrian, transit, bikeway, and roadway networks and 

documentation of the existing traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency vehicle access, 

and parking conditions. 

Transit Access 

The study area is served by both local and regional public transit service in the immediate vicinity. 

Local transit service is provided by San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) fixed-route bus lines, while 

regional transit service is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) and San Mateo County Transit 

District (SamTrans), with additional regional transit service (such as AC Transit, Caltrain, and Golden 

Gate Transit) accessible by transferring to and from Muni. 

Muni provides service within San Francisco, including bus, light rail, streetcar, and cable car service. 

The Project site has frontages on Mission Street and is directly served by Muni bus lines. The closest 

transit stop to the Project site is Mission Street/14th Street with service from the 14 Mission and the 

49 Van Ness/Mission routes. Other nearby transit stops include Mission Street/13th Street and 150 

Otis Street with service from the 14 Mission and the 49 Van Ness/Mission routes, and Mission 

Street/16th Street with service from the 14/14R Mission, the 22 Fillmore, the 33 Ashbury/18th, the 

49 Van Ness/Mission, and the 55 16th Street routes. 

There are red transit-only lanes in both directions along Mission Street, which are used by the Muni 

14/14R Mission and 49 Van Ness/Mission routes throughout the day. These red transit-only lanes are 

in effect all day, and are designated for transit-vehicles only, with the exception of right-turning 

vehicles. These red transit-only lanes were implemented as part of the 14 Mission Rapid Project 

under Muni Forward (previously known as the Transit Effectiveness Project, or "TEP"), a transit and 

pedestrian improvement plan by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority (SFMTA). 

Observations of existing transit conditions were conducted during the weekday PM peak hour, on 

Thursday, April 7th, 2016, from 5:00 to 6:00 PM. During this period, the nearby bus stops (at the 

northeast corner of Mission Street/14th Street, and the southwest corner of Mission Street/14th 

Street) were observed to be crowded with passengers waiting for the three Muni routes that serve 

the stops. These stops are served by 14 Mission and 49 Van Ness/Mission, with 14R Mission passing 

through. 

BART operates regional rail transit service between San Francisco, the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay 

Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton, and Fremont), and San Mateo County (Millbrae and San 

Francisco International Airport). The nearest BART station, the 16th Street/Mission Station, is located 

at the intersection of Mission and 16th Streets, approximately 0.3 miles south of the Project site. 
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SamTrans (operated by the San Mateo County Transit District) provides bus service between San 

Mateo County and San Francisco. The closest SamTrans transit stop to the Project site is 0.5 miles 

northeast of the Project site at 11th Street/Market Street. At this stop, the 397-Palo Alto Transit 

Center provides late night service, with drop-off only in the inbound direction (northbound) and pick­

up only in the outbound direction (southbound). 

AC Transit provides bus service between the western portions of Alameda and Contra Costa counties. 

AC Transit also operates "Transbay" routes to and from San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara 

counties. In San Francisco, AC Transit mostly serves the Temporary Transbay Terminal, which is 

located approximately 2.2 miles northeast of the Project site in the South of Market (SoMa) 

neighborhood. The Temporary Transbay Terminal can be reached with the Muni 14 Mission route. 

Caltrain operates commuter rail transit service between San Francisco and the South Bay (to Gilroy), 

passing through cities along the Peninsula. The nearest Caltrain station is the San Francisco Station­

located at the intersection of 4th Street and King Street, approximately 1.6 miles northeast of the 

Project site. People can access the San Francisco Station from the Project site on foot or by Muni bus 

(the N Judah or the 47 Van Ness routes). People can also access Caltrain by taking BART from the 16th 

Street/Mission Station to the Millbrae station, where they can transfer to Caltrain. 

Golden Gate Transit provides bus and ferry service between San Francisco, Marin, Sonoma, and 

Contra Costa counties. The regional bus service operates daily and the nearest bus stop is located 

approximately 0.7 miles northeast of the Project site at 8th Street/Mission Street. The Golden Gate 

Ferry operates daily service between Marin County and San Francisco, and the nearest ferry station is 

located approximately 2.3 miles northeast of the Project site at the San Francisco Ferry Terminal. 

People can access the Ferry Terminal by taking BART from the 16th Street/Mission Station to the 

Embarcadero Station or by taking the Muni 14 Mission route. 

Pedestrian Access 

Observations of pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the Project site were conducted on Thursday, 

April 7th, 2016, from 5:00 to 6:00 PM. Within the study area, there are sidewalks on all streets and 

pedestrian amenities (i.e., marked crosswalks, pedestrian signal heads, and countdown timers) at all 

signalized intersections. Due to the long crossing distances for the legs at the Mission Street/13th 

Street intersection, there are pedestrian refuge islands on each leg of the intersection. Sidewalks are 

generally 11 feet wide on the east side of Mission Street, 15 feet wide on the west side of Mission 

Street, 11 feet wide on 14th Street, and 6 feet wide on 13th Street. Curb ramps are provided on all 

street corners in the study area and are Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant with 

pedestrian warning systems (except for at the pedestrian refuge island in the north side of the 

Mission Street/13th Street intersection, where there are no detectable warnings [truncated domes] 

on the curb ramps). 
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Nearby sidewalks and crosswalks were observed to operate at acceptable conditions with pedestrians 

moving at normal walking speeds and minimal crowding on the sidewalk. However, as vehicles enter 

and exit the driveway into the gas station at the northwest corner of Mission Street/14th Street, 

vehicles were observed to pull out of the driveways and partially block the sidewalk while waiting for 

a gap in the traffic flow. 

Pedestrian traffic was concentrated around transit stops and on paths to transit. During the weekday 

evening peak period, most pedestrians were observed to be traveling south along Mission Street and 

in both directions (east and west) along 14th Street. 

Pedestrian Access to Transit 

The primary accesses to local and regional transit are at bus stations at the Mission Street/14th Street 

intersection and at 16th Street/Mission BART station. There are sidewalks along both sides of Mission 

Street and 14th Street for pedestrians to access these transit stops. 

Pedestrian 

According to the San Francisco Department of Public Health's map of pedestrian injuries and 

fatalities, which uses data from the California Highway Patrol (CHP) collected between 2005 and 

2010, Mission Street is considered a High-Injury Corridor from 8th Street to 20th Street.3 High-Injury 

Corridors represent six percent of San Francisco's street miles and account for 60 percent of severe 

and fatal injuries reported to the CHP; these corridors are streets where high numbers of pedestrian 

injuries occur. In addition to the High-Injury Corridors, following intersections within the study area 

have high level of reported collisions involving pedestrians:4 

• Otis Street/13th Street, 6 reported injuries; 

• Mission Street/Erie Street, 2 reported injuries; and 

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

Bicycle Access, Parking, and Volumes 

Several major Citywide Bicycle Routes are located in the nearby vicinity. Within three blocks of the 

Project site are bike routes running eastbound on 14th Street, and running in both directions on 

Valencia Street. Observations of bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the Project site were conducted 

on Thursday, April 7th, 2016, from 5:00 to 6:00 PM. A moderate level of bicycle activity (about 50 to 

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

Online: ill1TU1'.?lg1JJLJ'l.lli!?_;i.J3If±~IJJill.Afl.122t~Qrl~'l'il.1:2§_lt:@?.L<;YiiiiW!.~rllo.fi§:i<~b.tmlill~Q.Lc!~.r:@Jg__4<:.1t>l~~J.il§Jll'\Q.:?_<:2;")_E2.§·~~@g 

4 San Francisco Transportation Information Map. Injury statistics based on analysis of California Highway Patrol SWITRS data, 
2005-2012. Online: http://sftransportationmap.org 
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100 per hour) was observed in the study area, primarily concentrated in the southbound direction 

along Mission Street, which has no bike lane but numerous cyclists were observed in the red transit­

only lane. Field observations indicated that there are potential for conflicts between vehicles and 

bicyclists along Mission Street; where bicycle facilities are not provided and there are transit-only 

lanes, bicyclists were observed to ride within the transit-only lane or the narrow section between the 

transit-only lane and the on-street parking spaces, and had to divert around buses when they were 

pulling into and out of stops, of move out of the way for oncoming buses. 

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

Vehicular Access 

The Project site is located approximately 150 feet south of the southwest corner of the intersection of 

Mission Street and 13th Street. The following sections present the regional and local access to the 

Project site. 

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

Highway 101 (US 101). 

Interstate 80 (1-80} is a generally eight lane freeway that mostly runs east-west about 0.75 miles east 

of the Project site and provides regional access to and from the East Bay. Access from 1-80 is via its 

interchange with United States Highway 101 (US 101) approximately 0.75 miles east of the Project 

site. Other nearby on- and off-ramps that provide service to the Project site include at the 7th and 8th 

Street ramps. 

Interstate 280 (1-280} is a generally six lane freeway that runs north-south about 1.25 miles east of 

the Project site and provides regional access to and from the South Bay/Peninsula. Nearby access to 1-

280 is provided at on- and off-ramps at Mariposa Street, about 1.5 miles southeast of the Project site, 

plus at its interchange with US 101, approximately 2.5 miles south of the Project site. 1-280 and U.S. 

101 continue as parallel freeways southbound along the Peninsula before intersecting again in San 

Jose. 

United States Highway 101 (US 101) is a generally eight lane freeway that runs north-south 

approximately 200 feet north of the Project site and provides regional access to and from the North 

and South Bay. Nearby access to the South Bay is via the Van Ness Avenue/13th Street on-ramp and 

the Bayshore Boulevard off-ramp. Access to the North Bay is provided via the Potrero Avenue on­

ramp and the Van Ness Avenue off-ramp. Within San Francisco, US 101 comprises segments of Van 

Ness Avenue and continues as Lombard Street, Richardson Avenue, and Doyle Drive to the Golden 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California 

1333



1726 Mission Street Transportation Circulation Memorandum 
May11,2017 

Project#: 19814.0 
Page 11 

Gate Bridge, linking San Francisco to the greater North Bay region. Gough Street and Divisadero 

Street provide alternative routes to Lombard Street/US 101. 

Access 

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

Avenue/13th Street. 

Mission Street runs east-west between The Embarcadero and US 101, north-south between US 101 

and Cesar Chavez Street, and runs parallel to 1-280, merging briefly with CA-82 (El Camino Real), from 

Cesar Chavez to Chestnut Avenue in South San Francisco. Mission Street is a two-way roadway and it 

splits between Mission Street (northbound) and Otis Street (southbound) between Duboce 

Avenue/13th Street to South Van Ness Avenue. In the vicinity of the Project site, Mission Street has 

two lanes in both directions and a raised median for approximately 150 feet leading up to the 

northbound approach of the 13th Street intersection, and has sidewalks and on-street metered 

parking on both sides of the street. Mission Street is considered a High-Injury Corridor from 8th Street 

to 20th Street (1.64 miles). There are currently no bicycle facilities on 16th Street. In the vicinity of 

the Project site, the General Plan identifies Mission Street as a Transit Conflict Street in the 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) Network, a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street, a 

Neighborhood Commercial Street, and a Transit Preferential Street (Transit-Oriented). 

14th Street runs east-west between Buena Vista Terrace and Harrison Street. 14th Street is a one­

way street with two travel lanes in the eastbound direction between Church Street and Folsom 

Street, and is a two-way street with one lane in each direction between Buena Vista Terrace and 

Church Street and between Folsom Street and Harrison Street. In the vicinity of the Project site, 14th 

Street has two lanes in the eastbound direction and on-street metered parking on both sides of the 

street. 14th Street is part of Citywide Bicycle Route 30 adjacent to the Project site. 

Duboce Avenue/13th Street/Division Street runs east-west between Market Street and De Haro 

Street (Duboce Avenue to the west of Mission Street, 13th Street between Mission Street and Bryant 

Street, and Division Street to the east of Bryant Street) and it mainly runs under US 101. In the vicinity 

of the Project site, 13th Street has two lanes westbound and three lanes eastbound and on-street 

parking on the south side of the eastbound direction and on the north side of the westbound 

direction. There are currently no bicycle facilities on 13th Street. The General Plan identifies 13th 

Street as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network and a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 

Street. 

Loading Conditions 

Existing loading conditions along Mission Street, adjacent to the Project site, were qualitatively 

assessed during the weekday PM peak period field observations conducted on Thursday, April 7th, 

2016 from 5:00 to 6:00 PM. 
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There is one loading space adjacent to the Project site and two loading spaces directly south of the 

Project site along the west side of Mission Street. These loading spaces are marked with a yellow curb 

for commercial loading (20 feet each, 60 feet total) between 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM Mondays through 

Saturdays. During field observations on April 7th, 2016, commercial loading activity on these three 

loading spaces along Mission Street was minimal and these loading spaces were mostly unoccupied. 

Loading activity was accommodated within existing loading spaces and loading-related vehicles were 

not observed to double-park on streets adjacent to the Project site. Based on field observations, only 

one or two of the three loading spaces were observed to be occupied at one time. 

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

Project site. 

Emergency Vehicle Access 

Emergency vehicle access in the study area is primarily provided from Mission Street and Duboce 

Avenue/13th Street/Division Street. The nearest fire stations are SF Fire Department Station 36 at 

Franklin Street/Oak Street, approximately 0.4 miles north of the Project site, and Station 6 at Sanchez 

Street/Henry Street, approximately 0.6 miles southwest of the Project site. All streets that comprise 

the route from the fire stations to the study area are sufficiently wide enough to provide adequate 

emergency vehicle access. During peak commute times, general traffic congestion throughout the 

study area may result in minor delay to emergency vehicle response. 

PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND 

Project Trip Generation 

The Project travel demand was determined on a weekday daily basis and during the weekday PM 

peak hour, which is defined as the peak one-hour of the weekday PM peak period (4:00 PM to 6:00 

PM) during which the maximum use of the transportation system typically occurs. Project trip 

generation rates were estimated using weekday daily and PM peak hour rates for "Residential" and 

"Manufacturing/Industrial" provided in the SF Planning Department's Transportation Impact Analysis 

Guidelines for Environmental Review ("SF Guidelines"), published in October 2002. 

The Project-generated person-trips were distributed to San Francisco's four quadrants and the rest of 

the Bay Area and then assigned to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, 

walk, and "other" trips generated by the Project, where "other" includes bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, 

and additional modes. 

Mode shares and Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) rates for residential work trips were based on 

United States Census Bureau five-year estimates of commute trip travel behavior from the 2010-2014 

American Community Survey (ACS) for the census tract (Tract 201.00), which contains the Project. 
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Mode shares and AVO rates for residential non-work PDR work and PDR non-work trips were based 

on data for Superdistrict 3 (SD-3) contained in Appendix E of the SF Guidelines. 

Person-trip generation estimates are presented in Table 1, mode share is presented in Table 2, and 

person-trips by mode are presented in Table 3. Project travel demand calculations are included in 

Appendix B. 

Table 1: Person-Trip Generation Estimates 

40 dwelling units 
Residential

1 (20 1-BR units 
20 2-BR units) 

PDR
2 

2,250 sf 

Total 

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

7.5 trips per 
unit (1-BR) 

10.0 trips per 
unit (2-BR) 

7 .9 trips per 
1,000 sf 

150 trips 
(1-BR) 

17.3% 

200 trips 
(2-BR) 

12.4% 18 

368 

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

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

0 2 2 

40 23 63 

1 The daily trip generation rate for the residential land use is a weighted average of the daily rates for various dwelling unit types presented in the 
SF Guidelines, based on the number of each unit type in the Project description. Studio/1-bedroom = 7.5 trips per unit, 2+ -bedrooms= 10.0 trips 
per unit. (20 units x 7.5 trips/unit)+ (20 units x 10.0 trips/units)= 350 trips 
2 PDR space analyzed as Manufacturing/Industrial 

Table 2: Mode Share by Trip Purpose 

Residential - Work 
American Community Survey 

22.7% 47.0% 14.4% 15.9% 1.05 Five-Year {2010-2014) Estimates 

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

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

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

Total Overall 44.3% 28.8% 16.7% 10.2% 1.74 

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2016. US Census Bureau American Community Survey Five-Year (2010-2014) Estimates. SF Planning 
Department, SF Guidelines (Tables E-5 and E-14), 2002. 
Notes: AVO =Average Vehicle Occupancy 
All mode splits for Superdistrict 3. 
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Auto 16 

Transit 13 

Walk 6 

Other 5 

Total Person-Trips 40 

Total Vehicle-Trips 9 

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2016. 

9 

7 

4 

3 

23 

6 
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25 

20 

10 

8 

63 

15 

As shown in Table 1, the Project is estimated to generate 63 person-trips during the weekday PM 

peak hour (40 inbound, 23 outbound). As shown in Table 3, based on the expected mode split and 

average vehicle occupancy presented in Table 2, the Project would generate 25 auto person-trips, 10 

walk trips, 20 transit trips, and 8 "other" trips during the weekday PM peak hour. These auto person­

trips would result in 15 vehicle-trips during the weekday PM peak hour (9 inbound and 6 outbound). 

The estimated loading demand for the Project is shown in Table 4. The loading demand calculation 

for the Project is based on rates from the SF Guidelines for residential and PDR (light industry) uses. 

In total, the Project would generate an average of 2.5 delivery/service vehicle trips per day, which 

corresponds to a demand of less than one loading space during the average and peak hour of loading 

activity. 

Table 4: Loading Demand Estimates 

Residential 33,643 1.0 0.05 0.06 

PDR 2,250 1.5 0.07 0.08 

Total 35,843 2.5 0.12 0.14 

Source: SF Guidelines, 2002. Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2017. 
Notes: Square Feet= SF; Peak hour truck trip generation generally occurs during the off peak hours and does not coincide with the PM peak hour 
used in other transportation analysis. 
Loading demand rates: 

R =Turnover (R = 0.03 for residential, R = 0.65 for PDR [light industry]) 
Daily Trips= (SF/ 1,000) * R 
Average Hour= (SF I 1,000) * RI 9 I 2.4 
Peak Hour= (GSF / 1,000} * (R * 1.25) / 9 I 2.4 
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The Project site is currently occupied by two buildings containing storage and office uses. Doorway 

counts were conducted to determine the current activity patterns of the existing use. This data was 

collected on a typical weekday (Tuesday, March 29, 2016) from 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM, to represent 

typical weekday PM peak period (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) conditions. Counts were conducted at the 

doorways to the east side of the existing site on Mission Street. The collected doorway count data is 

summarized in Table 5 and provided in Appendix C. 

As shown in Table 5, existing uses at the Project site generate approximately 4 person-trips (3 

inbound, 1 outbound) during the weekday PM peak hour. 

Table 5: Existing Doorway Counts 

5:00 to 5:15 PM 2 0 

5:15 to 5:30 PM 1 0 

5:30 to 5:45 PM 0 0 

5:45 to 6:00 PM 0 1 

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

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

Doorway counts indicate that the Project would displace minimal trips associated with the existing 

uses (less than five during the weekday PM peak hour), and no vehicles were observed to be driving 

into the driveway. In order to present a conservative analysis, the evaluation of the impacts 

associated with the Project is based off of the assumptions of all new trips, with no trip credits taken 

for existing uses. As such, the new trips for each mode are those presented in Table 3. 

PACT ASSESSMENT 

The Project site plan (Figure 3 and Appendix A) has been reviewed for implications to access, 

connectivity, circulation, traffic management, and safety for each mode of travel. The results of this 

review and impact assessment are summarized in this section. 

The following are the significance criteria used by the City and County of San Francisco Planning 

Department for the determination of impacts associated with a proposed project:5 

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

substantial additional vehicle miles traveled (VMT); 

o For residential projects, a project would cause substantial additional VMT if it 

exceeds existing regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent; 

o For retail projects, a project that would cause substantial additional VMT would 

result in a net increase in total VMT. The San Francisco Planning Department 

would use a VMT efficiency metric approach for retail projects consistent with 

office projects: a project would cause substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the 

existing regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent; and 

o For mixed use projects, each component of the mixed-use project would be 

evaluated independently per the significance criteria described above. 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially 

induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested 

areas; 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a 

substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent 

transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial 

increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit 

service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the 

project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project-related transit 

trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in 

substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for 

pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining 

areas; 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create 

potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with 

bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a 

loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be 

accommodated within proposed on-site loading facilities or within convenient on-street 

loading zones, and create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting 

traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

• The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in 

inadequate emergency access; and 

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

temporary and limited duration. 

Vehicle Impacts 

The following section analyzes vehicle miles traveled (VMT), vehicle access to the site and internal 

circulation. The potential effect of the Project driveway and garage on transit, pedestrians and 

bicyclists is discussed in later sections. 

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional 

VMT or would substantially induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway 

capacity in congested areas or by adding new roadways to the network. 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1), effective January 1, 2014, requires that the State Office of 

Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for 

determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects that "promote the reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity 

of land uses." CEQA Section 21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised guidelines for 

determining transportation impacts pursuant to Section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described 

solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be 

considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA. 

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the 

CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA 6 {"proposed transportation impact 

guidelines") with a draft recommendation that transportation impacts for projects be measured using 

a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric, rather than the Level of Service (LOS) metric. On March 3, 

2016, in anticipation of the future certification of the proposed transportation impact guidelines, the 

San Francisco Planning Commission adopted a resolution (consistent with OPR's recommendation) to 

use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay (as measured by LOS) to evaluate the transportation 

impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). (Note: the VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of 

project impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling.) 

The Proposed Transportation Impact Guidelines recommend screening criteria to identify types, 

characteristics, or locations of projects that would not result in significant impacts to VMT7
. If a 

project meets screening criteria, then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant 

for the project and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. 

7 Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluation Transportation Impacts in CEQA by the Office of Planning and 
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One of the screening criteria is the Map-Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects 

criterion. This criterion states that if the Project site is located in a transportation analysis zone (TAZ) 

where the existing and future (2040) average daily VMT per capita or per employee is 15 percent or 

more below the corresponding regional VMT ratio, VMT impacts are presumed to be less than 

significant and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. 

Table 6 summarizes the existing and cumulative average VMT per capita for residential and PDR uses 

in TAZ 236, the zone in which the Project site is located. 

Table 6: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 

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

As shown in Table 6, existing average daily VMT per capita for residential uses in TAZ 236 is 4.3 miles, 

which is 75 percent below the existing regional average daily VMT per capita of 17.2 miles. Existing 

average daily VMT per employee in TAZ 236 is 7.6 miles, which is 40 percent below the existing 

regional average daily VMT per employee of 19.18 miles. 

The Project site is located in an area where average daily VMT per capita or and VMT per employee 

under existing conditions would be more than 15 percent below the regional average for these land 

uses. Therefore, the Project would thus meet the Map-Based screening criterion and the Project's 

land uses would not contribute considerably to any substantial cumulative increase in VMT. 

The Project is not a transportation project. However, the Project would include features that would 

alter the transportation network. These features include on-street commercial loading spaces and a 

new curb cut. These features fit within the general types of projects identified above that would not 

substantially induce automobile travel. Therefore, impacts on VMT would be less than significant. 

In addition, the Project is subject to the San Francisco TDM Program under San Francisco Planning 

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

following TDM measures to reduce the number of Project-generated vehicles: 

8 
Projects with a Development Application filed before January 1, 2018 shall be subject to 75 percent of the applicable target 

requirement. Source: TDM Program Application. Online: http://default.sfplanning.org/forms/TDM_Program_Application.pdf 
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• ACTIVE-2: Bicycle Parking, Option D (4 points}. One and a half Class 1 bicycle parking space 

would be provided for each dwelling unit (60 Class 1 spaces} and four Class 2 bicycle 

parking spaces would be provided for every 20 dwelling units (8 Class 2 spaces}. 

• ACTIVE-SA: Bicycle Repair Station (1 point}. On-site tools and space for bicycle repair 

would be provided. 

• DELIVERY-1: Delivery Supportive Amenities (1 point}. The Project would include an area 

for receipt of deliveries that offers temporary storage for packages and other deliveries, 

to be located adjacent to the residential lobby. 

• FAM-1: Family TOM Amenities, Option A (1 point}. The Project would include on-site 

secure storage for personal car seats and stroller and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces 

for cargo bicycles. 

• INF0-2: Real-Time Transportation Displays (1 point}. The Project would provide real-time 

transportation information on displays in prominent locations on the site, including each 

major pedestrian entry/exit. 

• LU-2: On-Site Affordable Housing, Option C (3 points}. On-site affordable housing. Seven 

units (18 percent} would be below market rate (at 55 percent or less of average median 

income). 

• PKG-1: Unbundle Parking, Location D (4 points}. Parking spaces leased or sold separately 

from rental or purchase fees. 

• PKG-4: Parking Supply, Option B (2 points}. The Project would provide parking in an 

amount less than or equal to 90 percent and greater than 80 percent of the neighborhood 

parking rate. 

Consistent with requirements outlined the San Francisco Planning Code Section 169, the project 

sponsor commits to monitoring, reporting, and compliance throughout the life of the project to 

ensure the TOM Plan is being implemented correctly, on an on-going basis. 

Pursuant to the recent revisions to the CEQA Guidelines by OPR, the San Francisco Planning 

Department (in March 2016} adopted the OPR recommendations to use a VMT-based metric instead 

of automobile delay to evaluate the traffic-related impacts of projects. Therefore, vehicle delay (i.e., 

intersection LOS} is no longer used as a significance criterion in San Francisco, and traffic impacts are 

assessed based on whether a proposed project would cause traffic hazards. 
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The Project garage would be located approximately 150 feet south of the Mission Street/13th Street 

intersection. Due to the raised and striped median on Mission Street, the Project driveway would 

have right-in/right-out access. Vehicles heading northbound on Mission Street would be unable to 

make a left-turn to enter the Project driveway and vehicles leaving the Project garage would be 

unable to make a left-turn to head northbound on Mission Street. The Project site is located in an 

area with numerous east/west and north/south streets and vehicles would easily be able to alter 

their route to access the Project site or reach their desired destination from the Project site. 

Given the high volume of traffic on Mission Street (including Muni buses), drivers in the Project 

garage could potentially have difficulty safely exiting the Project garage. However, because the 

intersection of Mission Street/13th Street is signalized, there are gaps in the southbound traffic flow 

(this was also observed during field observations conducted on Thursday, April 7th, 2016 from 5:00 to 

6:00 PM), thus providing opportunities for safe vehicular egress from the driveway. As illustrated in 

the Project's site plan (Figure 3), there are no on-street parking spaces or street trees (existing or 

proposed) directly north of Project's driveway that would impede sight lines to oncoming vehicles 

and buses. Overall, the Project would not result in a significant impact to street operations due to 

vehicular ingress/egress or result in hazardous conditions. 

Internal Circulation 

The width of the driveway within the garage would be approximately 12 feet. This would provide 

sufficient space for one-way traffic, thus affecting the ingress and egress to and from the garage. In 

addition, 21 of the 22 parking spaces in the ground-level garage would be provided in triple-stackers. 

With triple-stackers, only one vehicle can enter or exit the stacker at one time. As such, if multiple 

vehicles need to concurrently utilize the stacker, they would need to wait until the movements of the 

first vehicle are completed. With the configuration of the garage, there would be space for one or 

two vehicles to wait without blocking access to other stackers. 

The Project proposes to provide 22 off-street parking spaces (including one handicapped stall) for the 

residents of the Project in the ground-level garage (21 in triple stackers, 1 in ground-level stalls). As 

presented in Table 3, there would be 15 Project-generated weekday PM peak hour vehicle trips (9 

inbound and 6 outbound), and some of these vehicles may enter or exit the Project garage at the 

same time. However, the recessed driveway and the warning light alerting exiting vehicles of entering 

vehicles would prioritize inbound vehicles over outbound vehicles at the Project driveway and garage, 

and minimize the potential for conflict between entering and exiting vehicles and for entering 

vehicles to queue across the sidewalk and into the transit-only lane on Mission Street. 

As noted earlier, there would be approximately 36 feet of internal queuing space between the 

interior gate and the edge of the property, which can accommodate up to two queued vehicles. 

Given the number of inbound vehicles that are projected to use the driveway during the weekday PM 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California 

1343



1726 Mission Street Transportation Circulation Memorandum 
Mayll, 2017 

Project#: 19814.0 
Page21 

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

one or two vehicles would be minimal. 

Given the relatively low number of entering and exiting vehicles generated by the Project during the 

weekday PM peak hour and the ability to accommodate these vehicles in internal storage, the Project 

garage would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to queuing into the public right-of-way 

(across the sidewalk and/or into the transit-only lane) or to the safety of pedestrians on the sidewalk. 

Improvement Measure TR-1: Queue Abatement and Improvement Measure TR-2: Warning Systems 

have been identified to reduce the potential for conflicts at the Project driveway: 

Improvement Measure TR-1: Queue Abatement 

To minimize the vehicle queues at the Project driveway into the public right-of-way, the 

Project would be subject to the Planning Department's vehicle queue abatement Conditions 

of Approval: 

It should be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off-street parking facility 

with more than 20 parking spaces (excluding loading and car-share spaces) to ensure 

that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on the public right-of-way. A vehicle queue 

is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking any 

portion of any public street, alley or sidewalk for a consecutive period of three 

minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility should employ 

abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods 

will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of the recurring queue, as well 

as the characteristics of the parking facility, the street(s) to which the facility connects, 

and the associated land uses (if applicable). 

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following: redesign 

of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; employment of 

parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking 

attendants; use of valet parking or other space-efficient parking techniques; use of 

off-site parking facilities or shared parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy 

sensors and signage directing drivers to available spaces; travel demand management 

strategies such as additional bicycle parking, customer shuttles, delivery services; 

and/or parking demand management strategies such as parking time limits, paid 

parking, time-of-day parking surcharge, or validated parking. 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is 

present, the Department should notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, 

the owner/operator should hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the 

conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant should prepare a 
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monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for review. If the Department 

determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/operator should have 

90 days from the date of the written determination to abate the queue. 

Improvement Measure TR-2: Warning System 

Implement the following measures to the satisfaction of Planning and SFMTA staff: 

• Install a warning system (e.g., visual and/or audio devices) to alert pedestrians when a 

vehicle is exiting from the Project garage; 

• Maintain a minimum 5'-0" by 5'-0" sight distance triangle at the driveway 

entrance/exit; 

• Install convex mirrors at the Project driveway; and, 

• Install "STOP" pavement markings and signage for exiting drivers to look both ways at 

the garage exit, prior to crossing the sidewalk. 

Provision of a warning system and adequate sight distance at driveways would improve 

visibility between pedestrians and oncoming vehicles and increase awareness of other users, 

and installation of "STOP" markings would remind drivers to stop and look both ways prior to 

exiting. Individually and in combination, implementation of these measures would reduce 

potential for conflicts at the Project driveway. 

Transit Impacts 

As shown in Table 3, the Project would add 20 new transit trips to the surrounding network during 

the weekday PM peak hour. 

The Project site is served by Muni 14 Mission and 49 Van Ness/Mission bus lines, which both serve 

the site with a frequency of approximately eight buses per hour for each route in each direction 

(northbound and southbound). Assuming that half of the 20 new transit trips will be heading 

northbound (10 new trips) and the other half southbound {10 new trips), there would be a maximum 

of 10 new passengers waiting at each of the northbound and southbound bus stops at the Mission 

Street/14th Street intersection. With two lines serving each bus stop and eight buses per hour for 

each line, the Project would be adding less than one passenger per bus during the weekday PM peak 

hour, and each passenger would wait at the bus stop no more than eight minutes. While the existing 

bus stops were observed to be crowded during the evening commute hour, the Project is not 

anticipated to add a substantial number of passengers to these bus stops during the weekday PM 

peak hour. Given the relatively low increase in transit riders generated by the Project and the number 

of transit options available in the site vicinity, it is anticipated that the new Project-generated transit 

trips could be accommodated by the existing transit capacity for the various transit providers and 

would not substantially affect transit operations on adjacent streets. 
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The red transit-only lane on the west side of Mission Street (for southbound buses) is located 

adjacent to the proposed garage entrance on Mission Street. As more vehicles enter and exit from 

this new garage entrance with the Project, there would be a potential for increased conflicts between 

vehicles using the driveway and transit vehicles in the red transit-only lane. Improvement Measure 

TR-1 has been identified to monitor and manage any queues and reduce potential for queues to 

develop. 

In particular, the Project driveway would be 12-feet wide and would provide both inbound and 

outbound access. As discussed earlier, this configuration could result in internal conflicts between 

inbound and outbound vehicles, which may lead to the queuing of entering vehicles, which could spill 

back to Mission Street. If this occurs, operations of Muni buses may be affected, as they would need 

to reduce speeds or change lanes and travel in the adjacent southbound lane to bypass queued 

vehicles. With the prioritization of inbound vehicles over outbound vehicles in the Project garage with 

the recessed driveway and the warning light in the garage, inbound vehicles will be cleared out of the 

public right-of-way and into the garage driveway, minimizing the potential for impact to the transit­

only lane. 

Overall, the Project's effect on transit operations would be less-than-significant due to the relatively 

low number of vehicles accessing the Project driveway during the weekday PM peak hour, and the 

configuration of the garage driveway that will facilitate the clearing of inbound vehicles from the 

public right-of-way. In addition, as previously noted, implementation of the Improvement Measure 

TR-1 would further reduce the potential for vehicle queuing into the bus-only lane. 

Pedestrian Impacts 

As shown in Table 3, the Project would add 30 new pedestrian trips (including 10 walk-only and 20 

walk-to-transit trips) to the surrounding network during the weekday PM peak hour. Pedestrian 

access points to the residential lobby and PDR space would be located along the Mission Street 

frontage. 

Given the relatively low amount of pedestrian activity generated by the Project and the current levels 

of pedestrians on the surrounding streets, it is anticipated that the new Project-generated pedestrian 

trips could be accommodated on the adjacent facilities and would not substantially affect pedestrian 

operations on nearby sidewalks or crosswalks. Overall, sidewalks and crosswalks in the Project vicinity 

are adequately wide to accommodate existing pedestrian circulation and would also be sufficient to 

accommodate the expected increase in pedestrian traffic. 

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

including: 

• Eliminate existing 15' -6" foot curb cut and 16' -6" foot curb cut along the Mission Street 

frontage (one new curb cut would be added with the Project); 
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• Provide ground-floor commercial space at the southeast corner of the Project site. 

These enhancements would generally improve the quality of the pedestrian environment. As Mission 

Street has been identified as a High-Injury Corridor, these enhancements would improve pedestrian 

conditions in a corridor where high numbers of pedestrian injuries have been reported. 

As the Project would provide a new off-street parking facility and associated driveway, vehicles 

entering and exiting the garage may conflict with pedestrians on Mission Street. However, although 

the Project would provide 22 parking spaces, the amount of vehicular movements would be relatively 

low during the weekday PM peak hour (9 inbound and 6 outbound}. In addition, field observations 

taken in the study area indicate moderate pedestrian volumes on the sidewalk in front of the Project 

site. As such, the Project would not result in a substantial increase in conflicts between vehicles and 

pedestrians. Improvement Measure TR-2 has been proposed to improve visibility between 

pedestrians traveling on the sidewalk and vehicles entering/exiting the garage to further minimize the 

potential for conflicts between these users. 

Overall, the Project's effect on pedestrians would be less-than-significant due to the relatively low 

number of vehicles accessing the Project driveway during the weekday PM peak hour, and the 

moderate pedestrian volumes on the sidewalk along the Project frontage. Implementation of the 

proposed design treatments as identified in Improvement Measure TR-2 would improve pedestrian 

conditions along the Project frontage and further reduce the potential for conflicts. 

Bicycle Impacts 

The Project site is located within biking distance of the Civic Center, SoMa, Mission Bay, and Mission 

districts. In addition, there are nearby bicycle lanes within two blocks of the Project, with bike routes 

running eastbound on 14th Street, and running in both directions on Valencia Street. As a result, a 

portion of the 11other" trips would be assumed to be bicycle trips. Assuming all of the "other" trips 

shown in Table 3 are bicycle trips, the Project would add up to eight bicycle trips to the surrounding 

network during the weekday PM peak hour. 

Commercial and residential developments are required by the San Francisco Planning Code to provide 

safe and secure bicycle parking. Based on these requirements (see Section 155.2), the Project would 

be required to provide a minimum of 40 Class 1 spaces and three Class 2 spaces. As shown in the site 

plan, the Project proposes to provide a bicycle storage area in the garage in the ground level that 

could accommodate 62 Class 1 bicycle stalls in stackers. The Project would also provide eight Class 2 

bicycle stalls in front of the proposed residential lobby entrance on Mission Street. The provision of 

Class 2 bicycle stalls on the sidewalk would be subject to the review and approval of SFMTA. 

Bicycle access to the proposed secure bicycle storage area in the ground floor garage would be 

provided from Mission Street via the various pedestrian entrances into the building - the lobby entry, 

the secondary lobby entry, the PDR entry, and the garage entry. Bicyclists accessing the on-site 
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bicycle parking would be expected to pull over to the curb, dismount, and walk through the 

pedestrian entrances, and pass through one set of internal doors to reach the bicycle storage area 

located in the garage on the ground floor of the building, adjacent to the elevator. Residents 

accessing the bicycle storage area from the dwelling units on Levels 2-6 would use the elevator or the 

two staircases that lead to the lobby to access the garage. While it is anticipated that most bicyclists 

would access the building via the lobby, some bicyclists may choose to access the garage from 

Mission Street. In this case, there would be a potential conflict between vehicles and bicycles entering 

and exiting the garage, especially given the 12-foot width of the driveway which would not provide 

sufficient separation between vehicles and bicycles. The two-gate entry at the Project driveway and 

the warning light of incoming vehicles or bicycles would minimize this potential for conflict between 

vehicles and bicycles. 

The red transit-only lane on the west side of Mission Street (in the southbound direction), which 

carries a high volume of bicyclists, is located adjacent to the proposed garage entrance on Mission 

Street. As vehicles enter and exit from this new garage entrance with the Project, there would be a 

potential for increased conflict between vehicles using the driveway and bicyclists in the red transit­

only lane. However, given the relatively low vehicular activity at this driveway (15 vehicles during the 

weekday PM peak hour), the Project would not have a substantial effect to bicyclist circulation. 

The Project would meet San Francisco Planning Code requirements for bicycle parking, and new 

bicycle trips generated by the Project could be accommodated on the existing facilities and would not 

substantially affect bicycle operations on surrounding streets. Therefore, the Project would have a 

less-than-significant impact on bicycle operations. 

Loading Impacts 

Loading impacts discussed in this section includes freight loading, passenger loading, and 

recycling/trash pick-up operations. The assessment of loading impacts evaluates the proposed 

loading supply versus the supply required by the San Francisco Planning Code and the anticipated 

average and peak hour loading demands. 

Loading demand consists of the number of delivery and service vehicle-trips generated by the Project, 

plus the number of loading spaces that would be required to accommodate the demand. The number 

of daily delivery/service vehicle-trips was estimated based on the size of the proposed land uses and 

a truck trip generation rate (specific to each land use) based on the anticipated hours of operation, 

turnover of loading spaces, and an hourly distribution of trips from the SF Guidelines. 

The Project does not propose any off-street freight loading spaces and, based on the size of the uses, 

none would be required under the San Francisco Planning Code (Section 152.1). The Project proposes 
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one 20-foot commercial loading space and two 20-foot metered parking spaces along the Project 

frontage.9 Passenger and commercial loading would be accommodated on-street in the proposed 

loading space or in the available on-street loading or parking spaces near to the Project site. Based 

on the SF Guidelines methodology and shown in Table 4, the Project would generate a daily loading 

demand of 2.5 delivery/service vehicle trips, which would result in a demand for 0.1 loading spaces 

during an average hour and 0.1 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. 

Since the Project does not propose any off-street loading spaces, all loading activities would need to 

be handled on-street in the one proposed commercial loading space along the Project frontage or in 

nearby available loading spaces (there are three existing loading spaces to the south of the Project 

frontage), as shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3. With the Project, two existing curb cuts on Mission 

Street would be eliminated (one new curb cut will be added) and replaced with a new curb, which 

may provide more space for on-street parking. The following presents the passenger loading, 

freight/service vehicle loading, and trash/recycling pick-up operations with the Project. 

Passenger Loading. No dedicated passenger loading (white zone) would be provided by the Project. It 

is anticipated that Project residents and visitors would utilize available nearby on-street loading 

spaces for passenger loading, or would arrange for drop-off/pick-up within the Project garage. 

Freight/Service Vehicle Loading. The Project does not propose an off-street loading dock. Therefore, 

daily loading/service vehicle activities (such as FedEx trucks or goods for the PDR spaces) would need 

to be handled on-street. Given the Project's loading demand would be equal to less than one 

commercial loading space during the average and peak hours, and the existing availability of on-street 

loading spaces, it is anticipated that the Project's demand could be met within existing and proposed 

on-street loading spaces (eight along Mission Street, which were generally available during the 

weekday PM peak period, as observed on Thursday, April 7th, 2016, from 5:00 to 6:00 PM). 

Trash/Recycling Pick-Up Operations. At this time, the operations of the trash and recycling pick-up 

have not yet been finalized. Based on preliminary information from conversations with Recology, and 

consistent with Recology's current collection practices, garbage and recycling trucks would conduct 

curbside pick-up. As currently proposed, trash and recycling storage would be provided in the 

garbage area, located in the garage on the ground floor of the Project. On collection days, building 

management would be responsible for bringing the trash and recycling bins curbside prior to pick-up 

and returning them immediately following collection. As currently proposed, Recology vehicles would 

have access to the curbside trash collection area from Mission Street. This curbside trash collection 

area would be adjacent to the red transit-only lane on southbound Mission Street. If nearby on-street 

parking spaces are not available, Recology vehicles may need to stop in the transit-only lane in order 

to conduct the pick-up, which would affect any transit vehicles in the lane during this brief period. 

9 
All proposed changes to the curb parking requirements will require approval from the SFMTA Board. 
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Since trash collection occurs two to three times a week and during the early morning (before 6 AM) 

and the potential blocking of the transit-only lane would only last a few minutes, the impact to the 

transit lane would be less-than-significant. Garbage storage and pick-up procedures would need to be 

confirmed with SFMTA and Recology prior to implementation. 

Residential Move-In/Move-Out Operations. It is anticipated that residents would utilize available on­

street parking or loading spaces for their move-in/move-out activities. Typically, these activities 

would occur during off-peak times, such as in the evenings and weekends, when there are lower 

traffic and pedestrian volumes on the roadway network. As such, residential move-in/move-out 

operations would not substantially affect conditions along Mission Street. All move-in/move-out 

activity would need to be scheduled and coordinated with building management. If curb parking 

becomes necessary for loading activities, building management would be required to reserve those 

spaces through the local station of the SF Police Department. 

The Project's loading demand would be less than one commercial loading space during the average 

and peak hours and could be accommodated within the existing and proposed on-street commercial 

loading spaces, as described above. Thus, the Project's impacts on loading would be less than 

significant. 

Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts 

Emergency vehicle access to the Project site would be provided from Mission Street and Duboce 

Avenue/13th Street/Division Street. All streets that comprise the routes from the fire stations to the 

Project site are sufficiently wide enough to provide adequate emergency vehicle access. The Project 

does not propose modifications to the existing roadway network or major modifications (circulation 

patterns or design features) to Mission Street or Duboce Avenue that would preclude or otherwise 

alter access by emergency vehicles. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact 

on emergency vehicle operations. 

Construction Impacts 

The construction plans have not yet been finalized. Based on preliminary information provided by the 

project sponsor, construction is expected to take 14 months, with phasing anticipated as follows: 

1. Demolition (1 week) 

2. Shoring and excavation (1 month) 

3. Concrete (1 month) 

4. Framing (4 months) 

5. MEP (3 months) 
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Prior to construction, as part of the construction application phase, the Project Sponsor and 

construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with Public Works and SFMTA staff to develop 

and review truck routing plans for demolition, disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and 

storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to 

meet the City of San Francisco's Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (the Blue Book)10
, 

including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine 

if any special traffic permits would be required. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the 

contractor would be responsible for complying with all city, state and federal codes, rules and 

regulations. 

Staging would likely occur from the Project site and the adjacent Mission Street sidewalk. In addition, 

trucks may need to stop on Mission Street to perform construction activity, such as concrete pours. In 

order to minimize the impact to the red transit-only lane that is adjacent to the Project site on 

southbound Mission Street, the on-street parking in front of the Project site would likely be restricted 

to allow access for construction-related trucks. A portion of the sidewalk (which is approximately 13 

feet wide) would be used for staging, and protection would be added above the remaining sidewalk 

to maintain safe pedestrian travel. The Project Sponsor may consider not allowing construction trucks 

to access the Project site during the weekday PM peak period to reduce the potential for conflict with 

buses. In general, lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by the SFMTA's 

Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) for permanent travel lane and sidewalk closures, and 

the Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and Transportation (ISCOTI) for temporary 

sidewalk and travel lane closures. Both TASC and ISCOTI are interdepartmental committees that 

include representatives from the Public Works, SFMTA, Police Department, Fire Department, and the 

Planning Department. Due to the relatively small size of the development and its mid-block location, 

the Project would have a less-than-significant impact due to construction activity. 

CU ULATIVE CONDITIONS 

SFMTA plans to implement transit and streetscape improvements under Muni Forward, as well as 

bicycle infrastructure improvements under the Bike Plan. Elements of both of these plans have 

already been implemented in the Project site vicinity, and the improved conditions as a result of 

these projects would be able to accommodate the future growth planned in the area, including the 

additional activity due to the Project. In a one-block area around the Project site, there are no 

10 
The SFMTA Blue Book, 8th Edition, is available online through the SFMTA website (vvWliv.simta.corn) 
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planned large development projects11
• There are currently two active projects in the one-block area 

around the Project site, 1463 Stevenson Street (Planning Department Case No. 2014.0948) and 235 

Valencia Street (Planning Department Case No. 2016-007877). 

While these projects would add an additional 95 residents to the Project site vicinity, they are not 

anticipated to result in substantial impacts in combination with the Project due to the relatively small 

size of the developments. As a result, cumulative conditions near the Project site are anticipated to 

be similar to current conditions, with the addition of general background growth in the activity levels 

due to development outside of the study area. 

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

VMT Impacts 

Table 7 summarizes the cumulative average VMT per capita for residential and PDR uses in TAZ 236, 

the zone in which the Project site is located. 

Table 7: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 

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

As shown in Table 7, projected 2040 average daily VMT per capita for residential uses in TAZ 236 is 

3.6 miles, which is 77 percent below the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita of 16.1 

miles. Projected average daily VMT per employee in TAZ 236 is 7.1 miles, which is 42 percent below 

the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per employee of 14.6 miles. 

The Project site is located in an area where average daily VMT per capita or and VMT per employee 

under cumulative 2040 conditions would be more than 15 percent below the regional average for 

these land uses. Therefore, the Project would thus meet the Map-Based screening criterion and the 

Project's land uses would not contribute considerably to any substantial cumulative increase in VMT. 

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

Department. On Ii n e !l!!RL'..?l:!lL<lJJnl!J.2!)..rn1'3.C:l[IY.~:R.~TmL~.'i::.Dl\l::D.!:lgJll2g.r1J.QiJQ 
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The Project would generate an estimated 15 new weekday PM peak hour vehicle trips. As discussed 

above, the project-generated vehicle trips could be accommodated within the existing transportation 

system without resulting in impacts to the roadway conditions. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, 

there is not projected to be a substantial growth in traffic volumes or reduced roadway capacity in 

the future. As such, the Project would not be anticipated to have any additional significant traffic­

related impacts under Cumulative conditions. 

Transit Conditions 

The Project would generate an estimated 20 new weekday PM peak hour transit trips. As described 

above, the Project site is in proximity to numerous Muni transit routes, including the 14/14R Mission, 

22 Fillmore, 33 Ashbury/18th, 49 Van Ness/Mission, and 55 16th Street routes. The new Project trips 

would be dispersed across these routes. Furthermore, with the transit service improvements 

implemented under Muni Forward, the transit service frequency, transit service span, and the transit 

service vehicles have been improved to accommodate growth in future transit ridership along the 

Mission Street corridor. There are no other planned projects in the Project site vicinity that would 

reduce transit service or capacity. As such, the Project would not be anticipated to have any 

additional significant transit-related impacts under Cumulative conditions. 

Pedestrian Conditions 

The Project would add 30 new weekday PM peak hour pedestrian trips, which could be 

accommodated by existing sidewalks and crosswalks in the Project vicinity. In addition, with the 

streetscape improvements implemented under Muni Forward, the pedestrian conditions would be 

improved, which will help accommodate growth in future pedestrian volumes along the Mission 

Street corridor. There are no other planned projects in the Project site vicinity that would reduce 

pedestrian capacity or conditions. As such, the Project would not be anticipated to have any 

additional significant pedestrian-related impacts under Cumulative conditions. 

Bicycle Conditions 

While the bicycle infrastructure improvements under the San Francisco Bicycle Plan (the "Bike Plan") 

in the Project site vicinity have already been implemented, the Bike Plan includes future projects in 

other areas around San Francisco that will expand the existing bicycle network, enabling more 

bicyclists to travel further and more safely on the streets of San Francisco, including bicyclists for the 

Project. The Bike Plan shows near-term bicycle improvement projects along Market Street between 

11th Street and 17th Street, and along 17th Street generally between Market Street and Potrero 

Avenue. The Bike Plan also shows long-term bicycle improvement projects along Capp Street, 

between 15th Street and 26th Street, and along Shotwell Street between 14th Street and 26th Street. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California 

1353



1726 Mission Street Transportation Circulation Memorandum 
May11,2017 

Project#: 19814.0 
Page31 

The Project would only add a minimal number of bicycles to the network, and would thus not 

negatively impact the future bicycle network. There are no other planned projects in the Project site 

vicinity that would reduce bicycle infrastructure or capacity. As such, the Project would not be 

anticipated to have any additional significant bicycle-related impacts under Cumulative conditions. 

Construction Conditions 

The construction of the Project may overlap with the construction of other projects in the area, such 

as 1463 Stevenson Street and 235 Valencia Street. However, given the distance between these 

projects and their relative sizes, it is unlikely that the combined effect of construction activities would 

affect access, traffic, and pedestrians on streets used as access routes to and from the Project site 

(e.g., Mission Street and Duboce Avenue). Overall, localized cumulative construction-related 

transportation impacts could occur as a result of cumulative projects that generate increased traffic 

at the same time and on the same roads as the Project. The construction manager for each individual 

project would work with the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address 

construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian and bicycle accommodation in the work 

zone for the duration of any overlap in construction activity. 

The cumulative impacts of multiple nearby construction projects would not be considerable, as the 

construction of the Project and other projects would be temporary. Therefore, the Project, in 

combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would have a less than 

significant transportation-related construction impact under Cumulative conditions. 

Emergency Access Conditions 

While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic associated with planned and reasonably 

foreseeable development in the vicinity, all streets that comprise emergency access routes to the 

Project site are sufficiently wide enough to provide adequate emergency vehicles. The Project would 

not create potentially hazardous conditions for emergency vehicles, or otherwise interfere with 

emergency vehicle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Overall, the Project, in combination 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would have a less than significant 

impact on emergency vehicle access under Cumulative conditions. 

Vehicle Capacity and Loading Conditions 

As mentioned above, there are no planned large developments in the area and the two small planned 

developments that are currently under review are not anticipated to result in substantial increases in 

vehicular activity in the vicinity of the Project site. In addition, there are no planned transportation 

projects in the study area that would reduce vehicular capacity or loading capacity on the roadway. 

As such, the Project would not be anticipated to have any additional significant vehicular-, or loading­

related impacts under Cumulative conditions. 
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Overall, the Project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable projects, would not result in a 

cumulatively considerable impact on transportation conditions. 

SUMMARY AND RECO ENDATIONS 

To identify the effect of the Project, qualitative assessments of Project-related impacts were 

conducted for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, vehicles, parking, and loading. The Project is consistent 

with off-street vehicular parking, bicycle parking, and off-street loading San Francisco Planning Code 

requirements (see Appendix E), and would meet its requirements for the provision of TDM measures. 

The Project and the addition of Project-generated activities would not result in any significant 

impacts. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. In addition, considering known 

transportation network and development projects in the vicinity of the project site, the Project would 

not result in any significant impacts or cumulative considerable contributions to Cumulative 

conditions. 

There are some design issues with respect to the configuration of the driveway in the Project garage 

that may result in vehicles queuing and blocking the sidewalk and/or the street, which may result in 

potential conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and transit vehicles. To address these 

concerns, Improvement Measure TR-1 and Improvement Measure TR-2 have been identified: 

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

• Improvement Measure TR-2: Warning System (see Page 22) 

With the provision of these recommended measures, the effect of the Project on the surrounding 

transportation network would be minimized. 
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Kl TELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING I PLANNING 

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

Fl SCOPE F 
1726 ission Street (2015-002026E Tra on rcui n 

emorandum 

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

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

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

TASK 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

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

TASK 2: EXISTING CONDITIONS 

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

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

FILENAME: H: IPROJFILEl19814 - SF 1726-1730 MISSION ST TRANS ASSESSMENTIADMINIPIFINAL SOWJ19814_1726 MISSION 

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

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

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

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

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

TASK 3: PROJECT TRAVEL DE D ESTIMATES 

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

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

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

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

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

TASK 4: TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

TASK 5: RELATED PLANS (EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS AND UNI FORWARD) 

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

KAI will also describe completed and/or planned improvements under the EN EIR, as well as the status of the ongoing 
Muni Forward and Bicycle Plan projects identified in the vicinity of the Project. 
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KAI will identify project-generated impacts to the transportation network under the Existing plus Project and 2030 
Cumulative scenarios. Mitigation measures, as developed in the EN EIR, will be applied to improve operations where 
significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures, also from the EN EIR, will be 
applied where non-significant impacts have been identified. All mitigation and improvement measures will be linked 
back to the EN EIR, as appropriate. Any new Project-specific mitigation and/or improvement measures will be noted. 

TASK 7: SU MARY/CONCLUSIONS 

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

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

Technical Analysis 

Preparation of Draft 
Memo 

City Review and 
Comments 

Second Draft Memo 

City Review 

Screencheck Final 

City Review 

Final Memo Approval 

Notes: 

This schedule includes the following assumptions: 

No changes to the Project description are made. 

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

review period for the Screencheck. 

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

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 

KAI task 

City task 

Scope of Work 
Pages 

Milestone/deliverable 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

SCOPE OF WORK 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND APPROVAL 

Date: April, 2016 

Transmittal To: KAI 

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

[;g'} Approved as submitted 

0 Approved as revised and resubmitted 

D Approved subject to comments below 

D Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 

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

www.sfplanning.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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installation 
Technical 
data 

Pages 

To be perfor­
med by the 
customer 
Description 

Standard Type 663-350 

r-so--t501 

520 for vehicle up to 5.00m=16'4" long 
(540 for vehicle up to 5.20 m 17' long) 

Compact Type 663-330 

"' O'\ 
O'\ 

J 
Garage with door in front of the 
car parking system 

Exklusive Type 663-370 

e. 
.c .,, 
.iii 
:c 

"' .... 

l 
Notes 

For dividing walls: cutting through 
10x 10 cm (for pipes). 

@; Dimensions A1, A2 and A3 must be 
coordinated with the door supplier. 

ii If the total height is greater, the max. 
vehicle height for the upper parking 
space increases accordingly. 
Potential equalization from foundation 
grounding connection to system 
(provided by the customer). 

fi· In compliance with DIN EN 14010, 
10 cm wide yellow-black markings 
compliant to ISO 3864 must be applied 
by the customer to the edge of the pit 
in the entry area to mark the danger 
zone (see »load plan« page 3). 

~ Load increase possible only for EB 
against surcharge. 

Page 1 ofS 

Product Data 
Stack Parker 

(€ 
CONFORMITY 

663 

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

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

*=Standard Type **=without car 

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

Mfiim@tjM 
fh l .. ijij&N@M 

EHIH·• 480 150 

Wffi•I 
*MIH·• 540 110 

1.90m 

max. 2000 kg ••• 

max. 500 kg ... 

- =Special design: EB max. 25.00 kg/wheel load max. 625 kg 

Standard passenger car 

Standard station wagon 

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

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

Phone +49·7565-508-0 
Fax +49·7565-508-88 

E-Mail info@multiparking.com 
------- --·-'"-! __ _._! ___ ---
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Stack Parker 6631 Code number 583.91.490-0041 Version 09.2009 

Single Platform (EB) 

tl 
Single Platform (EB) 

[I]J·o 

"'"' EN 

' 

_j ._,. ,.... 

+ B2 U B3 Umin. 20 

Single Platform (EB) 

EB EB 

+ B4 U Bs ++min. 20 

Double Platform (DB) 

rn 
+ B1 + 

Double Platform (DB) 

Jo 
N 
N 

DB DB 
I I 

B3 

Double Platform (DB) 

DB 

I 

B4 
++ 

DB 

I 

Bs Umin. 20 

cus~~IE!.Platfonn111idthL ~-' ~~ 
460* ,,,l L,_/f?,<l,,J L~ 

L,, 470 l c_';()()_J' 490' 
, __ ,,,48_0 __ ~-' c_510_J L20Q_, 
~._,,_4J,Q_,, ,,,~L :.,gQ_, L21Q,,l 
, ___ ,,,,,,l,<JQ____, L,J,~C>,,,J c.?lL 

Single and Double Platform (EB+ DB) - Example 

! 
I 

EB 
I 
i 

B1 

I 
I 

DB 

I 
I 

Carriageway in accordance 
with local re ulations 

Single and Double Platform (EB+ DB)- Example 

EB DB DB 
Jo 

N 
N 

~~'~~~'~-I 
82 B3 !+min. 20 

Carriageway in accordance 
with local re ulations 

Single and Double Platform (EB+ DB) 

EB DB EB DB 

I I 

B4 ++ Bs Umin. 20 
Carriageway in accordance 
with local re ulations 

Page 2 of 5 

EB • EB 

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

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

m ' 

DB DB 
I I 

CJ CJ __ _ 

L"'"""-"'::'.".'~"·"''"'""'' tcl-'!.Olr.,,nt1~'!:"~--"'ldt)1QF L,,,,L,,,,, '--~ ,; 
L,,,,,,,,,.,"""----· ,.CL,,,,,,,,,~"~·--~ L~----' L,}<1__: 

'----"""'=------ -· -----·~~---' ,,,,1L '-~ 
'.,,,,,,_,,,L="-~ .. ----··-.l L --,,,-~:7-------' ;,,,,1L L~ 
'-----=:"'-''''''"' L,,,,,, _ _,_,,=,,_,,_, _j ,_,:2{)__, ~-' 
L.,,_,,,,=J.L'-------l L,,,,,,,,=~,'C,,,,,,,,l ~_J ,__/I_()__ 

* = standard width (parking space width 2.30 m) 

Klaus Multiparking. 
OF w OF ~ 

Carriageway in accordance 
with local re ulations 

End parking spaces are generally more difficult to drive into. Therefore we recommended for end parking spaces our wider platforms. 
For the greatest possible ease-of-use, we recommend platform widths of250 to 270 (EB) or 500 (DB). 
P~rki.n_g,on standar~ wid.th.platfo~.ms ~ith_la'.~:r.ve~i~~es 1'.1a~ ~.ake getting into and out of the vehicle difficult. This depends on type 
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Stack Parker 6631 Code number 583.91.490·004 I Version 09.2009 

maximum 
descending 
slope4 % 

maximum 
ascending 
slope 14 % 

Page 3 of 5 

The illustrated maximum approach angles must not be exceeded. Incorrect approach angles will cause 
serious maneouvring & positioning problems on the parking system for which the local agency of Klaus 
accepts no responsibility. 

Forces in kN 

', ,, '•' .... 
250 

t+12 +12t 

$ 
,: 

~ ClJ 

•••• 

.<::bi) 

"' "' :: 
'D ·w a. 
N :c ClJ '$-20 -20$: I ClJ ,;, +55 "' "' +55 : 
N :+-+3.5 +3.5-+L' N 

.•. ,$+25 +25$' 

'-+-- : 

' 

i! ! EB 
•: 

.• ++15 +15+ 

~fr= P2+ 216 

~ 520 (540) B1 

Units are dowelled to the floor. Drilling depth: approx. 15 cm. 
Floor and walls below the drive-in level are to be made of concrete (quality minimum C20/25)! 

*=Colors used in this illustration are not ISO 3864 compliant 

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

DB 

B2 l l B3 l l B2 

: .·. J' \' 

I t+12 +12t 
' 

IL 

• ' 
,.$-25 
; +80 

-25$ 
+80 

:-+4 +4-
$+35 +35$: 

k 
'•' 

I• DB 
++20 +20+ .· 

Markings compliant to ISO 3864* 

t±= B1 =±i 

B1. B2. B3 = (see table on page 2) 

~ Free space for vertical pipelines, 
~ ventilation branch canals 

Free space for horizontal 
ducting 

A roach level 

Free space only applicable if vehicle 
is parked forwards= FRONT FIRST 
and driver's door on the left side. 

( ) = Dimensions in brackets 
illustrate an example for usable 
platform width 230/460 cm. 

Example for ventilation branch 
canal and/or vertical pipelines. 
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Stack Parker G63 I Code number 583.91.490-004 I Version 09.2009 

to the next 
system 

Conduit EN 25 (M25) 
height:+ 1.70 m 

Conduit EN 25 (M25) 
height:+ 1.10 m 

Generally, this parking system is not suited for short-time parkers 
(temporary parkers). Please do not hesitate to contact your local 
KLAUS agency for further assistance. 

Low-noise power units mounted to rubber-bonded-to metal 
mountings are installed. Nevertheless we recommend that parking 
system's garage be built separately from the dwelling. 

- wall recess plans 
- maintenance offer/ contract 
- declaration of conformity 
- test sheet on airborne and slid-borne sound 

See separate sheet regarding corrosion protection. 

If the permissible drop opening is exceeded, railings are to be 
mounted on the systems. If there are traffic routes nextto or behind 
the installations, railings compliant to DIN EN ISO 13857 must be 
installed by the customer. Railings must also be in place during 
construction. 

Environmental conditions forthe area of multiparking systems: 
Temperature range-10 to +40° C. Relative humidity 50 % at a 
maximum outside temperature of +40° C. 

o.oo 

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

Page4of 5 

,['I(),. ,Q.ufl~ly ~ _____ J>~rijlli()n___ _ ____ . , __ _P.()Sition ___ , t'rl!ljll_efl9'. 

2 

3 

4 

1 Electricity meter in the supply 

1 

1 

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

Jtri_gger charact_erj_s_tic__l<_()f.9_ 
Supply line 5 x 2.5 mm2 

(3 PH+ N + PE) with marked wire 

Jine __________ • 
in the supply 
line 

to main switch 

1 _a11ci_ J'f()l.,ct_i"._€_':01l_dlJctC>f ______ , '·--·-··--------- , 
Lockable main switch defined at the 

1 per unit 

1 per unit 

1 perunit 
··- -- ---··--·-· -- ··--·-- -- --·--· LE!~~.~~.~~~~~!:!J -------- -

5 1 Supply line 5 x 2.5 mm2 

(3 PH+ N +PE) with marked wire 
, _aflci_J'_rot"_ctive condu_ct()r_ _ ___ .. 

from main 
switch to unit 

1 per unit 

6 every Foundation earth connector comer pit 
(___I L.10 m _J l-.-.-.-.-________ ___J J!~~·-·~·-----' '--~~ 

7 1 Equipotential bonding in accordance 1 per 
with DIN EN 60204 from foundation system 

,___, __ ; ~f!~~-~ectorto the syste!:!:l.·--~-1 ----~ ~-------• 

J1<>..c , Description 

, __ ll_J, Terminal_[)ox _ ____ _ _________ -----------------
..-2.) , Con!fo_l line 3 x O.J2rnrn2_(PH_:1:_~:i:_~E)_ _ _ 
._l{l, ~11t_rol_line 7_)(1.5 mm2 wjth_~r~e_d_wir_e__a_n_cl_prote_ctiv_e_c()fl_<l_uct_()f _____ , 

._!!_. ,_c:l!"'~ingd<eVice ______ --·····--·--·----~----····-··----~-----
1_1~-' S()ntr_o_llirl•:5.i<!c5.lllrn~ith.111ar~e_ci!:'ire_and_r:iro_tectiv•con~ct_()r 
13 _i:iydrau~l!lli_t_5~2l<_\AJ,Sh~_E!:P~_e_(U_rre_nt,__ll()_G_\l_/5_0_H_z__ _ ____ _ 
_ 14_ , • _(:()~t~ol lili_E! 5_l<J_.5 mm2 'Nit~ m_ar_kecl_wir_e_a_n_d_ilro_tect_i~_ccmdlJct_Dr ___ _ 

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

Normal sound insulation: 

DIN 4109, para. 4, Sound insulation against noises from building 
services. 

Table 4 in para. 4.1 contains the permissible sound level values 
emitted from building services for personal living and working areas. 
According to line 2 the maximum sound level in personal living and 
working areas must not exceed 30 dB (A). 
Noises created by users are not subject to the requirements 
(see table 4, DIN 4109). 

The following measures are to be taken to comply with this value: 
- Sound protection package according to offer/order 

(Klaus Multi parking GmbH) 
- Minimum sound insulation of building R' w = 57 dB 

(to be provided by customer) 

Increased sound insulation (special agreement): 

DIN 4109, Amendment 2, Information on planning and execution, 
proposals for increased sound insulation. 

Agreement: Maximum sound level in personal living and working 
areas 25 dB (A). Noises created by uset5 are not subject to the 
requirements (see table 4, DIN 4109). 

The following measures are to be taken to comply with this value: 

- Sound protection package according to offer/order 
(Klaus Multi parking GmbH) 

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

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

Section 
Dimensions 

Car data 

Page2 

Width 
dimesions 

Page3 

Approach 
Load plan 
Installation 

Page4 

Electrical 
installation 
Technical 
data 

Page5 

To be perfor­
med by the 
customer 
Description 

Stack Parker 6631 Code number 583.91-490-004 I Version 09.2009 

Any constraints that may be necessary according to DIN EN ISO 13857 
in -0rder to provide protection for the park pits for pathways directly in 
front, next to or behind the unit. This is also valid during construction. 
Railings for the system are included in the series delivery when 
necessary. 

Consecutive numbering of parking spaces. 

Lighting, ventilation, fire extinguishing and fire alarm systems. 

For the front area of the pit we recommend a drainage channel, 
which you connect to a floor drain system or sump (50 x 50 x 20 cm). 
The drainage channel may be inclined to the side, however not the 
pit floor itself (longitudinal incline is available). For reasons of 
environmental protection we recommend to paint the pit floor, and 
to provide oil and petrol separators in the connections to the public 
sewage network. 

If due to structural conditions strip footings must be effected, the 
customer shall provide an accessible platform reaching to the top 
of the said strip footings to enable and facilitate themounting work. 

According to DIN EN 14 010, a warning that identifies this danger 
area must be placed in the entrance area that conforms to ISO 3864. 
This must be done according to EN 92/58/EWG for systems with 
a pit (platforms within the pit) 10 cm from the edge of the pit. 

Multiparking system providing independent parking spaces for 
3 cars (EB), 2 x 3 cars (DB), one on top of the other each. 

Dimensions are in accordance with the underlying dimensions of 
parking pit, height and width 
The parking bays are accessed horinzotally (installation deviation± 1 %). 

Vehicles are positioned on each parking space using wheel stops on 
the right side (adjust according to operating instructions). 
Operation via operating device with hold-to-run-device using 
master keys. 
The operating elements are usually mounted either in front of the 
column or on the outside of the door frame 

Operating instructions are attached to each operator's stand. 
For garages with doors at the front of the parking system the special 
dimensional requirements have to be taken into account. 

- 2 steel pillars with base elements (mounted on the floor) 
- 2 sliding platforms (mounted to the steel pillars with 

sliding bearings) 
- 2 platforms 
- 1 mechanic synchronization control system (to ensure synchronous 

operation of the hydraulic cylinders while lowering and lifting the 
platform) 

- 2 hydraulic cylinders 
- 2 rigid supports (connect the platforms) 
- Welded hydraulic lines up to installed globe valve 
- Dowels, screws, connecting elements, bolts, etc. 
- The platforms and parking spaces are end-to-end accessible for 

parking! 

Page 5 of 5 

Any necessary wall cuttings according to page 1. 

Suitable electrical supply to the main switch and the control wire line 
must be provided by the customer during installation. The functionality 
can be monitored on site by our fitters together with the electrician. 
If this cannot be done during installation for some reason for which the 
customer is responsible, the customer must commission an electrician 
at their own expense and risk. 
In accordance with DIN EN 60204 (Safety of Machinery. Electrical 
Equipment), grounding of the steel structure is necessary, provided 
by the customer (distance between grounding max. 10 m). 

Cable conduits and recesses for operating device (for double wing 
doors: please contact the local agency of Klaus Multi parking). 

Operating device exposed Operating device concealed 

CJ [J
1i~i~~~~~Y IT;f ~ ~c;~i~~~~~Y 
level ;:: B B level 

0 
"-

~~ ~i"I; 
Conduit EN 25 (M25) w w 

- Mounting of contactor and terminal box to the wall valve, complete 
wiring of all elements in accordance with the circuit diagram 

- Costs for final technical approval by an authorized body 
- Main switch 
- Control line from main switch to hydraulic unit 

- Platform base sections 
- Adjustable wheel stops 
- Canted access plates 
- Side members 
- Central side member [only DB] 
- Cross members 
- Safety railings-alongthe upper, middle and lower platform 

(if required) 
- Screws, nuts, washers, distance tubes, etc. 

- Hydraulic cylinder 
- Solenoid valve 
- Safety valve 
- Hydraulic conduits 
- Screwed joints 
- High-pressure hoses 
- Installation material 

- Operating device (Emergency Stop, lock, 1 master key per 
parking space) 

- Terminal box at wall valve 
- Reed contact 

- Hydraulic power unit (low-noise, installed onto a console with a 
rubber-bonded-to-metal mounting) 

- Hydraulic oil reservoir 
- Oil filling 
- Internal geared wheel pump 
- Pump holder 
- Clutch 
- 3-phase-AC-motor (5.2 kW, 230/400V, 50 Hz) 
- Contactor (with thermal overcurrent relay and control fuse) 
- Test manometer 
- Pressure relief valve 
- Hydraulic hoses (which reduce noise transmission onto the 

hydraulic pipe 

The Klaus company reserves the right in the course of technical progress to use newer or other technologies, systems, processes, procedures 
or standards in the fulfillment of their obligations other than those originallv offered provided the customer derives no disadvantage from 
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1726-1730 Mission Street 
Travel Demand Summary 

s;ze !Description 
40 Total Units 
20 studio/1~BR 

20 2+BR 
33,643 gross sgft 

PDR 2,250 Total Sq Ft 
Source:NlJl!JmaArchil.ects,2015. 

Travel Demand Summary 
Md Daily o e 

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

Total 350 18 368 
Vehicle Trios 83 7 90 

Mode Residential 
In Out Total 

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

Total 40 21 61 
Vehicle Trios 9 5 14 

Residential Trip Generation and Parking Demand (SF Guidelines) 
Unit Tvoe Unfts Dallv Rate Parklna Demand 
Studio 0 7.5 1.1 
1 Bedroom 20 7.5 1.1 
28edroom 20 10.0 1.5 
2+ Bedroom O 10.0 1.5 

Total 40 8.75 1.30 

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

PM Peak Hour In/Out Splits 

Direction Resldential 

Inbound 
Outbound 

67% 
34% 

Non·.Work 
33% 
67% 

PDR(Man/lnd) 

17% 
84% 

Residential 
24 
20 
9 
7 

61 
14 

In 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

PM Peak Hour 
PDR 

1 
0.4 
0.2 
0.1 
2 
1 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 
PDR 
Out 
1 

0.4 
0.2 
0.1 
2 
1 

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

Total 
25 
20 
10 
7 

63 
15 

Total 
1 

0.4 
0.2 
0.1 
2 
1 

Non·.Work 
50% 
50% 

In 
16 
13 
6 
5 

40 
9 

1726 Mission Street- Transportation Assessment 
Technical Appendix 

Overall Total 
Out Total 
9 25 
7 20 
4 10 
3 8 

23 63 
6 15 
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In/Out Door Used 

In 1 
In 1 

Out 1 

7409 SW Tech Center Dr, Ste B150 
Tigard, OR 97223 

971-223-0003 

Mission St & Erie St 

Time 

1726 Mission Street - Transportation Assessment 
Technical Appendix 

Order Number: 137669 
Date: 3/29/16 

Notes 

17:00 2 Pedestrians make multiple trips unloading stuff 
17:21 
17:53 
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IS 

1650 MISSION STREET. #400 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 

WWW.SFPLANNING.ORG 

The City and County of San Francisco ("City'') is projected to grow substantially through 2040, and this growth 
will bring more cars. The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program is aimed at improving and 
expanding the City's transportation system, and it creates a policy framework for new private development to 
minimize its impact on the transportation system. The TDM Program helps ensure that new developments are 
designed to make it easier for residents, tenants, employees, and visitors to get around by sustainable travel modes, 
such as transit, walking, and biking. Property owners choose from a variety ofTDM measures, which are intended 
to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") associated with a particular type of development project. 

Planning Code Section 169 identifies the applicability for the TDM Program and establishes the TDM Program 
Standards. The TDM Program Standards contain the specific requirements necessary for a Development Project's 
compliance with the TDM Program. These requirements include submittal of one or more TDM Plans. The 
TDM Plan(s) shall document the Development Project's compliance with the TDM Program, including the 
Development Project's point target and associated TDM measures selected to achieve that point target. 

ISA 
In general, any Development Project that meets the applicability criteria of Planning Code Section 169.3 shall be 
subject to the TDM Program requirements, and must submit a TDM Plan. This includes projects that propose: 

• Addition/ Construction of ten ( 10) or more Dwelling Units 

• Addition/ Construction of ten ( 10) or more bedrooms of Group Housing 

• New construction resulting in 10,000 square feet of occupied floor area or more of any use other than 
Residential, excluding any area used for accessory parking 

• Any Change of Use of 25,000 square feet of occupied floor area or more of any use other than Residential, 
excluding any area used for accessory parking, if: 

• The Change of Use involves a change from a Residential use to any use other than Residential, or 

• The Change of Use involves a change from any use other than Residential to another use other than 
Residential. 

Projects that are 100% Affordable Housing, or projects that are for Parking Garages or Parking Lots that are not 
included within a larger Development Project, are exempt from the TDM Program requirements. 

Projects with a Development Application filed, or an Environmental Evaluation Application deemed complete on 
or before September 4, 2016, shall be subject to 50% of the applicable target requirement. Projects not meeting 
the above criteria, but which file a Development Application before January 1, 2018, shall be subject to 75% of the 
applicable target requirement. Projects submitting their first Development Application on or after January 1, 2018 
shall be subject to 100% of the target requirement. 

If the project is subject to the TDM Program per Planning Code Section 169.3, the Project Sponsor shall fill out 
and submit the accompanying application form, along with the associated application fee, at the time of submittal 
for the first Development Application for the project. 
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For projects that require a pre-application community meeting, the Project Sponsor must discuss potential TDM 
measures at the meeting and solicit feedback from the local community to be taken into consideration when 
preparing the proposed TDM Plan application for submission. In addition, if the project requires a Preliminary 
Project Assessment (PPA), the Project Sponsor is required to submit a draft TDM Plan with the PPA application. 

Once the TDM Plan is received, Planning Department staff will review the application for compliance with the 
TDM Program Standards in conjunction with review of the Development Application for the project. The project 
will be subject to the TDM Program Standards in effect on the date the TDM Plan application is accepted at the 
Planning Department. 

A project's TDM Plan will be :finalized prior to Planning Department approval of the associated building permit. 
The final TDM Plan will be recorded as a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City. Neither the 
Planning Commission or the Zoning Administrator can waive, reduce, or adjust the requirements of the TDM 
Program through the approval process for the Development Application. However, a Development Project's 
:finalized TDM Plan may be subsequently modified after the issuance of a building or site permit, in accordance 
with Planning Code Section 169.4 and the TDM Program Standards. 

All projects subject to the TDM Program must designate a TDM coordinator: the point of contact for Planning 
Department staff on the project's compliance with the TDM Program. The project's TDM coordinator will also 
coordinate a pre-occupancy site visit with Planning Department staff, and will submit Pre-Occupancy and 
Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting Forms along with the associated monitoring fee. These steps will help the 
Department ensure that the project will continue to comply with its TDM Plan. 

A 
The TDM Plan will be recorded on the property and will run with the property in perpetuity. Therefore, the 
property owner or a party designated as the owner's agent may submit the TDM Plan application. 

Please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org or at the Planning 
Information Center (PIC) located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco. For questions related to the 
Fee Schedule, please call the PIC at (415) 558-6377. 

Submission of a TDM Plan application includes an initial application submittal fee. Should the cost of staff 
time exceed the initial fee paid, an additional fee for time and materials may be billed upon completion of the 
hearing process or permit approval. Monitoring for compliance will occur once a year beginning 18 months after 
occupancy, or will occur once every 3 years for those property owners that are in good standing after a period of 5 
consecutive years. Such monitoring will be subject to a seperate application and associated fee. 

Development Projects consisting of24 or fewer Dwelling Units shall be exempt from the periodic compliance 
review fee and the voluntary TDM Plan update review fee, but shall otherwise be subject to the TDM Program, 
including the required payment of the initial application fee. 

Any land use that requires a TDM Plan, but will be occupied by a non-profit organization that will receive funding 
from the City to provide services at the subject property shall be exempt from all TDM application fees, provided 
it files a fee waiver application with the TDM Plan application at the time of submittal, and additional fee waivers 
with each Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting Form, and as needed if there is a voluntary TDM Plan update 
submittal. These non-profit fee waivers shall be revoked if a change occurs in the use or tenancy of the project, 
such that the minimum requirements for a waiver are no longer met. 

Following occupancy of a project, if a property owner wishes to change their TDM Plan and select different 
measures they may submit a TDM Plan Update application, so long as it would still allow them to achieve the 
required point target for their Development Project. The attached application will also be used for the TDM Plan 
Update application, and will require a Letter of Authorization from the property owner and a written description 
of any programmatic TDM measures to be offered. Additionally, for a TDM Plan Update application, a set of plans 
must be submitted showing any physical TDM measures. 
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1650 MISSION STREET #400 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 

WWW.SFPLANNING.ORG 

The attached application for a TDM Plan includes a basic project description, necessary contact information, 
more detailed project description tables that identify the proposed land use(s), relevant point target(s) for the 
project, and a TDM Menu worksheet that lists the various measures the project may select in order to meet 
the required point target. For any programmatic TDM measures you must include a written description of the 
services to be provided. For physical TDM measures, the plans associated with the Development Application 
must show the location, number, and/ or dimensions of these measures; however, a separate set of drawings is not 
required with the TDM application. Please answer all questions fully. Please type or print in ink and attach pages 
if necessary. 

For assistance in preparing a TDM Plan, the Department provides a number of resources available online. Please 

visit for more information. 

WHAT TO SUBMIT: 
1. One ( 1) original of this application signed by owner or 

agent, with all blanks filled in. 

2. A digital copy of all documents submitted (may 
be provided via CD or USB drive), containing the 
application and any other submittal materials that are 
available electronically. 

3. Additional Information for Programmatic TDM 
Measures: the application must be accompanied by a 
written description of the services to be provided for 
any programmatic TDM measures. 

4. A check made payable to the "San Francisco Planning 
Departmenf' for the required application fee amount. 
(See Fee Schedule and/or Calculator) 

Additionally, if you are not the property owner: 

5. Written documentation from the property owner 
designating the Applicant as an Authorized Agent. 

All plans and other exhibits submitted with this 
application will be retained as part of the permanent 
public record in this case. 

HOW TO SUBMIT: 
To file your TDM Plan application, please bring the 
application and all accompanying materials with you 
at the time of your intake appointment for the projecfs 
Development Application. 

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

Projects that only require a Building Permit Application or 
if the Building Permit Application is the first Development 
Application filed for the project, the TDM Plan 
application may be submitted in person at the Planning 
Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, first floor. 

Espanol: Si desea ayuda sobre c6mo llenar esta solicitud 
en espaiiol, por favor llame al 415-575-9010. Tenga en 
cuenta que el Departamento de Planificaci6n requerira al 
menos un dia habil para responder 

$~: •••*••••m$~•••&$••~• 
AA. ~\U:\(~415-575-90100 ~~;±~. :m111mw~~~?t 
p-i@IIf'!=S*IElBo 

Tagalog: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng 
application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 415-575-
9121. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning 
Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw na 
pantrabaho para makasagot. 
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Property Owner's Information 

Name: Sustainable Living, LLC 

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

Telephone: 

Applicant Information (if applicable) 

Name: Jody Knight Same as above D 

Company/Organization: Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 

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

Please Select Contact: 

Name: ____________ Email: 

Select 
Con tad: 

Name:------------ Email: 

Property Information 

Project Address: 1726-1732 Mission Street 

Email Address: jknight@reubenlaw.com 

Telephone: (4150 567-9000 
""·-·---·--~---~~---

~Owner D Applicant D Other (see below for details) 

______________ Phone: ________ _ 

IKI Owner D Applicant D Billing D Other (see below for details) 

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

Block/Lot(s): 3532 I 4A, 005 
-------

Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose. 1KJ See Attachment 
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LAND USE TABLES 

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates. 

Gross Floor Area and Occupied Floor Area are defined in Planning Code Section 102. 

Land Use Category A (Retail) 

Gross Floor Area {GFA) 

Occupied Floor Area (OFA) 

Number of Accessory Parking Spaces 

Target Points 

Land Use Category B (Office) 

Gross Floor Area {GFA) 

Occupied Floor Area {OFA) 

Number of Accessory Parking Spaces 

Target Points 

Land Use Category C (Residential) 

Gross Floor Area {GFA) 35,893 

Occupied Floor Area {OFA) 

Number of Accessory Parking Spaces 22 

Target Points 

Land Use Category D (Other) 

Gross Floor Area {GFA) 2,250 

Occupied Floor Area (OFA) 

Number of Accessory Parking Spaces 0 

Target Points 
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TOM PLAN WORKSHEET 

B; or 

Bicycle Parking: Option C; or 

Bicycle Parking: 

Showers and Lockers 

Bike Share Membership: A; or 

Bike Share Membership: Location 

Bicycle Repair Station 

Bicycle Maintenance Services 

... -----------------··--

1 @ 

1 @ 

2 @ 

3 @ 

4 @ 

1 @ 

1 @ 
-------------------· 

2 @ 

1 @ 

1 @ 

---.···---···---- ..... - . . --------- ------------------

@ -
@ @ @ 

@ @ @ 

@ @ @ 

@ @ 4 -
@ @ 

@ ------ -------------- --··---~- -----------··--------

@ 

@ 

@ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Fleet of Bicycles 

Bicycle Valet Parking 

Car-share Parking and Membership: A; or 

Car-share Parking and Membership: or 

Car-share Parking and Membership: C; or 

Car-share Parking and Membership: or 

Car-share Parking and Membership: 

Delivery Supportive Amenities 

Provide Delivery Services 

Family TDM Amenities: 

Family TDM Amenities: 

On-site Childcare 

Family TDM Package 

A; or 

Shuttle Bus Service: B 

@ = applicable to land use category. 

@ = applicable to land use category, see fact sheets for 
further details regarding project size and/or location. 

® = applicable to land use catgory only if project 
includes some parking. 

= not applicable to land use category. 

= project sponsor can select these measures for 

1 

1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

4 

6 

8 

7 

14 

@ @ @ -
@ -
® ® ® ® 

® ® ® ® 
------------------

® ® ® ® 
-------------- "" _____ 

® ® ® -
® ® ® -
@ @ @ --

@ ® @ -
@ ® @ -
@ @ @ -
® @ @ -
@ @ @ ----------------- -- ---- ---------------------

@ @ @ -
NOTE: Please tally the points on the next page. 
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NOTE: A project sponsor can only receive 
up to 14 points between HOV-2 and HOV-3. 

B; or 

C; or 

D; or 

E; or 

F;or 

® 2 

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

® 
4 

5 ® 
-- ---- ------

6 ® ® 
···················································································································-······--···-··----· .. ·------------- ... 

Vanpool Program: G 7 ® ® 

-----·-----------------~~--~~~-----~~-

Multi mod al Wayfinding Signage 1 ® 

Real Time Transportation Information Displays 1 ® _1_ ® 
Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: A; or 1 ® --- -- --------------------- --· ... ·--·-------······ 

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: B; or 2 ® -
Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: C; or 3 -
Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: 4 -
Healthy Food Retail in Underserved Area 2 

On-site Affordable Housing: ,~;or 

On-site Affordable Housing: or 

On-site Affordable Housing: or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: F; or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: 

Parking Supply: J; or 

Parking Supply: 

® = applicable to land use category. 

@ = applicable to land use category, see fact sheets for 
further details regarding project size and/or location. 

® = applicable to land use catgory only if project 
includes some parking. 

= not applicable to land use category. 

.···. = project sponsor can select these measures for 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

2 

2 

1 

2 

3 

®® 
®® 

----------- ------------- -

@® 

®® 
® 

® 
® 

®® 
@® 
@® 

®® 
® 

® 
® 

4 ® ® 

®® -
®® 4 --- .. ---- ---- . ·------

®® --
®® ---
® ® 

® 
® 

® -__________________________________ _. _ _. _______ _. ______ ,. _______________________________ ,, __________________________ ~--

5 ® ® 
-- -------·-------------

6 ® ® 
® ® 

® 
® 

--
® -7 

8 

9 

-- ·---------------·--······· ---------- ···-····-" ·········---------------- ···-----···-------

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

10 

11 

® 
® 

® 
® 

® -
® --

Land Use Category Totals 

A B C D 
Retail 

Point Subtotal from Page 1:_ 

Point Subtotal from Page 2:_ 

Office Residential Other 

7 

10 

17 
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Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 

a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 

b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

c) The TOM Program Standards included multiple options to meet the target, and of those options, the owner has 

selected the TOM measures included in the TOM Plan application. 

d) Other information or applications may be required. 

Signature 

Authorized Agent 

Relationship to Project 
(Le. owner, Architect, etc.) 

For Department Use Only 

( 415) 567 -9000 

Phone 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: ______________________ _ 

Jody Knight 

Name (Printed) 

jknight@reubenlaw.com 

Email 

Date:--------------
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~ TRANSPDRWIDN 
~ DEMAND MANAGIMINT 

LOCATION: 

Address: 

TAZ: 

APN: 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS: 

COMMENTS: 

TDM Tool Results 
April 14, 2017, 7:18 pm 
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4/14/2017 

Category C Residential 
PARKING 

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

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

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 

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

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

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

ACTIVE-Sa Bicycle Repair Station (pdf/measurelact5a.pdf) 

http://www.sfldmtool.org/ 

San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Tool (SF TDM Tool) 

Yes +4 Neighborhood Parking Rate: 0.62 

Location B 

+2 Neighborhood Parking Rate: 0.62 

Project Parking Rate: 0.55 Option B 

No Option A Option B 

Yes +4 

"Option A '~'Option B ~·Option C "' Option D 

No >1,000feet <;1,000feet 
(Click here for the bay area bike share station map) 
(http://www.bayareabikeshare.com/stations) 

Yes +1 

No 

Category C - Residential 

Current Point: Target Point: 

17 14 

1/1 
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411412017 

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

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

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

CAR SHARE 

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

DELIVERY 

DELIVERY-1 Delivery Supportive Amenities 
(pdf/measure/deli1 .pdf) 

FAMILY 

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

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

httpJ/www.sftdmtool.org/ 

San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Tool (SF TDM Tool) 

Yes +1 

No 

No 

No 

Option A Option B Option C . Option D 

Option E 

Yes +1 

Yes +1 <'Option A,= Option B 

No 

Category C - Residential 

Current Point: Target Point: 

17 14 

1/1 
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4/14/2017 San Franciscc Transportation Demand Management Tool (SF TDM Tool) 
.......... - ......... .-....... .:;;...,,, ................. ,1'6 .... " ........ .,, ...... , •. , ................. , 

Category C - Residential 
FAM-3 Family TOM Package (pdf/measurelfam3.pdf) 

Current Point: Target Point: 
HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLES 

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

HOV-2 Shuttle Bus Se1Vice (pdf/measure/hov2.pdf) No Option A Option B 

COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION 

INFD-1 Multimodal Wayfinding Signage 
(pdf/measure/info1.pdf) 

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

INF0-3 Tailored Transportation Marketing Services 
(pdf/measure/info3.pdf) 

LAND USE 

LU-2a On-site Affordable Housing (income >55% SSW/o AMI) 

http://www.sftdmtool.org/ 

No 

Yes +1 

No 

Option A Option B Option C Option D 

1/1 
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Appendix D. Planning Code Compliance 

Project Description: 

40 residential units (20 1-bedroom, and 20 2-bedroom) = 27,145 gsf 
1,000 gsf commercial/retail 
27 vehicle parking spaces (residential) 
40 bicycle parking spaces (40 Class 1 and 2 Class 2 spaces for residential/no Class 1 and 2 Class 2 spaces 
for retail) 

Zoning: Urban Mixed Use (UMU) 

Planning Code Planning Code Proposed Project Existing 

Topic Reference Requirement Conditions 
Vehicle § 151 Residential One per dwelling unit 40 spaces provided 
Parking = 40 spaces (compliant) 

(Off-Street) § 151 Retail If occupied floor area < 
None provided 

n/a 
5,000 sf 

(compliant) = 0 spaces 
Car-Share § 166 Residential 50 - 200 dwelling units None provided 

Parking = 1 space (complaint) 
n/a 

(Off-Street) § 166 Retail 0 to 24 parking spaces None provided 
= 0 Car-Share spaces (compliant) 

Bicycle § 155.2 One Class 1 per dwelling 40 Class 1 spaces 
Parking Residential unit = 40 Class 1 spaces provided 

(Off-Street) (Table 155.2) (compliant) 

One Class 2 per 20 dwelling 2 Class 2 spaces 
units = 2 Class 2 spaces provided 

(compliant) 
n/a 

§ 155.2 Retail One Class 1 per 7,500 sf of 
None provided 

(Table 155.2) occupied floor area= 0 
(compliant) 

Class 1 spaces 
One Class 2 per 750 sf of 2 Class 2 spaces 
occupied floor area= 2 provided 

Class 2 spaces (compliant) 

Freight § 152 Residential 0 to 100,000 gsf = 0 space None provided 
Loading (Table 152) required (compliant) 

n/a (Off-Street) § 152 Retail 0 -10,000 gsf = O spaces None provided 
(Table 152) required (compliant) 

Pedestrian § 138.1 Streetscape and Pedestrian 
Does not apply 

Improvements Improvements 

TOM Program (to come} Applies {see Appendix E) 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation CBOS) 
jscottweaver@aol.com; jknight@reubenlaw.com 
Givner Jon (CAD; Stacy Kate (CAD; Bvrne Marlena (CAD; Jensen. Kristen (CAD: Rahaim. John (CPC); 
Sanchez Scott (CPC); Gibson. Lisa (CPCl; Rodgers. AnMarje (CPCl; Starr Aaron (CPC): Navarrete Joy (CPC); 
Lynch Laura (CPC); Jain. Devyanj (CPCl; Aiello Hoagland. Linda (CPC); BOS-Supervjsors; BOS-Legislative Aides; 
Calvillo Angela (BOS); Somera. Alisa CBOS); Goldstein Cynthia CBOA): BOS Legislation CBOS) 

HEARING NOTICE: Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission Street - Appeal 
Hearing on July 25, 2017 

Tuesday, July 11, 2017 1:27:30 PM 
imageOOl.png 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order before the 

Board of Supervisors on July 25, 2017, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal regarding the Exemption 

Determination for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter: 

Hearing Notice - July 25. 2017 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 
below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170808 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 

brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• &rJ1 Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under 

the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be 

redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with 

the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 

Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and 

copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information­

including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board 

and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the 

public may inspect or copy. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeal and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, July 25, 2017 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 170808. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the determination of exemption from environmental review under 
the California Environmental Quality Act issued as a Community 
Plan Evaluation on May 24, 2017, approved on June 1, 2017, for 
the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street, 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 
Production, Distribution and Repair, and 22 off-street parking 
spaces within the urban mixed-use zoning district and a 68-X height 
and bulk district. (District 9) (Appellant: J. Scott Weaver, on behalf 
of Our Mission No Eviction) (Filed July 3, 2017) 

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: July 11, 2017 1412



Hearing Notice - Exemption Determination Appeal 
1726-1730 Mission Street 
Hearing Date: July 25, 2017 
Page 2 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments prior to the time the 
hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this 
matter and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to 
this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information 
relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, July 21, 2017. 

DATED/MAI LED/POSTED: July 11, 2017 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. 170808 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Description of Items: Public Hearing Notice - Hearing - Appeal of CEQA Exemption 
Determination - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission Street 

I, Brent Jalipa , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: July 11, 2017 

Time: 8:45 a.m. 

USPS Location: Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July 10, 2017 

File No. 170808 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Planning Case No. 2014-002026ENX 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office one check, 
in the amount of Five Hundred Seventy Eight Dollars ($578) 
representing the filing fee paid by J. Scott Weaver, on behalf of 
Our Mission No Eviction, for the appeal of the CEQA Exemption 
Determination for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission 
Street. 

Planning Department 
By: 

Print Name 

ature and Date 

---------------------- -------- --------
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation. CBOS) 

jscottweaver@aol.com; jknjght@reubenlaw.com 
Gjvner. Jon CCAT); Stacy. Kate (CAT); Byrne. Marlena (CAT); Jensen. Kristen (CAT); Rahaim John (CPC); 
Sanchez Scott (CPC); Gibson Lisa (CPC); Rodgers AnMarie (CPC): Starr. Aaron (CPC); Navarrete. Joy (CPC); 
Lvnch Laura (CPC); Jain. Dewanj (CPC); Ajello Hoagland Linda (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; 
Calvillo. Angela (BOS); Somera. Alisa (BOS); Goldstein Cvnthja (BOA); BOS Legislation. (BOS) 

Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission Street - Appeal Hearing on July 25, 
2017 

Monday, July 10, 2017 4:09:10 PM 
image001.png 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order before the 

Board of Supervisors on July 25, 2017, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below a letter of appeal filed 

for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street, as well as direct links to the Planning 

Department's timely filing determination, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Exemption Determination Appeal Letter - July 3. 2017 

Planning Department Memo -July 7. 2017 

Clerk of the Board Letter - July 7. 2017 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 

below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170808 

Please note that the hearing date is swiftly approaching. Our office must notice this appeal hearing 

tomorrow, Tuesday, July 11, 2017. If you have any special recipients for the hearing notice, kindly 

provide a list of addresses for interested parties to us in Excel spreadsheet format by 11:00 am, July 

11, 2017. 

Thank you, 

BrentJalipa 
Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 

brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• 1111ft:'J1 Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under 

the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be 

redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with 

the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
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Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and 

copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information­

inc/uding names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board 
and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the 
public may inspect or copy, 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

July 7, 2017 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 

Devyani Jain, Acting Deputy Environmental Review Offic~ 
Appeal Timeliness Determination-1726-1730 Mission Street 
Planning Department Case No. 2014-002026ENV 

An appeal of the Community Plan Evaluation (CPE) for the proposed project at 1726-
1730 Mission Street (Planning Department Case No. 2014-002026ENV), was filed with the 
Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors on July 3, 2017, by J. Scott Weaver 
(Appellant) on behalf of Our Mission No Eviction. As explained below, the Planning 
Department finds the appeal to be timely filed. 

Date of 30 Days after Approval 
Appeal Deadline 

Date of Appeal 
(Must Be Day Clerk of Timely? 

Approval Action Action 
Board's Office Is Open) 

Filing 

June 1,2017 July, 1, 2017 July 3, 2017 July3, 2017 Yes 

Approval Action: On May 24, 2017, the Planning Department issued a Community Plan 
Evaluation (CPE) for the proposed project The Approval Action for the project was 
Large Project Authorization by the Planning Commission, which occurred on 
Ju_ne 1, 2017 (Date of the Approval Action). 

Appeal Deadline: Section 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
states that any person or entity may appeal an exemption determination (including a 
CPE) to the Board of Supervisors during the time period beginning with the date of the 
exemption determination (including a CPE) and ending 30 days after the Date of the 
Approval Action. The 30th day after the Date of the Approval Action was Saturday, 
July 1, 2017. The next day when the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors was 
open was Monday, July 3, 2017 (Appeal Deadline). 

Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed the appeal of the exemption 
determination on Jul 3, 2017, prior to the end of the Appeal Deadline. Therefore, the 
appeal is considered timely. 

Memo 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July 7, 2017 

J. Scott Weaver 
West Bay Law 
4104 24th Street #957 
San Francisco, California 94114 . 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 415-554-5184 
Fax No. 415-554-5163 
Ti:>D/TTY No. 415-554-5227 

Subject: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - Proposed Project at 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

Dear Mr. Weaver: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated July 7, 2017, 
from the Planning Department regarding their determination on the timely filing of appeal 
of the CEQA Exemption Determination for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission 
Street. 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 31.16, a hearing date has been scheduled for 
Tuesday, July 25, 2017, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, 
CA 94102. 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by noon: 

20 days prior to the hearing: 

11 days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be 
notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

any docur:nentation which you may want available to 
the Board members prior to the'hearing. 

Continues on next page 
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1726-1730 Mission Street 
Appeal - Exemption Determination 
Hearing Date of July 25, 2017 
Page2 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies.of the docµmentation for distribution. 

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 
· hard copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make 
the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive 
copies of the materials. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, or Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718. 

Very truly yours, 

~-:r-~~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

c: Jody Knight, Project Sponsor, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, qeputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Linda Ajello Hoagland, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Greetings Director Rahaim: 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, July 03, 2017 11 :54 AM 
Rahaim, John (CPC) 
'Jon Givner'; Stacy, Kate (CAT); 'Marlena.Byrne@sfgov.org'; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, 
Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ajello 
Hoagland, Linda (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission Street -
Timeliness Determination Request 
Appeal Ltr 070317.pdf; COB Ltr 070317.pdf 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the CEQA Exemption Determination for the proposed 
project at 1726-1730 Mission Street. The appeal was filed by J. Scott Weaver on behalf of Our Mission No Eviction on 
July 3, 2017. 

Please find the attached letter of appeal and timely filing determination request letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Kindly review for timely filing determination. 

Regards, 

Lisa Lew 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
p 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Cleric's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

To: 

From: 

John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

\rAngela Calvillo 

July 3, 2017 

(2jClerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Determination of 
Exemption from Environmental Review - 1726-1730 Mission Street 

An appeal of the CEQA Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for the 
proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the 
Board by J. Scott Weaver on behalf of Our Mission No Eviction on July 3, 2017. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working 
days of receipt of this request. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, or Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718. 

c: Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devjani Jain, Acting Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Linda Ajello Hoagland, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
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Print Form 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Boa1·d of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

D 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

IZI 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 

D 5. City Attorney request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. 

D 9. Reactivate File No. I~-----~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

!clerk of the Board 

Subject: 

Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Community Plan Evaluation - 1726-1730 Mission Street 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Hearing of persons interested in or obje~ting to a Community Plan Evaluation issued by the Planning Department 
under the California Environmental Quality Act on May 24, 2017, for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission 
Street, approved on June 1, 2017, 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 Production, Distribution and Repair, and 22 off-street parking spaces within the urban mixed-use 
zoning district and a 68-X height and bulk district. (District 9) (Appellant: J. Scott Weaver, on behalf of Our Mission 
No Eviction) (Filed July 3, 2017) 

Page 1 of 2 
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