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July 3, 2017

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

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

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

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

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

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

$578 appeal fee for the CEQA appeal.

4104 24th Street # 957 » San F24Acisco, CA 94114 « (415) 317-0832



Page Two
CEQA Appeal

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 16t 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because the approval is based upon an out of date 2008 EIR prepared for the Eastern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 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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Page Three
CEQA Appeal

have conducted Project level review based upon up to date data and the actual
community benefits that have accrued since the adoption of the 2008 plan and did not.

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

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

o 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.

““‘“’LMV VA
J.-Scott Weave
| Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT T

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) ‘556‘ ;/lission st

B Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) [ First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) Suite 400
B Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) @ Residential Child Care Fee (Sec. 414A) giﬂgljﬁggi_sz‘?:%g
B Eastern Neighborhoods impact Fee (Sec. 423) 0 Other
Reception:
415.558.6378
Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 Fac
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
Case No.: 2014-002026ENX 415.558.6377
Project Address:  1726-1730 Mission Street
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District
68-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3532/004A and 005

Project Sponsor:  Jody Knight — Reuben, Junius & Rose , LLP
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

Staff Contact: Linda Ajello Hoagland — (415) 575-6823

linda.ajellchacagland@sfgov.org

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

PREAMBLE

On july 14, 2015, Jody Knight (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”), on behalf of Sustainable Living LLC
(Property Owner), filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a
Large Project Authorization for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Lots 0044, 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 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

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

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

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

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

On May 24, 2017, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
21083.3. 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 FRANCISCD 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 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 14% Street in the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning District. The property is
currently developed with a two-story, 11,200 square foot industrial building that is 20 feet in
height. The subject properties are located mid-block with a combined street frontage of
approximately 78 feet on Mission Street. The existing industrial building occupies the entire street
frontage and is built to the front property line. In total, the site is approximately 7,800 square feet.

3. Surrounding Properiies 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 13% Streets to the north, 14% 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 FRANGISCD 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 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 Coalitionn (SFHAC), and four letters opposing the project, expressing concern
over the height of the project, impacts to light and air to adjacent residential properties, increased
vehicular traffic and construction noise.

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

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

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

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

The subject Iots 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 iot to be provided at every residential level.

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

SAN FRANGISGO

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Street Fronfage 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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5
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~ June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street
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principal entrance to these spaces; and that frontages with active uses that are not residential
or PDR be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of
the street frontage at the ground level. ’

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

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

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

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

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

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

The. Project submitted a completed Environmental evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016.
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program
Standards, resulting in a target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its required
7 points through the following TDM measures:

e Bicycle Parking (Option D)

e  Bicycle Repair Station

o  Delivery Supportive Amenities

e Family TDM Amenities (Option A)

e Real Time Transportation Information Displays

e  On-site Affordable Housing (Option C)

e Unbundle Parking (Location B)

e  Parking Supply (OptionB)

NING DEPARTMENT 6
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Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

K. Unbundled Parking. Planning Code Section 167 requires that all off-street parking spaces

SAN FRANGISCO

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

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

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

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

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

. Shadow. Planning Code Sections 147 and 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by structures

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

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

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

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

PLANNING DEPARTRMENT 7
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Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026 ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

Q. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program in UMU Zoning District. Planning Code Section

SAN FRANGISCO

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

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

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

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

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

The Project includes approximately 35,893 gross square feet of new development comsisting 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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Motion No. 18931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
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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.

SAN FRANCISCO

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, commercigl, 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.

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 unigue 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 atiributes of the older buildings. It also
provides an opportunity for an increased visual interest that enhances and creates a special identity
with & unique image of its own in the neighborhood. Overall, the Project offers an architectural
treatment, which provides for contemporary, yet comtextual, architectural design that appears
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood

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

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

PLANNING DEPARTMERNT 9
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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.

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

H. Bulk limits.

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

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

SAN FRANCGISCO 1 O
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The Project, on balance, meets the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. See below.

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

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Policy 4.5

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

SAN FRANGISCO 11
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The Project will add 40 dwelling units to the City’s housing stock, and meets the affordable housing
requirements by providing for seven on-site permanently affordable units for ownership.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Project would construct a new six-story mixed-use building on the west side of Mission Street. The
scale of the Project is appropriate from an urban design perspective because it recognizes the significance of
this location along the Mission Street transit corridor, where the height limits were increased to 68 feet, as
part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. These increased height limits provide the opportunity to
support the City’s housing goals and public transit infrastructure. Overgll, 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 FRANCISCD 1 2
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Policy 12.2
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and
neighborhood services, when developing new housing.

The Project is located in proximity to many neighborhood amenities. The Project is located on Mission
Street and near Valencia Street, which provide a wvariety 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.

OBJECTIVE13
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING
NEW HOUSING.

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

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

The Project Site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 14,14R,
49, and 55. The 16% Street & Mission Bart Station is slightly more than a quarter mile to the south on
Mission Street. Residential mixed-use development at this site would support a smart growth and
sustainable land use pattern in locating new housing in the urban core close to jobs and tramsit.
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:

SAN FRANCISCO 1 3
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Assure that privately developed residential open spaces are usable, beautiful, and
environmentally sustainable.

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

OBJECTIVE 3:
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE

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

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

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24:
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

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

Policy 24.4:
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

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

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

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

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

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

OBJECTIVE 34:

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

SAN FRANCISCO 14
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Policy 34.1:

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

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

Policy 34.5:

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

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

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

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

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

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

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

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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

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

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

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

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies

Land Use

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

Policy 1.1.7

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

Policy 1.1.8

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

The Project will provide 2,250 square feet of replacement PDR space on the ground floor of the building

while also providing new housing on a site where none currently exists. Therefore strengthening the mixed
use character and maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and work.
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OBJECTIVE 1.2
IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED,
MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER.

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

Policy 1.2.2 ‘

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

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

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

Housing

OBJECTIVE 2.3

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

Policy 2.3.3

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

Policy 2.3.5
Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public funds and grants,

assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund community and neighborhood
improvements.

Policy 2.3.6

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

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

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

The Project will create forty residential units, seven of which are BMR units, on g 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 materigls 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.
Querall, the Project offers an architectural treatment that is contemporary, yet contextual, and that is
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The Project minimizes the off-street parking
to a single entrance along Mission Street.

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

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

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

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

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

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
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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 glong
Mission Street. The Project does not involve the creation of commercial office development. The
Project would enhance opportunities for resident employment and ownership in industrial and service
sectors by providing for new housing and PDR space, which will increase the diversity of the City's
housing supply (a top priority in the City) and provide new potential neighborhood-serving uses and
employment opportunities.

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

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

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

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

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

9. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the 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

SAN FRANCISCO 20
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

935




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

and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed. '

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

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

and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

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

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

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

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

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

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

%/w T ™
Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards
NAYS: Fong, Melgar

ADQOPTED: June 1, 2017
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story
industrial building and new construction of a six-story mixed-use building with 40 dwelling units and
2,250 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR space located at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Block 3532, Lots 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
Comumission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931. This authorization and the conditions contained
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

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

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

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

SEVERABILITY

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

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

1.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan EIR (Case No. 2014-002026ENV) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to
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avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project
Sponsor.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

DESIGN

7.

10.

11.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning
Department prior to Planning Department approval of the building / site permit application.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-5810, hitp://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, 1554, 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.sf-planning.org

SAN FRANGISCO 26
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

941



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

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

PROVISIONS

16. Anti-Discriminatory Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the Anti-
Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
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 information about complignce, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335,
www.onestopSF.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,
wwuw.sf-planning.org

MONITORING

21. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

OPERATION

22.

23.

24,

25.

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

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

Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. For
information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works,

415-695-2017,.hitp.//sfdpw.org/

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

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

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.

¢) 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

SAN FRANGISCO 29
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

944




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

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,
wuww.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 Development at 415-701-
5500, wyww.sf-moh.org.

¢) Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as
a Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction
permit.
For information about compiiance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department ai 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.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 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

SAN FRANGISCO 30
PLANNING DEPARTMERT

945



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

copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue
or on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at:
hitp://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.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.

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

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

hitp:/ /sanfrancisco.eranicus.com/ viediaPiaver.vhoview id=20&clip id=28002

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

http:/ /st-pianning.ore/ area-plan-eirs

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

May 30, 2017

Commissioners,

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

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

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 14" Street. This area is the
“(Gateway to the Mission”, an already gentrifying area and one that is seeing numerous projects,
proposed, entitled, and/or built in the immediate vicinity. The Department has not carefully
evaluated the project from the standpoint of its cumulative impacts on an area that already faces
challenges with respect to traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation, and open space,
and displacement — especially of its SRO tenants.

Context.

The proposed project (36 units) is being built in conjunction with a number of other
projects currently in the pipeline for the area. Pipeline projects between the intersection of South
Van Ness and Mission, and 16™ and Mission and one block either side of Mission (eight blocks)
are: 130 Otis Street (220 units), 1601 Mission Street (354 units), 1801 Mission Street (54 units),
1863 Mission Street (36 units), 1900 Mission Street (9 units), 1924 Mission Street (13 units),
1979 Mission Street (331 units), 198 Valencia (28 units), 235 Valencia (50 units), 80 Julian (9
units), 1463 Stevenson (45 units), and 1300 15* Street, (184 units — density bomus).
Additionally, there are two affordable housing projects, one at 1950 Mission Street (157 units),
and one at 490 South Van Ness Avenue (133 units). Total number of pipeline units, including
the proposed project are within two blocks either side of sausage factory is 1,659 units.
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Built after 2008, but equally applicable to any cumulative analysis are 1880 Mission
Street (202 units), 1501 15" Street (40 units), 380 14* Street (29 units) and 411 Valencia (16)
1587 15" (26 units) 1972 umits.

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

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

Cumulative Impacts Require Examination

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

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

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

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

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

Substantial New Information Negates the Exemption From Environmental Review.

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

Unfortunately, circumstances on the ground have rendered the 2008 PEIR out of date,
and it cannot be a reliable measure of environmental impacts of market rate development in the
Mission. It is well recognized that the Mission has already experienced extensive displacement
of its residents, so much so, that it is now in an advanced stage
gentrification. [ilip:/inissicnigcal.org/20186/80/s-mission-genvilicaticn-advanced/
Should the project proceed, it will cause significant economic and social changes in the
immediate area that will result in physical changes, not the least of which is displacement of
residents and buisinesses which will affect air quality, traffic and transportation, as well as
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 of luxury housing only makes matters worse. The most recent Nexus Study, commissioned
by the Planning Department, concluded that the production of 100 market rate rental units
generates a demand of 24 lower income households through goods and services demanded by the
market rate tenants. The affordable housing proposed by the project does not meet this demand.

2 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 PEIR was prepared, research regarding the extent
of increased automobile traffic and greenhouse gas emissions was not available.
There 1s now solid evidence that upper income residents are twice as likely to own a
car and half as likely to use public transit. (See Exhibit 3)

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

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

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

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

- The PEIR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint, nor
from that of the demand for housing. The specter of living within a few blocks of a
free ride to work has caused many tech employees to move to 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. (http://www.antievictionmappingproject.net/techbusevictions html )

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

These changed circumstances render the current PEIR obsolete. Further, 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)(1) requires a grant of conditional use only upon a finding
that “the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the

neighborhood or the community.”

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

The Propesed 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 abjectives as
follows:

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

* Increase Housing: To identify appropriate locations for housing in the City’s

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

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

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

Mission-wide goals include:

* Increase the amount of affordable housing.

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

* Preserve and enhance the unique character of the Mission’s distinct commercial areas.
» Minimize displacement.

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

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

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

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

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

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

More Rigorous Evaluation is Requested.

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

e

: % J. Scott%

JSW:sme
cc Plaza 16 Coalition
bce numerous
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SUMMARY

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

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

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

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

Memo
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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%! of which should be affordable. As mandated by law, the City provides the State
Department of Housing and Commumnity Development an annual progress report.? In November
2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all new housing
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to
low-income families as well as working, middle income families. 3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

either permanently or for a period of time.

Table 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
Acquisitions Units Total
A'\:fe:r:::;'e & Rehabs | Removed Entitled Total Net Total Cumulative
BoS Districts Housin and Small from Affordable | New Units | Entitled Housing
Dt & 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 2711 -21.3%
BoS District 3 205 6 (372) 16 951 302 | -11.6%
BoS District 4 10 - (437) 7 115 o8 | -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 6,400 | 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%
SAN FRANCISCO 4
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor
Districts ranging from ~197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). Negative balances in Districts 1
(-71%), 2 (-23%), 3 (-12%), 4 (-197%), 8 (-35%), and 11 (-60%) resulted from the larger numbers of
units removed from protected status relative to the net new affordable housing and net new
housing units built in those districts.

Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Acquisitions Units Total
A':I?(:r:aet:e & Rehabs :ﬁz ;r;ogerasx;l Removed Entitled Total Net Total cix':f::;:e
BoS Districts . and Small P from Affordable | New Units | Entitled .
Housing ) Replacement - N N Housing
N Sites . Protected Units Built 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

.. Very Low Low Total Net New Total_ Affordable
BoS District Moderate TBD Affordable A Units as % of
Income Income Units Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - - - - 19 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - - 25 0.0%
BoS District 3 - - 14 - 14 190 7.4%
BoS District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0%
BoS District5 - - 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 Q1 and 2016 Q4. This ten-year period
resulted in a net addition of over 28,300 units to the City’s housing stock, including almost 6,170
affordable unifs. A majority of net new housing units and affordable units built in the ten year

SAN FRANGISCO
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reporting period were in District 6 (17,160 or 61% and 3,240 or 53% respectively). District 10
follows with about 4,280 (15%) net new units, including over 1,350 (22%) affordable units.

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

Table 3

New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Total Total Net Affordable Units
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Middle | Affordable . as % of Total

Units Units Net Units
BoS District 1 170 - 170 340 50.0%
BoS District 2 37 - 37 871 4.2%
BoS District 3 161 2 42 - 205 951 21.6%
BoS District 4 10 - 10 115 8.7%
BoS District 5 439 174 96 - 709 1,744 40.7%
BoS District 6 1,982 727 507 23 3,239 17,158 18.9%
BoS District 7 70 29 - 99 530 18.7%
BoS District 8 82 15 - 97 1,115 8.7%
BoS District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,034 21.0%
BoS District 10 404 561 388 - 1,353 4,281 31.6%
BoS District 11 13 17 - 30 180 16.7%
TOTAL 3,364 1,628 1,151 23 6,166 28,319 21.8%

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

the VLI level.
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units

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

Table 4a
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2007-2016
BoS District 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 s::::ii:;s oo
Bos District 3 _1
BoS District 5 1
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 B;;i:fgs ':;:i::

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’ fauit. 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 (OMlIs). 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 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Condo owner Units Removed
BoS District . Demolition Ellis Out from Protected

Conversion Move-In
Status

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

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

affordable.

Table 7

Permitted Units, 2016 Q4

T Very Low Low Total Net New Total. Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affort_iable Units Units as % o'f
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 - 4 114 3.5%
BoS District 2 - ~ 11 - 11 271 4.1%
BoS District 3 - 12 4 - 16 302 5.3%
BoS District 4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1%
BoS District 5 108 50 38 - 196 598 32.8%
BoS District 6 235 483 242 - 960 6,409 15.0%
BoS District 7 - - - - 104 0.0%
BoS District 8 - 10 17 416 4.1%
BoS District 9 - 12 5 - 17 237 7.2%
BoS District 10 - 245 28 274 2,034 135%
BoS District 11 - - 9 - 9 297 3.0%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
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PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on April 1 and October 1 of each year.
Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by
going to this link: http://www.sf-planning org/index aspx?page=4272 .

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
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
4/6/15

| FILE NO. 150029 ORDINANCE NO. 53-15

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

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

/| the balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish

\! a bi-annual Housing Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of

Supervisors on strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance

. in accordance with San Francisco’s housing production goals; and making
- environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of
: consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,

Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in wm.('e wnderline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in s HgitatiesTHtes-ew-Romanfont
Board amendment additions are in douhle-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in smke:hmugh—ﬁaa#—fen
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Findings.
(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources

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

22 Supervisors in File No. 150028 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of ‘

23 Supervisors affirms this determination.

24 {b} On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19337, adopted %

25 s i findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the t
: Superdser Kim i
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E wide and within neighborhioods. (o make housing available for afl income levels and housing need

 types. to preserve the mixed income character of the City and its neighborhoods, to offset the

o development, and 1o enable public participation in derermining the appropriate mix of new housing
approvals, there is hereby extablisiied a requirement, os detailed in this Section 103, 1o monitor and

. respdarly report on the howsing balance between market rate housing and affordable housing,

Supengsor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2

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

herein by reference.

Section 2. The Pianning Code is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 to read
as follows:

SEC. 103. HOUSING BALANCE MONITORING AND REPORTING.

{a) Purposes. Ta mainiein a halance between new affordable and market rate housing Cirv-

withdrawal of existing housing unils from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room-occupancy

hotel units_to ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide

sufficient housing affordable 1o households of verv low, low, and moderate incomes, to ensure adequute

housing for families,_seniors and the disabled copumunity, to ensure that data on meeting affordable

housing targets Citv-wide und within neighborhoods informs the approval process for new housing

(b} Findings.

(1} In November 2084, the City voters enacted Proposition K, swhich established City

policto help construct or rekabilitate at leaxt 30 000 homes by 2020, More than 50% of this housing

would be atfordable for middie-class households, with ar least 33% affordable for low- and moderate-

SAN FRANGISGO
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i L6 in Rewy Board Year 2013, These numbers do not capiure the large number of owner buyouls of

- income hguseholds, and the City is expected to develop sirategies fo aclieve that goal. This section

' 103 sets forth @ method to track performance toward the City s Houging Element poals and the near-

\ rerm Proposition K goaf thar 33% of ail new jousing shall he affordable housing. as defined herein,

(2} The Ciry's rent stabilized and permanently affordable housing stock serves very low-,

love-,_and moderate-income families _long-time residents, elderly seniors, disabled persons and others,

The Ciry seeks to achieve and maintain an appropriate balgnee between market rate housing and

affordable honsing Citvewide and within neighborhoods because the availability of decent housing and

a sultable fiving environment for every San Franciscan is of vital importance._Atrainment af the City's

howsing goals reauires the cooperative participation of government and the private sector to expand

* housing opportunities (o accommodate housing needs for San Franciscans at all economic levels and 1o

respond 1o the unique needs of each neighborbood where housing will be located

£33 _For enants in unsubsidized housing, affordability is often preserved by the

Residential Rent Stabifization and Arbitration Ordinance ‘s limitations on the size of allowable rent

| increases. during arenancy, As.documented in the Budget and Legisfative Analvst ‘s October 2013

Policy Analvsis Repart on Tenant Displacement, San Francisco is experiencing g rise in unifs

withdrawn from rent comrols. Such rises often accompany periods of sharp increases_in properiy

values and housing prices. From {998 through 2013, the Rent Board reported a total of 13,027 no-fault

evictions {Le., evictions in which the renant had not violated any lease terms, but the owner sought to

regain possession of the unity. Toral evictions of all types have increased by 38.2% from Rent Board

Year {i.e. from March through February} 2010 to Rent Board Year 2013, During the same period Ellis

Aet evictions far outpaced other evictions, inereasing by 169.8% from 43 in Rent Board Year 2611 10

renants, which contribute further to the loss of rent-stabilized units from the housing market_Any fair

- assessment of the affordable housing balance must fucorporate into the calculation wnits withdrawa

U from rent stabilization,

Supersiser Kim
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1 (4) _Pursuant 1o Government Code Section 65384, the dssociation of Bay Areq
2 Governments (ABAG), in coordination with the California State Depariment of Housing and
3 1 Community Development {HCDY determines the Beay Areas regional honsing need based on regional
4 | trends projected job erowth, and existing needs. The regional housing necds assessment (RHNA)
5 determination includes production targers addressing housing needs of u range of household income
6 ! { categories_For the RIINA period covering 2013 through 2022 ABAG kax profected that at feaxt 38%
7 : of new housing demands for Sun Francisco will be from very low and low income households
8 ‘ thouseholdys earning under 80% of area median income), and another 22%% of new housing demands (o
9 ! beaffordable to households nf moderate means fearning between 80% and 120% of areq median
10 ‘ income}. Market-rate housing is considered hpusing with no income limits or special requirements
1 atached
12 ' (3} The Housing Element of the Ciry’s General Plan states: "Based on the growing i
13 W population, and smart growth goals of providing housing fn central areas like San Francisco,_near jobs
14 § and (ransit, the Stare Depariment_of Housing and Copmmity Development (HCDL with the
15 dssociation of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), estimates that in the current 204 3-2022 Housing
16 Element peried San Francisce must plan for the capacity for roughly 28 870 new units 37% of which
17 j;‘, shouid be suitable for howsing for the extremely fow. very low, low and moderate income howsceholds o
18 % meet its share of the region’s projected housing demand.” Obiective 1 of the Housing Element stafes
19 1 thar the City should “identifv and make available for development adeguate sites fo meer the Citv's
20 housing needs, especially permenently atfordable housing,” Objective 7 states thet San Francisco’s
21 i projecied affordabie housing needs for ewtpace the capacity for the City (o secure subsidies for now
22 affordable units.
23 £6} In 2012 the Ciry enacted Ordinance 237-12_the " Housing Preservation and
24 | Produwction Ordinance. ” codified in Administrative Code Chapter T0E 4, to require Plaming
25 ! Department staff to regularly report data on progress toward meeting San Francisco s guontified ‘
|
Suponvisor Kim
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i production goals for different houschold income levels as provided in the General Plan s [Housing

Element_Thar Ordinance requives data on the mmber of wnies in all stages of the housing producition

process ar various affordabiline fevels to be included in stoff repors an all proposed profects offive

o residential units or mare and in quarterdy howsing production reports to the Planning Commission_The

Planning Depariment has fong tracked the number of affordable housing units and 1otal number of

"\ housing wmits buile throughow the City and in specific areas and should be able 10 irack the ratio called

| forin this Section 103

(7} As the private market hasembarked upon, and gavernment officials have vrged, an

ambitions pragram te produce sienificant amounts of new housing in the City, the limited remaining

Q W N ! Db W N

available land makes it essential to assess the impact of the approval of neys market rate housing

developments on the availabilite of land for affordable housing and to encourage the deplovment of

12 | resources fo provide such housing,

13 {c) Housing Balance Calculation,

14 (1) For purposes ol this Section 103, " Housine Balance” shall he defined as the

15 | proporrion of aff new housing units affordable so houscholds of extremely low, very low, low or

16 | moderate income houscholds. as defined in California Health & Safety Code Sections 300795 et xeq..

17 . essuch provisions may be amended from time fo time_ro the fotal mumber of all new housing units for g

18  l0year Housing Balance Period,

19 (2} The Housing Balance Period shall begin with the first guarter of year 2005 to the
20 | lastquarter of 2014,_wnd thereatier for the fen years prior 1o the most recent calendar guarter.

21 (3} For each year that data is available, beginning in 2003, the Planning Pepartment
22 shall report net housing construction by income levels, as well as 1o1its thai have been withdrawn from
23 protection afforded by Ciry law, such as laws providing for rent-contralled and single residem

24 occupancy (SROJ units. The affordable housing categorivs shall include net nenw units, as well as

existing units that were previeusly not restricted by deed or regndatory agreement that are acquired for

It Supervisos Kim
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it preservation as permanently affordable housing as determined by the Mavor s Office of Housing and

Community Development (MOHCD} (o1 including refinancing or other rehabilitation under existing

| ownership), protected by deed or regulatory agreement for a minimum of 35 years. The report shall

include, by year, and for the latest guarier, all units that have received Temporary Ceriificares of

; I
}
i
|
|
j
i

Occupancy within that vear, a separale category for units that ohtaited a site or building permit, and

another category for units that have received approvef from the Planning Commission or Plapning

Department, but have not ye! obtained a site or building permil fo commence construction (except any

entitlements that have expired and not been renewed during the Housing Balance Period), Measter

planned entitlements, including but not imited to suck areas as Treasure Island, Hunters Point

Shipvard and Park Merced, shall not be included in this lauer category until individual building

entitlemenis or site permifs are approved for specific kousing projects. For each vear ar approval

status, the following categories shall be separately reporfed:

(A Exgremely Low Income Units, which are units available 1o individuals or

families making benveen 0-30% Area Median Income (AMD) as defined in California Health & Safery

Code Section S0106, and gre subject to price or rent restrictions befween 0-30% AMI;

g (B} Very Losw Income Units, sehich are units available to individuals or families

making heoween 30-50% AMI as defined in California Health & Safery Code Section 301035, and are

" subject 1o price or rent restricrions benveen 30-30% AMI:

i (C} Lower fncome Units, which are units available to individuals or familiex

making between 30-80% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 30079 3 _and are

subject 1o price or rent restrictions bepween 30-80% AMI:

(D} Moderate Income Units, which are units available to individugls or familics

| muking between 80-120% AMI and are subject to priee or rent restrictions bepween 80-120% AMI:

| (E} Middle Income Units, which are units available to individuals or familics

making besween 120-130% AML and are subject o price or rent restrictions bepween 1 20-150%% AMI:

Suponisor Kim
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(F1 Market-rate ynits,_which are units not subject to any deed or regudatory

agreement with price resirictions:

(G} Housing units withdrawn from protected stotus,_including units withdrawn

| from rent coptrol (except these unils otherwise converted Into permanently affordable housingi

i
i

¢ including afl units that have been subject to rent control wnder the San Francisco Residential Rent

Stabilization and Arhitration Ordinance bt that o property ovner remeves permanently fron the

rendal market through condaminitm conversion pursuant to Administrative Code Scetion 37, 9(ui(8)

demolition or altergrions fncluding dwelling unit mergers), or permanent removal pursuant to

' Administrarive Code Section 37.9(ai(10) ar remaval pursuant (o the Eilis Act wnder Administrative

| Code Section 37, Scai(l3);

fHi Public housing replacement units and substantiaily rehabilitated wnits

t} throuigh the HOPE SF and Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) programs, as well as other

' substantial rehabilitation programs managed by MOHCD,

) The Housing Balance shall be expressed as a percentage._obtained by dividing the

- cunndative total of extremely low, very low, low and moderate income affordable housing waits (all

ity 0-120%% AME minus the lost protecled units, by the total number of net new housing units within

. the Housing Balance Period_The Housing Balance shall alxo provide twe calculations:

(A3 the Cumulative Howuxing Balance,_consisting of housing unifs that have

would allow eccupancy of the units) within the 10-vear Housing Balauce Period, plus those units that

i have obrained a site or building permit._A separate calculation of the Cumudarive Housing Balance

shall also be provided, which includes HOPE ST and RAD public housing replacement and

substantially rehabilitated units (but not including veneral rehabilitation £ maintenance of public

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

Supervisor Kim
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1 within the Housing Balance Period The Housing Balance Reports will show the Cumylative Hoysing |
2 Balance with and withowt public housing included in the calcidation; and
3 : (B} the Projected Housing Balance, which shall include any residential project ‘
4 that has received approval from the Planning Conumission or Planning Department _even if the j
5 housing project has not yet abtained g site or building permit to commence construction (except any
6 entitlements that have expired and not been renewed during the Housing Balance period). Master
7 planned entidlements shall not be included in the ealerdation until individual building entitlements or
8 | site permils are approved.
9 {d)_Bi-annual Housing Balance Reports. \Within-30-days-of the-efective-date-of-this
10 Sesction-103By June 1, 2015, the Plamming Department shafl calenlate the Cupndative and Projecied
11 Hausing Balance for the most recent pwo quarters Citywide, by Supervisorial District, Plan Area, and
12 neighborhood Planning Districts, as defined in the anmual Housing frventory, and publish it as an
13 '4 eqsily visible and accessible page devoted 1o Housing Balance and Monitoring and Reperting on the
14 Planning Department’s website, By August September st and February March /st of each year, the
15 ‘1 Planning Department shall publish end update the Housing Balance Report,_and present this report at
16 i an informarional hearing to the Planning Cammission and Board of Supervisors, as well as to any
17 relevany bodv with geographic mirview over g plan area ypon request, along with the other guarterly
18 || reporting requirements of ddminisirative Code Chapter 10E.4. The annual report to the Board of
19 Supervis ¥ ion which resolution shall be introduced
20 by the Planning Deparment. The Housing Balance Report sholl also be jrearporated inie the
21 Annual Planning Commission Housing Hearing and Annual Report 1o the Board of Supervisors
22 required in Administrative Code Chapter 10E 4,
23 (&) Anpual Hearing by Bouard of Supervisors.
24 (13 The Board of Supervisors shall hold a public Housing Balance hearing on an annual
25 ' hasis by April 1 of each year, to consider progress towards the City's aflfordable housing goals,
i
Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 8
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1 l‘ including the goal of a minimum 33% affordable housing to low and modergte income hopseholds, ay
2 ; well as the Cirv’s General Plan Housing Element housing production goals by income caiepary. The
3 first hearing shall occur no later than 30 days affer the effective date of this ordinance, and by April 1
4 ) of each year thereafter.
5 (2} The hearing shatl include reporting by the Planning Department, swhich shall present
6 the latest Housing Balance Report City-wide and by Supervisorial District and Planning District; the
7 Mmor’s Office of Housing and Community Development_the Maver’s Office of Economic and
8 { Workinrce Developmens the Rent Stahilizaiion Board by the Depariment of Building Inspection, and
9 ! the Ciry Economist on strategices for gehieving and maintaining g houxing halance in dccordance swith
10 i, San Jrancisco s housing production goals, I the Cumdative Housing Balance has fallen below 33% in
11 any year, MOHCD shall determine how much finding Is required s bring the City: into a mininan
12 33% Housing Balance and the Mayor shall submir ro the Board of Supervisors a stratvey to accomplish
13 ; the minimism of 33% Housing Balance. Ciry Depariments shall at minimum report on the following
14 issues relevant to the annual Housing Balance hearing: MOHCD shall report on the annual and
15 projected progress by income category in accordance with the City s General Plan Heusing Elenent
16 ; housing production goals_projeeted shortalls and vaps in fiawding and site control, and progress
17 ‘ toward the City s Neighborhood Stabilization goals for acauiring and preserving: the affordability: of
18 , existing remal wnits in neighborfioods with hieh copcentrations of low and moderate income

18 | Bowseholds or historically high levels of evictions; the Digmming Department shall repory on ctorent

20 . and proposed zoning and land use policies that affect the City’s General Plan Housing Element
21 ‘ housing production goals; the Mavor s Qffice of Economic and Worktorce Developmeng shall report on

22 U cyrrent and proposed major development projects, dedicated public sites, and policies that affect the

i Supsrvisor Kim
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Ciny's General Plan Housing Element housing production goals: the Rent Board shall report on the

withdrawal or addition of rent-controfled units and current or proposed policies that affect these

numbers: the Department of Building Inspection shall repor: on the withdrawal or addition of

Residential Flotel units and current or proposed policies that affect these mumbers; and the City

s Fconomist shall report on annual and projected job growth by the income categories specified in the

i

Ciry's General Plan Housing Fllemens.

(3) All reporis and presemtation materials from the anmual Housing Balance hearing

i . . N
\shall be maintained by year for public access on the Planning Department s wehsite on its page

i devored 1o Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting,

Sectlion 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shali 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

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

i

| APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Altomey
IV | e—
VMARLENA BYRNE
Deputy City Attorney

|| nleganaas 2SI SH0aR 01005068 dat
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City and County of San Francisco Caty Mo
hd M 1 Dr. Cozlron B, Goadizt Flace
Tails Son Freeciron, CA WIO1-4439

Ordinance

Filo Number: 150029 Date Passed: Aprit 21,2015

QOrdinance amending the Planning Code o require the Planning Depantment to monitor the balance
between new marke! rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish a bi-annual Housing
Batance Report; requiring an annual bearing at the Board of Supervisors on strategies for achieving
and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with San Francisco's housing
production goals; and making environmentat findings, Planning Code, Section 302, findings. and
findings of consistency vath the General Plan, and the eight prority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1.

April 08, 2015 Land Use and Transpertation Committee - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT
OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE

April D5, 2015 Land Use and Transpentation Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDCED

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

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Chiistensen, Cohen, Famel, Kirn, Mar, Tang,
Wiener and Yee

April 21, 2015 Board of Supenvisors - FINALLY PASSED
Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Christensen, Cahen, Famrell, Kim, Mar, Tang,

Wiener and Yee
File Na. 150029 I hereby certify that the foregoing
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
4/21/2015 by the Board of Supervisors of
the City and County of San Francisco.
o4 Cado T
/  Angela Calvilio
Clerk of the Board
24 -}
af?/d/c%@& Aolz05
Mayor [ / Date Approved
Ciny gl Counsp of Sar Framaloe Puge Printed o J:43 pmiwn 472215
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APPENDIX B
CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS

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

1 Richmond 170 (569) 54 513 175 | -50.1%
2 Marina 2 24 (180) 2 282 160 | -34.4%
3 Northeast 191 6 (384) 12 753 271 | -17.1%
4 Downtown 1,682 851 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 35.1%
5 Western Addition 621 293 (207) 142 1,809 448 37.6%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 (239) 30 899 437 -1.0%
7 Central 18 (384) - 348 51| -91.7%
8 Mission 345 347 (540) 16 1,504 469 8.5%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 14.9%
10 South Bayshore 753 (76) 1 1,807 322 31.8%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 (184) - 73 20 68.8%
12 South Central 10 (375) 10 128 307 | -81L.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%
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

983




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

Acquisitions RAD Units Total
New & Rehabs Program & | Removed Entitled Total Net To_tal Fxpa ndt-ad
- S Affordable | Entitled |Cumulative
Planning Districts . and Small HopeSF from Affordable | New Units . .
Housing ) N _ Permitted Housing
. Sites Replacement| Protected Units Built .
Built R N Units Balance
Completed Units Status Permitted
1 Richmond 170 144 (569) 54 513 175 | -29.2%
2 Marina 2 24 138 (180) 2 282 160 -3.2%
3 Northeast 191 6 577 (384) 12 753 271 39.3%
4 Downtown 1,682 851 285 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 38.7%
5 Western Addition 621 293 919 (207) 142 1,809 448 78.3%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 132 (239) 30 899 437 8.8%
7 Central 18 107 (384) - 348 51 | -64.9%
8 Mission 345 347 91 (540) 16 1,504 469 13.1%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 276 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 16.3%
10 South Bayshore 753 436 (76) 1 1,807 322 52.3%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 268 (184) - 73 20 | 357.0%
12 South Central 10 - (375) 10 128 307 | -81.6%
13 Ingleside 119 - (179) - 547 93 -9.4%
14 Inner Sunset - 110 (189) - 103 36| -56.8%
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (432) 7 109 96| -202.4%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 22.5%
SAN FRANCISCO 25
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Table 2
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4

L Very Low Low Total Net New Total. Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate T8D Affordable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - - 20 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 3 - 8 143 5.6%
4 Downtown - - 96 - 96 2,024 4.7%
5 Western Addition - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4%
6 Buena Vista - - 20 - 20 172 11.6%
7 Central - - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 5 8 18 31 1,304 2.4%
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - 141 168 309 3,032 10.2%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 4 0.0%
12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1%
13 Ingleside - 915 - 284 1,199 1,021 117.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - - - - 14 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%
Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 —- 2016 Q4
" Total Affordable Units
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate Middle Affordable TOtal_N ot ] as %aof 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%
4 Downtown 1,048 338 273 23 1,682 5,630 29.9%
5 Western Addition 367 174 80 - 621 1,809 34.3%
6 Buena Vista 72 64 54 - 190 899 21.1%
7 Central 18 - - 18 348 5.2%
8 Mission 214 62 69 - 345 1,504 22.9%
9 South of Market 724 628 463 - 1,815 13,814 13.1%
10 South Bayshore 298 300 155 - 753 1,807 41.7%
11 Bernal Heights 240 - - - 240 73 328.8%
12 South Central - 10 - - 10 128 7.8%
13 Ingleside 70 32 17 - 119 547 21.8%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 103 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - 10 - 10 109 9.2%
TOTALS 3,364 1,628 1,149 23 6,164 28,319 21.8%
SAN FRANCISCO 26
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Table 4a

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of

Affordable Housing, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Planning District B::::'";;s t:i;f

2 Marina 1 24
4 Downtown 6 826
5 Western Addition 2 290
8 Mission 2 319
9 South of Market 7 301
TOTALS 18 1,760

Table 4b

Small Sites Program Acquisitions — 2015 - 2016
Planning District B:::)t;i:;s ':'J:i::
3 Northeast 1 6
4 Downtown 2 25
5 Western Addition 1
6 Buena Vista 1
8 Mission 5 28
9 South of Market 1
11 Bernal Heights 2
TOTALS 13 78
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Table 5

RAD Affordable Units

- L No of No of

Planning District Buildings Units
1 Richmond 2 144
2 Marina 2 138
3 Northeast 4 577
4 Downtown 3 285
5 Western Addition 8 919
6 Buena Vista 2 132
7 Central 1 107
8 Mission 1 91
9 South of Market 1 276
10 South Bayshore 2 436
11 Bernal Heights 2 268

12 South Central - -

13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110

15 Quter Sunset - -
TOTALS 29 3,483

987
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Table 6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

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

SAN FRANGISCO
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Table 7

Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4

Total
) o Very Low Low Total ) Aﬁ?rdable
Planning District Moderate TBD Affordable | Net New Units | Units as %

Income Income Units of Net
New Units
1 Richmond - 50 4 - 54 175 30.9%
2 Marina - - 2 - 2 160 1.3%
3 Northeast - 12 - - 12 271 4.4%
4 Downtown 83 207 14 - 304 2,124 14.3%
5 Western Addition 108 - 34 - 142 448 31.7%
6 Buena Vista - 10 13 30 437 6.9%
7 Central - - - - - 51 0.0%
8 Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4%
9 South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9%
10 South Bayshore - - - 1 322 0.3%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 20 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 - 10 307 3.3%
13 Ingleside - - - - - 93 0.0%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 7 - 7 26 7.3%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%

SAN FRANCISCO 30
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AN FRANCISCO

T

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

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

Office of Housing; these are also updated quarterly.

Affordability to be Determined

. . Percent of
RHNA New l:!nlts Entltlt_ad b_y RHNA Goals

Production Built Planning in Built and

Goals 2015 Q1 to 2017 Q1 En‘t’_'“ "‘;“b
2015 - 2022 2017 Q1 Pipeline* ffed by

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

168

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

fordable units (22% affordable).

Memo
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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,

\i\{ oberto Hernandez, Founder
{
1 Our Mission No Eviction
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APPLICATION FOR

1. Applioant and Project Information

Board of Supervisors Appeal F:

T CASE NUMBER:
| ForStattUsa only. ||

Sgw Frawesco St qyipY

Swﬂ' boecwe/“
,,,,, LI(O‘-(}‘-(‘\&&I&‘TS?. @1 ;5)3,} ,ox,g )\

&5ﬁ (Dea.w-\@,a.o( cmg

_NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION NAME: !

Owr N SSrom No (\U(C(wf\

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION ADDRESS::

Saw ?mwc:SQO C4 CZLHIL(

L TELEPHONE: |

2% 3c5 /}”'\(SSroN S‘t
TPLANNING CASENG: o . BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO: 7 DATE OF DECISION (I ANYY:
2019 »ooqq sq PRU Jie I 20(F

2. Required Ciriteria for Granting Waiver

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials)

i} 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
officer of the organization.

letter signed by the President or other

ﬁ 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 establ

ished by evidence including that relating

to the organization’s activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters.

K 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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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.

| 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

@
@5 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 P1. #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 Fr%ggisco, CA 94114 (415 317-0832



President London Breed and Board of Supervisors,
September 21, 2017
Page Two

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.

- Respectfully Submitted,

)

7. Scott Weaver

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

3418 26™ Street 13 units

80 Julian Street 8 units

411 Valencia Street 16 units

490 South Van Ness 72 (add  + 15 units*
3240 18" Street 16 units

1875 Mission Street 38 units

1501 15% St 40 units

480 Potrero 84 units

2550-58 Mission 114 units

1450 15™ Street 23 units

346 Potrero 72 units

1785 15™ Street 8 units

1801-63 Mission Street 54 units

2600 Harrison Street 20 units

1924 Mission Street 12 units

600 South Van Ness 27 units

2000-2070 Bryant 254 subtract — 60 units*
2000-2070 Bryant (affordable) add +130 units*
1298 Valencia Street 35 units

1198 Valencia Street 52 units

1050 Valencia Street 16 units

1979 Mission Street 331 units

2675 Folsom Street 117 units

1900 Mission Street 11 units

2750 19" Street 60 units

1515 South Van Ness 160 subtract -3 units*
3140 16" Street 28 units

2799 24" Street 8 units

2435 16" Street 53 units

3357-59 26 Street 8 units

1726-30 Mission Street 36 add +4 units*
3314 Cesar Chavez 52 units

1798 Bryant Street 131 units

2918-24 Mission Street 38 add +37 units*
793 South Van Ness 54 add +19 units*
953 Treat 8 units

3620 Cesar Chavez 28 units
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344 14" /1463 Stevenson 45 units

1950 Mission Street 157 units
1296 Shotwell 96 units
Subtotal 2,451 units
Adjustment* +142 units
TOTAL

2,593 units

Mission Projects completed since 2008 not included in total above.

1880 Mission Street/ 1600 15™ Street (Vara) 202 units

380 14t Street 29 units
411 Valencia Street 16 units
Subtotal

Current Mission Pipeline Projects Not included above.

235 Valencia Street 50 units
1500 15™ Street/398 Valencia 184 units
3700 20™ Street 25 units
3420 18 Street 16 units
2632 Mission Street 16 units
606 Capp Street 20 units
2100 Mission Street 29 units
2070 Folsom Street 127 units
1990 Folsom Street 158 units
Subtotal

GRAND TOTAL

Proposed project approved in 2008 1,696 units
Number studied under EIR project options:
Option A — 762
OptionB-1,118
Option C - 2,054

* Adjustments to project size made after February 23, 2016
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7West Bay Law
Law Office of J. Scott Weaver

April 17,2017

President London Breed and San Francisco Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall

1 Dr. Cariton B Goodlett Pl #244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Re: Case No. 2014000601 CUA, 2014-000601ENX- 2675 Folsom Street
AppealoftheSeptemberzz,MGleningComndsaionDedsimm.

Dear Supervisor Breed,

This is the second of two submissions made today, April 17, 2017 pertaining to the
Appeal of the project at 2675 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 regarding 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 itas a
work of advocacy as opposed to an even-handed treatment of the available information.

The ALH Report is Mlsleading, Flawed, and Ignores Critical Information Regarding the
I aaa - = ' b

The ALH Report and the Planning Department’s Summarya:eﬂawedinseveral respects,
and their conclusions 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 understanding or appreciation for the unique challenges of the Calle
24 Latino Cultural District, challenges facing its businesses, the txajectory of gentrification and
displacement, and its culture and history. Instead, it attempts to superimpose macroeconomic

eoneeplsandstansuealaveragmgonasmallandumqueeoonomxcandethmcecosymem,and
draws conclusions without regard to that uniqueness,

4104 24th Street # 957 * San Francisco, CA 94114 « (415) 3170832
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Hon. London Breed, President
Board of Supervisors

April 17,2017

Page Two

In fact, 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 rate development is, 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 Eastern Neighborhoods EIR conceded that
displacement would be a “secondary effect” of gentrification' 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 well-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 restaurants or consumer goods.

Unfortunately, our experiences in SOMA, Hayes Valley, the Fillmore and large swaths of
Bayview undermine this narrative. As stated earlier, the ALH Report and Planning‘s summary
of it must be viewed with skepticism. The Report seems to suffer from constant switching from
regional to hyperlocal environments and selects data suited to prove its thesis.

In their research brief Housing Production, Filtering and Displacemens: 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 thought, 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 case 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” development has 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.

! The PEIR does not seem to have quantified the extent of such gentrification, and, one would hope, did not .
anticipate the high rate of gentrification and displacement that we have witnessed since 2008.

1004



Ilon. London Breed. President
Board ol Supervisors

April 17,2017

Page Three

The ALH Discussion of Commercial Displacement Misreads Available Data and Omits
Critical Information with Respect to the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District.

With respect to commercial displacement. the conclusion of AL and. by implication,
the Department and the City Controller, is based. in part, on a misreading of the Meltzer Report?
on which ALH strongly relied. That report made a 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 ol communities without regard to
their important individual characteristics such as race/ethnicity. income disparities. ncighborhood
(ransit richness, and recent changes in zoning.

When we drill down to Meltzer's individual study areas, the conclusion is opposile the
generalized one in the report. Meltzer's data found: 1) 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 ipnores characteristics of the LCD micro
environment and mistakenly defaults to gencralized conclusions.

ALII also ignored the importance of the role that consumer preference plays with respect
to commercial displacement. Meltzer discussed the significance of changes in consumer
prelerences in influencing commercial displacement - correlating consumer preferences with
“population characteristics such as income. cducational attainment, and race/ethnicity.” f the
local consumer base changes, then, on net, the local businesses could suffer. (P. 56) ALH chose
to overlook basic differentiating characteristics 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 current profit margins, the term of business leases, their rent structures,
and the potential upside rent potential that a more high-end consumer base could support?.

Finally, the Report undertakes an analysis of the square footage of available retail space
to urge that Latino oriented mom and pop concerns would nol be alfected by gentrification. By
this approach, ALH erroneously treats all commercial space as if it were fungible: (i.e. that a
panadcria is the equivalent to a high-end coflee shop with its $6.00 croissants. that a taqueria
should be treated the same as a Flour and Water type restaurant, or that discount store goods are
cqual arc the same as the $240 gym bags we see on Valencia Strect. The failure to make these

* Rachel Melwzer, Gentrification and Small Businesses, threar or Opportmity, Cityscape: A Journal of Policy
Development and Research, Volume 18, Number 3, 216, Pages 72-26 found at

* Realtors are now boasting “Valencia Street prices” for Calle 24 commercial rents,
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Hon. London Breed, President
Board of Supervisors
April 17,2017

Page Four

distinctions is illustrative of the Report’s failure to examine the unique features of the LCD itself.
Such a failure is critical in this instance because the very subject matter of the Report was
supposed to be impacts on the Latino Cultural District.

The ALH Dlseuuion Regardlug Residenﬁal Displaeement lgnored the Growlng Data
ding Gentrifics 1 Cel - ;

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 high-earners into a working-class neighborhood, along with
the accompanying neighborhood changes to the composition and character of the community.
Currently, households in the LCD earn approximately $40,000 to $50,000 whereas new residents
will earn over $140,000 per years. There are three factors that have been identified that link
gentrification to displacement. They are: 1) As discussed above, communities of color are more
vulnerable to displacement than non-communities of color- especially where there are substantial
income differentials between the existing residents and newcomers.**** 2) Transit rich districts
are more vulnerable to displacement — especially where there has been a net population loss, and
3) Development friendly zoning changes contribute to displacement in communities of color.

A very recent study lead by Karen Chapple of UC Berkeley® (2017) concludes that
Transit Oriented Development (exemplified by Mission projects such as 2675 Folsom St) is
connected to gentrification and the displacement of low-income households:

Overall, we find that TOD has 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 2015 MIT study,’ analyzed the impact of zoning
changes in low income NYC neighborhoods and concluded that rezonings 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 Genirification and displacement in Greater London: an empirical and theoretical analysis.
(1997). PhD thesis, University of Greenwich, P 151

5 Chnppel, Devdoplng a Naw Mefkodolay for Analyzlng Pmm‘fd Dbplacemenl. (2017) may be found at.
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Hon. London Breed, President
Board of Supervisors

April 17,2017

Page Five

households in the periphery. Goldberg stated, “development interests spurred rezonings 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 “Densification means displacement™ debate.
Goldberg found that upzoning-induced real estate speculation contributed to higher 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 technically 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”.

Chapple’s latest study also investigated the relationship between gentrification and auto
use (Vehicle Miles Traveled) near rail stations under various conditions, and found an increase in
VMT was likely to occur in transit rich neighborhoods such as the Mission:

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

e 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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Hon. London Breed, President
Board of Supervisors

April 17,2017

Page Six

Between 2000 and 2012, the Mission lost 4.8 percent of its population, while median
income increased by 48 percent (gentrification), and households with cars increased from 37
percent to 64 percent.” The Mission has already lost 8,000 Latinos over the past 15 years, along
with nearly a third of its families and countless family-serving businesses, It has become less
dense due to the exodus of families no longer able to afford the rents.

Conclusion.

It is clear that the ALH Report is one-sided, flawed, and has ignored critical information
specific to the LCD. Critical corridors such as the LCD and the Mission St corridor need special
consideration through policies that encourage development that is not harmful 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 OEWD, 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’s Exhibits at Pages 347, 348
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West Bay Law
Law Office of ]J. Scott Weaver

September 12, 2017

Commissioners,

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Room 400

San Francisco. CA 94103

Re: Case No 2014.0376CUA, 2918 Mission 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 ALH consultants,

ALH hastily prepared its {indings, 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 district ~ a conclusion that defies
everything that we are seeing on the ground, including members of the Planning Department.
Nevertheless, with little 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, Gentrification and Small
Business, Threat or Opportunity Pages 72-26 found at
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. We have the emails to prove it.

4104 24th Street # 957 » San1P@ancisco, CA 94114 « (415) 317-0832



San Francisco Planning Commission
September 12, 2017
Page Two

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 District' 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% AML.

- 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.

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

ﬂﬁﬂh&lbmitted,
|
. Sco \e;\v;r;a)j

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.

| 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

@5 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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PLANNING DEPARTMENT =~

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation

Reception:
415.558.6378
1726-1730 Mission Street Project Fac
415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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

www.sfplanning.org
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Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation Case No. 2014-002026ENV
September 18, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

(“Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR or PEIR”)! 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

! 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.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation Case No. 2014-002026ENV
September 18, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

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

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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determination for the proposed project in accordance with CEQA section 21080.3 and CEQA Guidelines
section 15183.

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Attachment A
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Appeal of Community Plan Exemption for
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March 13, 2017
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,

APPEAL OF COMMUNITY PLAN EXEMPTION GA 41052479
2675 FOLSOM STREET PROJECT Feoton:

Fax:
415.558.6400
DATE: March 13, 2017
Planning
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Information:
415.558.6377
FROM: Lisa M. Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-9032
Chris Kern, Senior Environmental Planner — (415) 575-9037
Joy Navarrete, Senior Environmental Planner - (415) 575-9040
Justin Horner, Environmental Coordinator — (415) 575-9023
RE: File No. 161146, Planning Department Case No. 2014.000601ENV — Appeal of the
Community Plan Exemption for the 2675 Folsom Street Project. Block/Lot:
3639/006, 007
PROJECT SPONSOR: Muhammad Nadhiri, Axis Development Corporation — (415) 992-6997
APPELLANT: J. Scott Weaver, Law Office of J. Scott Weaver, on behalf of the Calle 24 Latino
Cultural District Community Council — (415) 317-0832
HEARING DATE: March 21, 2017
ATTACHMENTS: Appendix A - Socio-Economic Effects of Market-Rate Development on the Calle

24 Latino Cultural District, San Francisco, CA

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”)! in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)

! 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.

www.sfplanning.org
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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 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.

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

North and 25t Street to the South, including the 24t 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.)

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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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 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.

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.

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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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.

SAN FRANCISCO 5
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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.> 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 to®:

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 24t 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.

SAN FRANCISCO 7
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1024



Appeal of Community Plan Exemption Case No. 2014.000601ENV
March 13, 2017 2675 Folsom Street

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:

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

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

e Are potentially significant off-site impacts and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, or

e 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 environment”. A socioeconomic impact study prepared as a background report to
the PEIRS 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.?

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).!

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 Tbid. 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 Tbid 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.!?

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 (“1GS”) 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.’® 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.!* 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.

SAN FRANCISCO 14
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1031



Appeal of Community Plan Exemption Case No. 2014.000601ENV
March 13, 2017 2675 Folsom Street

disruption.”’> 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.”'¢ 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.”"”
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.”!8

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 Thid.
17 Tbid p. 80.

18 Ibid.
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conservatively estimates!” 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.22 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 (N)traiié;:ttéc(;rhood
Mission District 3,022,780 1,134,500 493,200 2.7 6.1
Calle 24 District 480,000 325,500 141,500 15 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.”?!

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/L.ow-
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 filtering??, 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”,% 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.”?* 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”?, 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.??¢ This analysis uses the

2 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.

2 Ibid p. 3.
% Ibid p. 7.
2 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.? 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.?® 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

2 San Francisco Planning Department, 2675 Folsom Street Project Community Plan Exemption Checklist, pp. 17-21, September 20, 2016.

3 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:

e 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

e 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

e 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.i?!
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 16t 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 16% 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 16t Street between the intersection of 16t 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.

M 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.

2l San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 2017. BOS File 160925. Available online at
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?1D=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, 5t 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.?* 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 23r¢ 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 2314 streets, the Potrero Avenue Streetscape Project from Division to Cesar Chavez streets, and the
Howard Street Pilot Project, which includes pedestrian intersection treatments from 4t to 6t 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

3 SFEMTA. 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_ EN 20_25 EN _2025 EN _2025 EN _2025 SFMTA SF-CHAMP
2000 Baseline | No Project | Option A Option B Option C | Fall 2013 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/A?
14-Mission 47%/86% 60%/113% 62%/113% 63%/112% 69%/122% 49%/40% | 39%I76%
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/AZ N/AZ
27-Bryant 86%/57% 111%/78% 118%/78% 119%/77% 126%/84% 60%/46% | 63%/55%
33-Stanyan 68%/56% 87%I/74% 89%/74% 91%/73% 97%/81% 53%/42% | 63%/55%
48-Quintara 87%I72% 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%I/44% 35%/44% 35%/43% 37%/48% N/A N/A4
67-Bernal Heights 67%/68% 86%/88% 87%/88% 87%188% 88%1/88% 15%/46% | 22%/66%

1Under 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.

2The 26-Valencia route was eliminated in December 2009.

3The 49-Van Ness-Mission will change to limited stop/rapid service at the time that the Van Ness BRT service commences.
4The 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

SAN FRANCISCO 26
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1043




Appeal of Community Plan Exemption Case No. 2014.000601ENV
March 13, 2017 2675 Folsom Street

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 CEQA% (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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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:

e 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).

e Observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012
¢ Census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows
e Observed vehicle counts and transit boardings.

Neither SF-CHAMP nor the regional travel model** 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 forth?. 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 2040%. 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

3¢ SE-CHAMP is built using the regional travel model, and adding additional detail to TAZs located within San Francisco.

%For 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 2016%. 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 projections®. At three of the
four intersections counted, total traffic volume had in fact decreased from the 2000 baseline count data.
The exception is at 16t 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.

% 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 15t Street. Each building consists of newer, market-rate
housing, although 555 Bartlett Street and 1600 15* 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

Median Average H:::;f\c?lils SIELE ] BB e] Vehicles
Household Household with Income el Available
Year Income Income Driving with Zero
AL Alone to Cars per
(2014 (2014 $100,000 ) b Household
Dollars) Dollars) [ Wor Available
2000 $67,000 $81,000 15% 29% 39% 0.85
2004 - 2009 $70,000 $98,000 31% 25% 40% 0.82
0,
ir/; r(;h;ggg) +4% +21% +106% -14% <1% -3%
2009 - 2014 $74,000 $109,000 40% 27 % 40% 0.82
0,
](Cr/grihgggg) +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.

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1048

31




Appeal of Community Plan Exemption Case No. 2014.000601ENV
March 13, 2017 2675 Folsom Street

Table 4: Observed Mode Splits at Residential Developments in the Mission

Drive Taxi/ . SF Private

Address Alone Carpool | Walk TNC Bike Muni BART Shuttle
1600 15th St'

total person o o o o o o o o
(596 I 19% 15% 33% 4% 5% 7% 16% 2%
trips)
555 Bartlett
Street’
(183 total person 25% 28% 19% 3% 6% 4% 14% 1%
trips)
2558 Mission
Street®
(288 total person 13% 13% 38% 8% 1% 7% 17% 4%
trips)

! Survey conducted August 13, 2014.
? Survey conducted August 27, 2014.
* 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).?* 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:

3 SE-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 debate?, 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, SEFMTA 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.#! 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:

e Reduces the number of commuters who drive alone to work

e Reduces regional VMT

e Reduces regional emissions of ROG, PMio, and PM:2s

e Increases regional NOx emissions, but not in excess of the applicable CEQA significance
threshold

e Reduces greenhouse gas emissions

¢ Increases health risk from exposure to diesel exhaust, but not in excess of the applicable CEQA
significance thresholds

o 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 25t Street to the South, including the 24t 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.®2

4 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 24% 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).

74  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.*® 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 AR 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.

SAN FRANCISCO 38
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1055



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS

To: jscottweaver@aol.com; jknight@reubenlaw.com

Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT): Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC);
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Rodaers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC);
Lynch, Laura (CPC); Ajelio Hoagland, Linda (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela
(BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Goldstein, Cynthia (BOA); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: APPEAL RESPONSE: Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission Street Appeal
Hearing on July 25, 2017

Date: Thursday, July 20, 2017 9:11:45 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Good morning,

Please find linked below an appeal response letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board
from Jody Knight of Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, representing the Project Sponsor, regarding the
proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street.

Project Sponsor Response Letter - July 19, 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 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfhos.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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Delivered Via E-Mail mmm:: 'u' cmmEE” emmle(b&m

65009(b)X2), information recelved at, or pior to, the public
hearing will be included as part of the official fis.)

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 on 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

San Francisco Office
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104

James A. Reuben | Andrew J. Junius | Kevin H. Rose | Daniel A, Frattin | John Kevlin tel: 415-567-9000 | fax; 415-399-9480

Tuija 1. Catalano | Jay F. Drake | Matthew D. Visick | Lindsay M. Petrone | Sheryl Reuben’ Oakland Office
Thomas Tunny | David Sitverman | Melinda A. Sarjapur | Mark H. Loper | Jody Knight 827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oskland, CA 94607

Chloe V. Angelis | Corie A. Edwards | Coryn E. Millslagle | Jared Eigerman®* | John Mcinerney IIi? tel: 510-257-5589

1. Also admitted in New York 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts 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
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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 16™ 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 facade, 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
facade 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
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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
REQUIREMENTS OF CEQA

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 PEIR!; 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.?

! 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
827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oakland, CA 94607

tel: 510-257-5589

REUBEN,JUN'US & ROSE,LLP 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 conforms 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 EIR 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 EIR, and if those impacts
cannot be mitigated “by the imposition of uniformly 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 of reasonable 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
environmental 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
environmental 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.

Very truly yours,

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

. ;
/”?/f/} 7{7/85%

Jody Knight

Enclosures: Exhibits

ce: Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Mark Farrell
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Katy Tang
Supervisor Jane Kim
Supervisor Norman Yee
Supervisor Jeff Sheehy
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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, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department

Opposition to CPE Appeal Brief.Final [submitted 7.19.17]

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ..»

1063

San Francisco Office
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000 | fax: 415-399-9480

Oakland Office
827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oakland, CA 94607

tel: 510-257-5589

www.reubenlaw.com



President London Breed and Supervisors

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
July 19, 2017
Page 8

Exhibit A -

Exhibit B -

Exhibit C -

Opposition to CPE Appeal Brief Final [submitted 7.19.17]

Exhibit List

19-29 Woodward Street Residents Support Letter

San Francisco Housing Coalition Support Letter

Brick and Mortar and Crafty Fox Support Letter

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, v

1064

San Francisco Office
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000 | fax: 415-399-9480

Oakland Office
827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oakland, CA 94607

tel: 510-257-5589

www.rettbenlaw.com



EXHIBIT A

1065



g ]

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, irvigate (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 propert); 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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Sincerely,

: (-. ,/ R
19-29"Woodward Street Residents
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COALITION
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|

CA

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 4 = Exceeds basic project review guideline criteria
2= Meets some project review guideline criteria 5 = Goes far beyond what is required

3= Meets basic project review guideline critera

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
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.

Affordablility

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

adequate job of reaching out to neighbors, particularly those within the 3
immediate vicinity of the site. We encourage additional community

outreach, however.

Community Input

We appreciate how the architect has designed the light courts and are
especially supportive that the project has achieved a 25 percent rear

yard setback, which is usually very difficult to do at most sites in San a
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. ~

Urban Design

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 |;menities, the car parking count should be reduced.

San Francisco Housing Action Coalition
g5 Brady St San Francisco CA 04103
sfhac.org
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The project sponsor has stated they will méet 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 Housing Action Coalition
95 Brady St San Francisco CA 94103
sthac.org
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—___ PARISH EMTERTMNMEN GROUP
THE ﬂf]ﬂk STEADY

SRR Y o

May 31, 2017

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Planning ﬁammiSsibners:

" | operate Brick & Mortar Music Hall at 1710 Mission Street and the Crafty Fox at 1700
Mission, on the same block as the proposed development at 1726-1732 Mission as well
as own the building at 1700 Mission and 11 Duboce. | write to express my full support of
this proposed Project. The addition of 40 dwelling units to an underutilized Site will
benefit retail uses in the area, iﬁcludmg Brick & Mortar and the Crafty Fox by increasing
the vibrancy and street life of the area. | am also encouraged by the cnmm&tment to the

nightlife aspect of the nmghbmhoud by the deve!opers

The Project also proposes o improve the biack by addmg street trees and bicycle

parking and removing one of the existing curb cuts. The owners have agreed to make
disclosures to purchasers of the TEEidEﬁhal units about the urban nature of the laaatim,
including the presence of a music venue on the street, in order to minimize any conflicts
between the land uses. Wnth that disclosure, | believe that the pro pasad Prn]ect and Brick
& Mortar and the Crafty Fox will be mutually beneficial, with the Project providing
additional customers, and the businesses pmvidf 1g food, drink ami entertammentiu new

residents. Therefore, | urga you to appmva the Project.

;"'lce ly,
Jason Parkms

Managmg Farmar'
Parish Entartainment Grnup
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From: BOS lLegislati B

To: Jscottweaver@aol.com; jknight@reubenlaw.com

Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC);
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Li sa (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC): Navarrete, ng(QEg;l
Lynch, Laura (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC): BOS-Supervisors; -L ive Ai
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Goldstein, Cynthia (BOA); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: APPEAL RESPONSE: Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-1730 Mission Street - Appeal
Hearing on July 25, 2017

Date: Monday, July 17, 2017 12:20:36 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 the Planning Department, regarding the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street.

Plénning 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 | 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 simifar information that o 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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: ! 1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
. el CA 94103-2479
Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation —
415.558.6378
1726-1730 Mission Street Project o
415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
DATE: July 17, 2017
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-9032
Joy Navarrete, Senior Environmental Planner - (415) 575-9040
Michael Li, Environmental Coordinator — (415) 575-9107
RE: File No. 170808, Planning Department Case No. 2014-002026ENV — Appeal of the
Community Plan Evaluation for the 1726-1730 Mission Street Project. Block/Lot:
3532/004A and 005
PROJECT SPONSOR: Jody Knight, Reuben, Junius & Rose, on behalf of Sustainable Living, LLC —
(415) 567-9000
APPELLANT: J. Scott Weaver, Law Office of J. Scott Weaver, on behalf of Our Mission No

Eviction — (415) 317-0832

HEARING DATE: July 25, 2017

ATTACHMENTS: A —July 3, 2017 appeal letter from J. Scott Weaver
B — Planning Commission Motion No. 19931

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to a letter of appeal to the Board of
Supervisors (the Board) regarding the Planning Department’s (the “Department”) issuance of a
Community Plan Evaluation (CPE) under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan Final

www .sfplanning.org
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Environmental Impact Report (“Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR or PEIR”)! 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 6ccupied 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

! 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.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Abuilding, 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,
Valendia Street on the west, and 13th Street on the north. The project vicinity is characterized by
residential, institutional, retail, and PDR uses. The scale of development in the project vicinity varies in
height from 15 to 65 feet. There is a four-story residential building (1720-1724 Mission Street) adjacent to
and north of the project site, and there is a three-story residential building (1738-1748 Mission Street)
adjacent to and south of the project site. The properties that are adjacent to and west of the project site
are occupied by three-story residential buildings that front on Woodward Street, an alley that runs
parallel to Mission and Valencia streets in the interior of the project block. Other land uses on the project
block include three-, four-, and five-story residential buildings, restaurant, retail, entertainment, and PDR
uses, a surface parking lot, a gas station, an auto repair garage, and Annunciation Cathedral.

The properties on the east side of Mission Street across from the project site are occupied by a four-story
office building with a surface parking lot, an electrical supply and hardware store with a parking garage,
and a three-story mixed-use building featuring residential uses above a ground-floor retail use. Other
land uses in the project vicinity include U.S. Highway 101 (one-half block north of the project site), the
San Francisco Friends School {one block west), and the former San Francisco Armory (one-half block
south), which was previously occupied by a film production studio.

The project site is well served by public transportation. Within one-quarter mile of the project site, the
San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) operates the 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid,
49 Van Ness/Mission, and 55 16th Street bus lines and the F Market historic streetcar. The Bay Area
Rapid Transit District’s 16th Street/Mission station is three blocks south of the project site, just outside the
one-quarter-mile radius.

SAN FRANCISCO ' 3
LANNING DEPARTMENT
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The environmental evaluation application (Case No. 2014-002026ENV) for the Project was filed by the
sponsor, Sustainable Living, LLC, on April 10, 2015. On May 24, 2017, the Department issued a CPE
Certificate and Initial Study, based on the following determinations:

1. The propbsed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans;

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the
project or the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR;

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts
-that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR;

- 4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new
information that was not known at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified,
would be more severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and

5. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts.

The Project was considered by the Planning Commission on June 1, 2017. On that date, the Planning
Commission adopted the CPE with approval of the Project under Planning Code Section 329 (Large
Project Authorization), which constituted the Approval Action under Chapter 31 of the Administrative
Code.

A Large Project Authorization was also approved under Planning Code Section 329 and the Mission 2016
Interim Zoning Controls. In accordance with the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls, which require
additional information and analysis regarding the economic and social effects of the proposed project
such as housing affordability, displacement, and loss of PDR, the project sponsor prepared such
additional analysis, which the Planning Commission reviewed and considered before approving the
Large Project Authorization? (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 ]. Scott Weaver, Law Office of J. Scott
Weaver, on behalf of Our Mission No Eviction (Appellant). The three page appeal letter from the

2 Mission 2016 Interim Controls Additional Findings for 1726-1730 Mission Street, Case No. 2014-002026ENX,
submitted to Linda Ajello Hoagland, San Francisco Planning Department.
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Appellant is included as Attachment A to this appeal response (“Appeal Letter”). The Appellant’s letter
also includes 80 pages of supporting materials that are provided in the file “Appeal. Lir 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 e.s‘tablished by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for
which an EIR was certified, shall not require additional environmental review except as might be
necessary to examine whether there are project-specific effects that are peculiar to the project or its site
and that were not disclosed as significant effects in the prior EIR. Guidelines Section 15183 specifies that
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or
parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially
significant off-site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are
previously identified significant effects which, as a result of substantial information which was not
known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that
discussed in the underlying EIR. Guidelines Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to
the parcel or to the proposed project, has been addressed as a significant effect in the prior EIR, or can be
substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied development policies or standards, then
an additional EIR need not be prepared for that project solely on the basis of that impact.

Significant Environmental Effects

In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA Guidelines Section
15064(f) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be
based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA Guidelines 15604(f)(5) offers the
following guidance: “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts.”

SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE

Section 31.16(e)(3) of the Administrative Code states: “The grounds for appeal of an exemption
determination shall be limited to whether the project conforms to the requirements of CEQA for an
exemption.”

San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16(b)(6) provides that in reviewing an appeal of a CEQA
decision, the Board of Supervisors “shall conduct its own independent review of whether the CEQA
decision adequately complies with the requirements of CEQA. The Board shall consider anew all facts,
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evidence and issues related to the adequacy, accuracy and objectiveness of the CEQA decision, including,
but not limited to, the sufficiency of the CEQA decision and the correctness of its conclusions.”

CONCERNS RAISED AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The three-page Appeal Letter incorporated previous letters from the Appellant that were submitted to the
Planning Commission (May 30, 2017), and a variety of studies and reports in support of the appeal. These
documents are attached as Exhibit D to the Appeal Letter and may be found in “Appeal Ltr 070317.pdf,”
available online as part of Board of Supervisors File No. 1708082 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
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new information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in
said EIR and the requirements of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Report.”

In order to provide context for the response to this concern, a brief review of the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR and discussion of CEQA’s requirements for when a certified EIR must be revised is provided, before
addressing the appeal’s concerns with significant new environmental effects and increased severity of
significant effects that were previously identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and the Project CPE

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR

As discussed on pages 2 through 4 of the CPE Certificate, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a
comprehensive programmatic report that presents an .analysis of the environmental effects of
implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, as well as the potential impacts
under several proposed alternatives. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a program EIR:

... is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one
large project and are related either: (1) geographically;-(2) as logical parts in the chain of
contemplated actions; (3) in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other
general criteria to govern the conduct.of a continuing program; or (4) as individual
activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and
having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.

Use of a program EIR: (1) provides an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and
alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on an individual action; (2) ensures consideration of
cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; (3) avoids duplicative
reconsideration of basic policy considerations; (4) allows the lead agency to consider broad policy
alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater
flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts; and (5) allows reduction in paperwork.
Subsequent activities in the program must be examined in the light of the program EIR to determine
whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed
alternatives which focused largely on the Mission District, and a “No Project” alternative. The alternative
ultimately approved, or the Preferred Project, represented a combination of two of the rezoning
alternatives. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred Project after fully considering the
environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios discussed in the PEIR.

As discussed on page 5 of the CPE Certificate, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant
impacts related to land use, transportation, cultural resources, shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous
materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified significant cumulative impacts related to land use,
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transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation measures were identified that reduced all impacts to
less than significant, except for those related to land use (cumulative impacts on PDR use), transportation
(program-level and cumulative traffic impacts at nine intersections; program-level and cumulative transit
impacts on seven SFMTA lines), cultural resources (cumulative impacts from demolition of historical
resources), and shadow (program-level impacts on parks).

On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659
and adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. CEQA
Guidelines Sec 15162(c) establishes that once a project, in this case the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning
and Area Plans, is approved:

“[Tlhe 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 projectlevel environmental review was
undertaken as documented in the CPE Initial Study to determine if the 1726-1730 Mission Street Project
would result in additional impacts specific to the development proposal or the project site and whether
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the proposed development would be within the scope of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, so as to assess
whether further environmental review is required.

The CPE Initial Study fully described the proposed project (consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15124), its environmental setting (consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125), and its potential
impacts to the environment (consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126). Consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183, the CPE Initial Study evaluated whether the proposed project would result in
significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or project site; (2) were not identified as significant
project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR; or (3) are previously
identified significant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that was not known at the
time that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse
impact than discussed in the PEIR.

Impacts to the environment that might result with implementation of the Project were analyzed in the
CPE Initial Study according to the project’s potential impacts upon the specific setting for each
environmental topic, clearly stated significance criteria, and substantial evidence in the form of topic-
specific analyses. The CPE Initial Study prepared for the Project evaluates its potential project-specific
environmental effects and incorporates by reference information contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR. Project-specific studies related to transportation, noise, geology, and hazards were prepared for the
Project to determine if it would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

The CPE Initial Study determined that the proposed project would not have a significant impact that was
not previously identified and analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for all CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G environmental topics. The CPE Initial Study identified (and updated as needed to conform
with current Planning Department practices) five mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR to be applied to the Project to avoid impacts previously identified in the PEIR related to
archeological resources, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, per CEQA Guidelines
15183, “(a)n effect of a project on the environment shall not be considered peculiar to the project or the
parcel...if uniformly applied development policies or standards have been previously adopted by the city
or county with a finding that the development policies or standards will substantially mitigate that
environmental effect when applied to future projects.”

As discussed on pages 14 and 15 of the CPE Initial Study, since the certification of the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulations, statutes, and funding measures have been
adopted, passed, or are underway that have or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce
less-than-significant impacts identified in the PEIR. These include, but are not limited to:

- State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for
infill projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014 (see CPE Initial Study, page 15);
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- State legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution replacing
level of service (LOS) analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled analysis, effective
March 2016 (see CPE Initial Study, pages 15 and 16);

- The adoption of 2016 interim controls in the Mission District requiring additional information
and analysis regarding housing affordability, displacement, loss of PDR and other analyses,
effective January 14, 2016 through January 14,2018 or when permanent controls are in effect,
whichever occurs first;

- San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010,
Transit Effectiveness Project (aka “Muni Forward”) adoption in March 2014, Vision Zero
adoption by various City agencies in 2014, Proposition A and B passage in November 2014, and
the Transportation Sustainability Program (see CPE Initial Study “Transportation and
Circulation” section); :

- San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses Near Places
of Entertainment, effective June 2015 (see CPE Initial Study “Noise” section);

- San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, effective July 2008, and
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended
December 2014 (see CPE Initial Study “Air Quality” section;

- SanFrancisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco
Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see CPE Initial
Study “Recreation” section);

- Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement Program
process (see CPE Initial Study “Utilities and Service Systems” section);

- Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August2013 (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.

SAN FRANCISCO 10
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1083



Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation Case No. 2014-002026ENV
July 17, 2017 : 1726-1730 Mission Street

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 préject solely on the basis of that impact.

Concern 1 alleges that substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plans has been undertaken have occurred, including growth that has exceeded that
which was considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the pace of that growth, and impacts
associated with displacement of existing residents and businesses. Concern 1 also alleges that there have
been substantial increases in the severity of previously identified significant effects including (as noted
above), in relation to traffic and transit, parking, air quality, loss of PDR space, and hazardous materials.
to the Department responds to each of these concerns as follows: ‘

Population and Housing

In its assertion that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR no longer fully discloses the cumulative impacts of
Eastern Neighborhood projects, the Appellant states on page 2 of his Appeal Letter:

“The PEIR's projections for housing, including this project and those in the pipeline,
have been exceeded when cumulative impacts are considered, ie., ‘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)
1587 15th (26 units) 1972 units.

SAN FRANCISCO 11
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1084



Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation o Case No. 2014-002026ENV
July 17, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

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,* 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.

SAN FRANCISCO 12
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1085



Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation : Case No. 2014-002026 ENV
July 17, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

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, efc.), and analyzed impacts based on this total development amount. Although
the number of foreseeable dwelling units in the Mission Plan Area may exceed the range of residential
development anticipated by the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by approximately 420 dwelling units
(should all proposed projects be both approved and constructed), the total amount of foreseeable non-
residential space in the Mission Plan Area is well below the maximum evaluated in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR, as is the overall population increase. Therefore, while more residential
development has occurred in this area, less non-residential development has occurred, and the total
amount of development and the estimated population increase assumed in the PEIR have not been
exceeded.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR utilized growth projections to analyze the physical environmental
impacts that could result from development under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan on Land Use;
Population, Housing, Business Activity, and Employment; Transportation; Noise; Air Quality; Parks,
Recreation, and Open Space; Utilities/Public Services; and Water. However, the CPE Initial Study
prepared for the proposed project does not rely solely on the growth projections considered in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in examining whether the project would have significant impacts that are
peculiar to the project or site. The project- and site-specific analysis contained in the CPE Initial Study is
based on updated growth projections and related modelling to evaluate project-level and cumulative
impacts on traffic and transportation, air quality, and greenhouse gases. ‘

For example, the projected transportation conditions and cumulative effects of project buildout analyZed
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR were based on a 2025 horizon year. However, in 2015, the Planning
Department updated its cumulative transportation impact analysis for all projects to use a 2040 horizon
year. Therefore, the project-specific cumulative transportation impact analysis presented in the CPE
Initial Study conducted to determine whether the proposed project would result in new or substantially
more severe significant impacts than previously disclosed is based on updated growth projections
through year 2040. San Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a run of the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority’s (Ttansportation 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 PMzs 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
Aijr 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:

e The PEIR did not anticipate the “advanced gentrification” of the neighborhood, the extensive
displacement of Latino families, the reverse commute to distant areas.

e 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.

e The unexpected disappearance of Redevelopment [Agency] money to fund affordable
housing and no new resources to compensate for the loss.

e 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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e The PEIR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles on traffic and housing demand, with
high-income tech employees moving to neighborhoods like the Mission in which many of the
tech shuttle stops are located and increasing the already-high demand for housing.

¢ The cumulative housing production in the Mission now exceeds the projections under any of
the three scenarios analyzed in the PEIR

A response to statements regarding displacement, gentrification and cumulative impacts of market-rate
development, including the proposed project, is presented below and in subsequent responses.

Traffic

In Exhibit D of the Appeal Letter, the Appellant notes several transportation-related issues allegedly not
anticipated by the Eastern Neighborhoods PFEIR, 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 PEIR5 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 (SECTA) 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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“Injo 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 fransportation 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 vehicdle miles traveled and induced automobile travel. In both instances, the analysis determined that
the Project would not result in a significant project-specific or cumulative impact. Furthermore, as
discussed on page 15 of the CPE Initial Study under “Aesthetics and Parking,” the Project qualifies as an
infill project: it is in a transit priority area, it is on an infill site, and it is a mixed-use residential project.
Consistent with CEQA Section 21099, aesthetics and parking are not considered as significant
environmental effects for such infill projects. '
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The “Transportation and Circulation” section of the CPE Initial Study provides a comprehensive analysis
of the Project’s anticipated trip generation and its potential effects on transit, pedestrians, bicyclists,
loading, and construction traffic. The analysis is based on the Transportation Circulation Memorandum
prepared for the proposed project, as stated above, and the analysis and conclusions presented in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. On the basis of the substantial evidence provided by the Transportation
Circulation Memorandum and an analysis of the Project’s potential transportation and circulation effects
in relation to the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the CPE Initial Study concluded on pages 24 through 27
that the Project would not result in significant impacts on transit, pedestrians, and bicycles beyond those
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

The Appellant’s contention that the environmental analysis in the CPE Initial Study is flawed because the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not consider traffic and transportation effects resulting from
displacement is not based upon substantial evidence; the various reports and studies included with the
Appeal Letter do not provide specific technical analysis connecting displacement in the Mission District
with observable traffic and transportation effects (noting again that traffic congestion is no longer
considered an impact under CEQA).

Conclusion

On page 3 of the Appeal Letter, the Appellant states: “The City is engaging in a pattern and practice of
approving residential projects in the Mission based on a Community Plan Exemption that improperly
tiers off of an out of date Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR instead of conducting project level
environmental review.” This is incorrect. The Planning Department properly relies upon CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183 to determine if additional environmental review is required for projects that are
consistent with the development density established under existing zoning, community plans, or general
plan policies, including the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, for which an EIR was certified. In accordance
with this provision of the CEQA Guidelines, additional environmental review shall not be required for
such projects except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-specific significant effects
that are peculiar to the prdject 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.®
The Public Benefits Program consists of:

¢ San Francisco Planning Department, Materials for Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans Initiation Hearing, Case
No. 2004.0160EMTUZ. April 17, 2008. Available at: http://sf-

planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1507-VOL3 Implementation.pdf, accessed July 14, 2017.
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1) an Improvements Program that addresses needs for open space, transit and the public realm,
community facilities and affordable housing;

2) a Funding Strategy that proposes specific funding strategies and sources to finance the various
facilities and improvements identified in the Improvements Plan, and matches these sources to
estimated costs; and

3) asection 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 Fastern 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 Czty and County of San Francisco, Intemgency Plan Implementatzon Commzttee Annual Report, January 2016. Available at

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 iﬁ\pacts 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 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.

o 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.

SAN FRANCISGO . 21
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1094



Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation ~ Case No. 2014-002026ENV
July 17, 2017 ) 1726-1730 Mission Street

s 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.

e Preserve and enhance the unique character of the Mission's distinct commercial
areas. ’

¢ Minimize displacement.”

Topic 1(b) in the “Land Use and Land Use Planning” section of the CPE Initial Study limits review of the
Project’s conflicts with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation to those “adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.” Project-related policy conflicts and
inconsistencies do not constitute, in and of themselves, significant environmental impacts. The
consistency of the Project with those General Plan and Mission Area Plan policies that do not relate to
physical environmental issues or result in physical environmental effects (such as those cited above by
the Appellant), were considered by the Planning Commission as part of its determination of whether to
approve, modify, or disapprove the Project.

As discussed above under Concern 1, the loss of PDR space resulting from implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan was found to be a significant and unavoidable impact in the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plan PEIR. To address that impact, the City created PDR zones in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area,
including the Mission Area, in which PDR uses would be protected and competing uses, including
residential and office developments, are not permitted, and made findings that the loss of PDR uses and
space outside the PDR zoning districts was acceptable and overridden by the other benefits of the Plan.

The Project’s contribution to loss of PDR space is disclosed under Topic 1(b) of the CPE Initial Study. As
discussed on pages 16 and 17 of the CPE Initial Study, development of the proposed project would result
in the net loss of approximately 8,950 square feet of PDR space. This net loss of PDR space would be a
considerable contribution to the cumulative loss of PDR space analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR but would not result in significant impacts that were previously not identified or a more severe
adverse impact than analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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The Planning Department’s Citywide Planning and Policy Analysis Division determined that the Project
was consistent with the General Plan and with the bulk, density, and land uses as envisioned in the
Mission Area Plan. The determination further states: ‘

“The proposed project is consistent with the height, bulk, density, and land uses as
envisioned in the Plan. Objective 1.1 of the Plan calls for strengthening the 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 Planming 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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. West Bay Law

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 1 726-1730 Mission Street
Appeal of the June 1, 2017 Planning Commission Decisions

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

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

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

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

4104 24th Street # 957 ¢ San Francisco, CA 94114 = (415) 317-0832
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CEQA Appeal

1. Appeal of the adoption of the Community Plan Exemption and CEQA Findings

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

e The CEQA findings did not take into account the potential cumulative impacts of
this project along with nearly 2,000 other units constructed, entitled, or in the
pipeline for the area along Mission Street, beginning at the intersection of Mission
and South Van Ness Avenue and continuing to 16t 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.

o 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 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.

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

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

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

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

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

2. Pattern and Practice

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

.

\ -bcott Weaver
Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject to: (Sefect only if applicable)

’ 1650 Mission St
B Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) B First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) Suite 400
& Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 4114) Residential Child Care Fes (Sec. 414A) gz“ 9‘;’?“02_'52“:79
B Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee (Sec. 423) {1 Other
Recegtion:
£15.558.63738
Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 Fox
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 415.558.6408
Planning
infofmation:
Case No.; 2014-002026ENX 415.558.6377
Project Address:  1726-1730 Mission Street
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District
68-X Height and Bulk District
BlockiLot: 3532/004A and 005
Project Sponsor:  Jody Knight —Reuben, Junius & Rose , LLP
One Bush Street, Suite 600

Sari Francisco, CA 94104
Staff Contact; Linda Ajello Hoagland ~(415) 575-6823
linda.zjellohaoagland@sfgov.org

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

PREAMBLE

On July 14, 2015, Jody Knight (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”), on behalf of Sustainable Living LLC
(Property Owner), filed an application with the Planning Depariment (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. £t.), 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, 2,230 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR {Production Distribution and Repair) and 22 bélow 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. 18931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 ' 1726-1730 Mission Street

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral t&shmony 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. Theabove recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

C. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of
the total lot depth of the lot to be provided at every residential level.
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The Project provides a 1,950 square foot rear yard at the first residential level and would comply with
Planning Code Section 134. The Project occupies a mid-block with frontage on Mission Street, The
subject lot does not currently contribute o a pattern of mid-block open space, and the addition of the

proposed code-complying rear yard would help to preserve light and air to neighboring residential
dwellings.

Usable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires a minimum of 80 sq. ft. of open

- space per dwelling unit, if not publically accessible, or 54 sq. ft. of open space per dwelling

unit, if publically accessible. Private usable open space shall have a minimum horizontal
dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36 sq. ft. is located on a deck, balcony, porch or
roof, and shall have a2 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 sg. 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 Pro;ect comphes with
Planning Code Section 135.

 Bird Safety. Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe buildings,

including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.

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

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

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

Street Frontage in Mixed Use Districts. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off-street
parking at street grade on a development lot to be set back at least 25 feet on the ground
floor; that no more than one-third of the width or 20 feet, whichever is less, of any given
street frontage of a new structure parallel to and facing a street shall be devoted to parking
and loading ingress or egress; that space for active uses be provided within the first 25 feet of
building depth on the ground floor; that non-residential uses have a minimum floor-to-floor
height of 17 feet; that the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing non-residential
active uses and lobbies be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk at the

Q DEPARTMENT 5

1106



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

SAN FRARCISCO
PLANNMING

principal entrance to these spaces; and that frontages with active uses that are not residential
or PDR be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of
the street frontage at the ground level. :

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Project submitted a completed Environmental evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016.
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program
Standards, vesulting in a target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its required
7 points through the following TDM measures:
& Bicycle Parking (Option D)
Bicycle Repair Station
Delivery Supportive Amenities
Family TDM Amenities (Option A)
Real Time Transportation Information Displays
On-site Affordable Housing (Option C)
Unbundle Parking (Location B)
»  Parking Supply (OptionB)
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K. Unbundled Parking. Planning Code Section 167 requires that all off-street parking spaces
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accessory to residential uses in new structures of 10 dwelling units or more be leased or sold

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Project includes more than twenty dwelling units, and the replacement of PDR space; therefore,
the TSF, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A, applies.
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program in UMU Zoning District. Planning Code Section
415 sets forth the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program. Under Planning Code Section 415.3, these requirements would apply to projects
that consist of 10 or more units, where the first application (EE or BPA) was applied for on or
after july 18, 2006. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419 the current Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative in
the UMU Zoning District for Tier B is to provide 17.5% of the proposed dwelling units as
affordable. This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to modify
Planning Code Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of Supervisors
(Board File Nos.161351 and 170208). The proposed changes to Section 415, which include but
are not limited to modifications to the amount of inclusionary housing required onsite or
offsite, the methodology of fee calculation, and dwelling unit mix requirements, will become
effective after approval by the Board of Supervisors

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

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

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

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

The Project includes approximately 35,893 gross square feet of new development consisting of
approximately 27,145 sq. ft. of residential use and 2,250 sq. f2. 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.

SAN FRANCISCO
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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 @ 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
accurred as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan.

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
materigls (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
consrstent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood

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

The Project is consistent with the development density established for the Project Site in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan. The building’s ground floor PDR, and residential lobby proposes a 55%
active street frontage which will enhance and offer an effective and engaging connection between the
public and private areas. It will enliven the sidewalk offering a sense of security and encouraging
positive activities that will benefit, not just the immediate areas, but the overall neighborhood as well.
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It provides a code compliant rear yard open space at the rear yard to face the adjacent buildings’ rear
yard, enhancing the natural light exposure and overall livability of the neighbors® units even without
an established mid-block open space. The singular driveway on Mission Street and the proposed
independently accessible mechanical parking spaces in the basement reduces vehicular quening 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 270.2 does not apply to the Project, and no mid-block aliey or pathway is
required.

F.‘ Streetscape and other public improvements, including tree planting, street furniture, and
lighting.
In compliance with Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project provides four street trees along Mission
Street. The Project will also add bicycle parking along the sidewalk in front of the Project for public
use. These improvements will enhance the public realm.

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

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

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

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

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 1.1

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

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

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

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

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

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

Policy 4.5

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

OBJECTIVE 12

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

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

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

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

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

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

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 1.9:
Preserve sunlight in public open spaces.

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

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

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

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

OBJECTIVE 3:
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE

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

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

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24:
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

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

Policy 24.4:
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

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

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

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

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

The Project includes 62 Class 1 bzcycle 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.

SAN FRAKCISCO 14
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Policy 34.1:

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

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

Policy 34.5:

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

The Project has a parking to dwelling unit ratio of .55 space per unit, which is the permitted ratio of .75 per
unit. The parking spaces are accessed by one ingresslegress point measuring 12-ft. wide from Mission
Street. Parking is adequate for the Project and complies with maximums prescribed by the Planning Code.
The Project will also reduce the number of curb cuts; currently there are two existing curb cuts, and only
one curb cut is proposed. Triple car stackers are utilized to provide more space for 62 bicycle parking
spaces, and resident amentinities such as car seat storage, a bicycle repair station, and 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:
IMPFROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

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

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

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

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

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

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

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

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

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies

Land Use

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

Policy 1.1.7

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

Policy 1.1.8

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

The Project will provide 2,250 square feet of replacement PDR space on the ground floor of the building

while also providing new housing on a site where none currently exists, Therefore strengthening the mixed
use character and maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and work.
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OBJECTIVE 1.2

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

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

Policy 1.2.2

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

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

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

Housing

OBJECTIVE 23

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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8.

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 frontmg 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.

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

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

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

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

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

C. Thatthe 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 promde new potential neighborhood-serving uses and
employment opportunities.

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

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

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

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

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

9. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issudnce of any
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source

-Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director-of Planning
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and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed

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

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

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

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Departrment and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all ether
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Large Project
Authorization Application No. 2024-002026ENX 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 atiached 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 Francisce, CA 94103.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Govemnment Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Gevernment
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisty the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional appraval 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 adeption of this Motion, Resolution, Discrétionary 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. 1f 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.

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

Jonas P. lonin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards
NAYS: - Fong, Melgar

ADOPTED: June 1, 2017
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| EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story
industrial building and new construction of a six-story mixed-use building with 40 dwelling units and
2,250 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR space located at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Block 3532, Lots 004A and 605,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 and Planning Commission Resolution No. 19865 (Mission 2016
Interim Zoning Controls), within the UMU Zoning District and a 68-X Height and Bulk District; in
general conformance with plans, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for
Record No. 2014-002026ENX and subject to ‘conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the
Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931. This authorization and the conditions contained
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

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

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

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

SEVERABILITY

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

responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

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

1.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

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 commernce the approved use within
this three-year period.

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

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

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

www.sf-planning.org

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

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 pubhc agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

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

www.sf-planning.org

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

- effect at the time of such approval.

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

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan EIR (Case No. 2014-002026ENV) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to
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avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project
Sponsor.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

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.sf-planning.or '

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 / site permit application.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
11. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning
Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults,
in order of most to least desirable:
a. Onssite, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor fagade facing a public right-of-way;
b. On-site, in a driveway, underground;

SAN FRANCISCO 25
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1126



Motion No. 18931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

¢. Onssite, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fagade facing a
public right-of-way; .

d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 fee
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 fagade (the least desirable location).

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

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

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

12,

13.

14.

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

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

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

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

www.sf-plannin

Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 1554, and 1555, the Project shall
provide no fewer than 44 bicycle parking spaces (40 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of
the Project and 4 Class 2 spaces for both the residential and commercial/PDR portion of the
Project).

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

www.sf-planning.or

PROVISIONS

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

www.sf-planning.org

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

For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335,
www.onestopSFE.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 Depariment 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 Depariment 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,
wwu.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.

SAN FRANCISCO : 27
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

OPERATION

22,

24,

Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recydling, 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, hitp:l/sfdpw.org

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

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

415-695-2017,.http:/isfdpw.org/

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

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

. 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.

SAN FRAKCISCO
PLANNING

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

a) Community Outreach. Project Sponsor shall include in its community outreach process any
businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of
9PM-5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electronic form.

DEPARTMENT ' 28
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b)

0

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

Design Considerations:

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

ii. Indesigning 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.

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)

SAM FRANGISCO
PLANNING

Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419, the Project is currently
required to provide 175% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying
households. The Project contains 40 units; therefore, 7 affordable units are currently required.
The Project Sponsor will fulfill this requirement by providing the 7 affordable units on-site. If
the Project is subject to a different requirement if the Charter Amendment is approved and
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b)

9

d)

€)

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

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

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

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

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

Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as

a Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction
ermit. .

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 4$15-558-6378,

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

5500, wurw sf-moh.org.

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

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

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

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

Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual
("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission,
and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval
and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A
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copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue

or on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internetat:
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 af 415-558-6378,

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

@

(@) -

(i)

OHEPARTMENT

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

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

The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and
monitoring requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual.
MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of
affordable units. The Project Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months

- prior to the beginning of marketing for any unit in the building.
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Required parking Spac&s shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of
affordable units according to the Procedures Manual.

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

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

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

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

hitw:/ /sanfrancisco.vranicus.com/ MediaPlaver.php?view id=208&clip 1d=28002

Beginning at 6:09.
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EXHIBIT C

EXHIBIT C

EXHIBIT C

EXHIBIT C
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Exhibit C Link to Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR

bt/ /st-planning.ore /area-plan-eirs

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

May 30, 2017

Commissioners,

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Case No. 2015-004454PRY _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 14* Street.  This area is the
“Gateway 1o 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 praoject (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 Sireet (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* Streer, (184 units — density bonus).

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

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

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

Cumulative Impacts Require Examination

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

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

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

! We belicve 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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Otler issues ta consider are noise (the 101 Freeway crosses Mission Strect 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 gentrifying
neighborhoed which would effectively wipe out sniall mom and pop businesses and SRO Holels
as we know them.

CLOSER ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW IS REQUIRED

Presumably, this and many of the other projects mentioned above received (or anticipate
receiving) a Community Plan Exemption based on the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR®. The use of
the PEIR is inappropriate in this instance for several reasons. cxemption was in-crror becanse 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 anticipaied
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 - exeept with respect
to areas of concern unique to the project. The use of the PEIR in this way presupposes that it is
sufficiently current o address all areas required under CEQA.

Unfortunatcly, circamstances on the ground have rendered the 2008 PEIR out of date,
and it cannof be a reliable measure of environmental impacts of market rate development in the
Mission. ltis well recognized that the Mission has already experienced extensive displacement
of its residents, so miuch so, that it is now in an advanced stage
gentrification. hilipdiucsicnucal.oig/20 1588 HmssIon genuiutalion-advansed
Should tire project proceed, it will cause significant economic and social changes in the
immediate area that will result in physical changes. not the léast 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 (Seée CEQA guidelines, 15604 {c).

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

* We recognize that two projects, 30 Otis Street and 1601 Mission arc outside the area studied under the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.

1141



San Franeisco Planning Commission
May 30, 2017
Page Four

When substantial new information becomes available, CEQA Guidelines require
comprehensive analysis of these issues. (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15183). The situation on the
ground has changed substantially since the PEIR was prepared in 2008.

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

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

= The unanticipated additional demand for affordable housing duc to the overbuild of
laxury housing.

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

- The PEIR was prepared during a recessionary period. Since then, both rents and
evictions have increased dramatically, especially impacting the Mission. This has led
1o the developmient.of luxury units and high end retail that was not anticipated in the
PEIR.

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

- The PEIR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint, nor
from that of the demand for housing. The specter of living within a fow blocks of a
free ride to work has caused many tech employees to-move (o areus where the shuttles
stop — predominantly in the Mission. As such we have high eaming employees
exacerbating the already high demand for housing. The anti-eviction mapping project.
has.documented the connection between shuttle stops and higher incidences of
nofault evictions. (http:/fwww antievictionmappinaproject.net/techbusevictions. il )

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

These changed circumstances render the current PEIR obsolete. Further, 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 secking Condition
Use authorization under the Interim Controls instituted by the Commission on January 14, 2016.

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

The project as proposed is not necessary or desirable for and compatible with the
community. Conditional use should be denied for several reasons: 1) the project is inconsistent
with the stated purposes of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Plan, 2) the
proposed project 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 lecations 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 repmr businesses
and the city’s economy.

* Improve the Quality of All Existing Areas with Future Development: To improve the
quality of the residential and nonresidential places that future development will create over that
which would occcur 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 commercml 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 Daes Not Comply with Interim Controls or MAP 2020 Objectives.

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

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

1144



San Francisco Planning Commission
May 30, 2017
Page Seven

Distribution, and Repair) artists and nonprofits in order to strengthen and preserve the
sociceconomic 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 Rigoreus 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.

Si ly,

A=\
J. Scott Weaver

JSW:sme
cc Piaza 16 Coalition
bce  numerous
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT [MEMO|

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
. San Francisco,
DATE: 12 May 2017 _ oA 64105-2470
TO: Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors Reception:
FROM: John Rahaim 415.558.6378
Director of Planning Fac
o ; 415.558.5409
RE: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 5 Pl
1 January 2007 - 31 December 2016 tm;’;nr;%nn:
415.558.6377
SUMMARY

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

The “Housing Balance” is defined as the proportion of all new affordable housing units to the
total number of all new housing units for a 10-year “Housing Balance Period.” In addition; a
calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which includes residential projects that have
received approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department but have not yet
received pem‘nits 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 calculatiorns.
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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 monitorand 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; ¢) to preserve the mixed-
incomie character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing
housing umnits from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room occupancy hotel units; €) 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 pamapatlon in determining the appropriate
mix of new housing approvals.

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting
the goals set by the City’s Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the
City’s Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and
2022, 57%! of which shotild be affordable. As mandated by law, the City provides the State
Departmernt of Housing and Community Developmentan annual progress réport.? 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 workihg,. 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 Dashiboard.

! The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of
moderate means”; San Frandsco's Regional Housing Needs Asseéssmient (REINA) allocation for moderate
mcome households is 19% of total production goals.

? printed annual progress reports submitted by-all California jurisdictions can be accessed here--
iwww hed ca gov/communitv-development/housing-element/annual-progress-reports/index.php — or
by calling HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports onfine.

¥ For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see hitp://sfmayor.orgfhousing .
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CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION

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

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

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

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

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

- (Q4).
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Table 1A below shows the Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2007 Q1 —2016 Q4 period is
14% Citywide. With the addition of RAD units, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance is
23%. In comparison, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2006 Q1 - 2015 Q4
period was 18%. The Board of Supervisors recently revised the ordinance to include Owner
Move-Ins (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 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 —~ 2016 Q4
Acquisitions Units Total
:ffe:r:ae;e & Rehabs | Removed | Entitled | Total Net Total Cumulative
BoS Districts Housin and Small from Affordable | New Units | Entitled Housing
But 8 | sites | Protected | Units Built Units | Balance
Completed Status Permitted
BoS District 1 170 - (496) a4 340 114 | -70.9%
BoS District 2 37 24 (315) 11 871 271 -21.3%
BoS District 3 205 6 (372) 16 851 302 | -11.6%
BoS District 4 10 - (437) 7 115 gg | -197.2%
BoS District 5 709 293 (398) 196 1,744 s98 | 34.2%
BosS District 6 3,239 1,155 (135) 960 | 17,158 6,400 | 22.1%
BoS District 7 9| - (220) - 530 104 | -19.1%
BosS 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%6
SAN FRANCISCO ’ 4
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor
Districts ranging from -197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). Negative balances in Districts 1
(-71%), 2 (-23%), 3 (-12%), 4 (-197%), 8 (-35%), and 11 (-60%) resulted from the larger numbers of
units removed from protected status relative to the net new affordable housing and net new
housing units built in those districts.

Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
A':;::b‘:'e oy :f:a[::s ';:': :::i’as': Re::‘:lsed E::i:lae'd TotaiNet | Total cf:‘r:‘:l':::e
BoS Districts Housing and Small Replacement from Affordable | New Ejnlts Entitled Housing
Buiit 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%
BosS 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| -L7%
BoS District 8 97 7 330 (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 3483 (4,182) 1,511| 28319| 10,880 22.5%

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE

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

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

iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans.

Table 2
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4
. Very Low Low _ Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District income Income Moderate TBD Affordable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
BoS District1 - - - - - 19 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - - 25 0.0%
BoS District 3 - - 14 - 14 180 7.4%
BoS District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0%
BoS District S - - 28 3 31 275 11.3%
BoS District 6 - 158 103 52 313 3,664 8.5%
BoS District 7 - - - 284 284 1,057 26.9%
BoS District 8 - 5 3 - 8 84 9.5%
BoS District9 - 132 8 1 141 722 19.5%
BoS District 10 - 985 - 168 1,153 6,008 19.2%
BoS District 11 - - - . - - 1 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS

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

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production

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

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

Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Total Total Net | Affordable Units
BoS District - Very Low Low Moderate | Middle | Affordable Units as % of Total
Unfté Net Units
BoS District 1 170 - 170 340 50.0%
BoS District 2 37 - 37 871 4.2%
BoS District 3 161 2 42 - 205 951 21.6%
BoS District 4 10 - 10 115 8.7%
BoS District 5 439 " 174 96 - 709 1,744 40.7%
BoS District 6 1,982 727 507 23 3,239 17,158 18.9%
BoS District 7 70 29 - 99 530 18.7%
BoS District 8 82 15 - 97 1,115 8.7%
BoS District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,034 21.0%
BoS District 10 404 561 388 - 1,353 4,281 31.6%
BoS District 11 13 _17 - 30 180 16.7%
TOTAL . 3,364 1,628 1,151 23 6,166 28,319 21.8%

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

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

Table 4a
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2007-2016
BosS District Bt’:;:;;s No. ot
BoS District 2 1 24
BoS District5 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 Bl‘:";;s Yo of
Bos District 3 1 6
BoS District 5 1 3
BoS District 6 3 28
B0S 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.

Table5
RAD Affordable Units, 2016-2017
- No of No of
BoS District ‘Buildings | Units
BoS District 1 2 144
BoS District 2 3 251
BoS District 3 4 577
BoS District 5 7 806
BoS District 6 4 561
BoS District 7 1 110
BoS District 8 4 330
BoS District 9 2 268
BoS District 10 2 436
BoS District 11 - -
TOTALS 29 3,483

Units Removed From Protected Status

San Francisco’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords
can, however, terminate tenants’ leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion,
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants’ fault. The
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition,
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (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 unifs 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 Q1 — 2016 Q4
Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District Demolition { Ellis Out from Protected

Conversion Move-in
Status
BoS District1 3 26 160 307 486
BoS District 2 ' 17 13 86 199 315
BoS District 3 6 10 238 118 372
BoS District 4 - 87 76 274 437
BoS District5 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 District9 4 61 209 308 582
BoS District 10 2 29 45 173 248
BoS District 11 - 81 44 198 323
TOTALS 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182
mﬂmﬂclllsl% DEPARTMENT 10
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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
Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District tncome | tncome Moderate T8D  |Affordable Units Units as % of
. Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 - 4 114 3.5%
BoS District 2 - - 11 - 11 271 4.1%
BoS District 3 - 12 4 - 16 302 5.3%
BoS District 4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1%
BoS District S 108 50 38 | - 196 598 32.8%
BoS District 6 235 483 242 - 9260 6,409 15.0%
BoS District 7 - - ) - - 104 0.0%
BoS District 8 - 10 17 416 4.1%
BoS District9 - 12 5 - 17 237 7.2%
BoS District 10 - 245 28 274 2,034 13.5%
BoS District 11 - - 9 - 9 297 3.0%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 1d,880 13.9%
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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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.
Housirg Balance Reports are available and accessiblé online, as mandated by the ordinance, by
going to this link: http:/fwww skplanningorg/indexaspx?pages=4222

ANNUAL HEARING

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by
April 1 of each year. This year's Housing Balance Report will be scheduled to be heard before the
Board of Supervisors before the end of June 2017. The Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building Inspection, and the City Economist will
present strategies for achieving and maintaining a Housing balance consistent with the City’s
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinarice 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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APPENDIXA
Ordinance 53-15

@ 0O N O AW N -

AMENDED“l’t;,%)MMITTEE
FILE NO. 150029 ORDINANCE NO. 53-15

{Planning Code - City Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor
the balance botween new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish
a bi-annual Housing Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of
Supervisors on strategies for achleving and maintaining the requlred housing balance
in accordance with San Francisco's housing production goals; and making
onvironmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of
consistancy with the General Plan, and the sight priority policles of Planning Code,

10 || Soction 101.1.
11
NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
12 Additions to Codes are in single-t
Deletions to Codes are in ;
13 Board amendment addltions are in doubila-underline
Board amendment defletions are in strkethre
14 Asterisks (* * * ) indicate the omission of unehanged COde
15 subsections or paris 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 detemmined that the actions contemplated in this
20 {| ordinanca comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
21 || Code Seclions 21000 et seq.). Sail 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 determination.
24 (b) On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19337, adopted
25 }i findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, ¢n balance, with the
Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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1 adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the
2 Board of Supervisars in File No. 150029, and is incorporated herein by reference.
3 {c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finrds that this Planning Code
4 Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare {or the reasons set forth
5 in Planning Commission Resolution No. 150029 and the Board incorporates such reasons
6 herein by reference.
, .
8 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 10 read
9 i asfollows:
10 ! SEC Jo. OUSING E MONITORING AND REPORTING.,
11 To mai; betw, w affordah nd market rate housing Cis
12 wi ) housing for ame levels and housing need
13 7 mj) e char g City and thborhoods, to offser the
14 |
15
16 | suflicient housing affordable to hauseholds of very low, low, gnd nu inco. ensure adequare
17 { housing for familles, seniors and the disabled connnunity, to gnswre that data on meciing affordable
18 { oustng rargets City-wide gnd within neighborbioeds informs the approval process for new housi
19 . lopme, 0 enable public lcipation in determining the appropriate mix of new housin,
20 | ovals, is hereby established a requirement, as detailed in this Section 103, to monitor and
21 < he haicsing bal efween markel rate housing and affordable housin,
23 . 201 ity voters enacted ton K, which established Cil
24 ‘ U r 30, e 0. _AMor n 50% of this housi
25 woi o 3 5| r e ralie-
x Supemsar Kim
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incopye houscliolds, and the City is expected (o develop strategics to achieve that goal. Thix section

103 M iy sing Eleme. s aned the near-
term Pro, on {4 3 i ] by rdabi 5} s de herein.
(2) The City’s rent stabilized and permanently affordable housing stock serves very low-,
low-, and moderate-Income familics, long-tine residents. clderly seniors. disabled persons and others,
City sgeks 1o achieve and maintaln a riale ¢ betw, rke

affordable housing City-wide and within neighborhoods because the gvailability of decent housing and
@ sultable fiving environment for every San Franciscan is of vital importance. Attainment of the City's

oush requires the cooperative participation of government and the private sector fo ¢

s sing needs for San scans ot all economic levels and to

withdrawn from rent controls. Sucli rises o compan fods of s| incre; in pro,

values and housin, s. Fro 8 throy 013, 1 Boare ried a (o) 13,027 no-fault
evictlons (I.e, _evictions in which the tenant had not violated any lease terms, but the owner sought to

regain possession of the unit). Total evictions of gl e Increased by 38 2% from Rent Board
2 ough Feb 010 10 Board 2013 he sa od, Eilis
Jetln) victions, easing by 169 3 Y 2010 ¢
ar. {4 cdo e 2 rm. ner 0

Supervtaor Kim
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k] 4} Pursuant to Government Code Section 65584, the Association o r Area

2 1 Governments (ABAG), in coordination with the Colifornia State Department of Housing and

3 || Corununity Development (HCD), determines the Bay Arca’s reglonal housing need based on reglonal

4 trends, projected job growth, and existing needs. The regional housing needs assessment (RHNA)

5 def o) ludes production targets addressing hous ceds of g ranpe nusehold i

8 | categorfes. For the INA od cavering 2013 throyeh 2022, (7 s proj LS|

7

8 H

9 H
10
11
12
13
14 || and frapsiy, the State Depariment of Housing and Commumity Developmens (HCD), with the
15 9, C: L G imates that in the current 2015.2022 Housin
16 lem tod San Franci; st plan for the ity for roughly 28.870 new wunits,_57% of whic
17 owld be suitable for housing for the extremely low, very low, low ar derate income bouscholds (o
18 meel its share of the region's projected housing demand.” Objective 1 of the Housing Element states
19 that the City shonld “identifi and make available for. development adequate sites to mee the Clty's
20 ; housing needs, especially permanenily affordable housing. * Objective 7 states that § o’
21 i projec ordable housing needs far outpace the capacity for the CHy {o secure subsidies for new
22 affordable units,
23 l £6)_In 2012, the Clty enacted Ordinance 237-12, the “Housing Preservation and
24 ' i Production Ordinapce., * codified in Adminisirative Code Chapter 10F. 4, to requtire Plaming
25 | Department staff to regularly report data on progress toward meeting San Francisco s guantified

E Suporvisor Kim
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1 |t production goals for different hiouschold income levels as provided in the General Plan’s lousing
2 | Elemen, Thar Qrdinance requires data on the mumber of units i all srages of the housing production
4 || pesidential units or more and in quarterly housing production reports to the Plaming Commission, The
5 Llanning Depariment has long jracked the number of affordable housing units and total number of
6 || heusing smits built throughout the City andin specific arcas and showld be able to track the ratio calfed
7 for i this Section 103
8 ()_As the private market has embarked upon. and government officials have urged, an
9 ambitlous program to produce significant amounts of new howsing in the City, the limited remaining
10 pail land makes it essential (o assess the impact of the approval of new market rate housin,
11 devel nis e avqilabilil and for affordable housing and to encovrage the deployment o)
12 sources to provide such hiousin
13 Housing Balance Calculation.
14 For ses of this Section 103, “Housing Balance™ shall he deflned as the
15 || proportion of all new housing units affordable to households of extremely los, s‘gg:. low, low or
16 | moderate Income householts, as defined in California Hcallir & Safety Code Sections 50079.5 cf xeq,
17 : as such provisions may be amended from time 1o time, to the total number of all new housing wmifs for @
18 || 10year Housing Balance Period, ‘
19 ; (2) The Housing Balance Period shall begin with the first guarter of year 2005 (o the
20 1 last quarter of 2014, and thereafier fo fen years prior o §| :
21 (3} For each year that data is availlable, beginning: in 2005, the Planning Department
22 shall report net howusing construction by income levels, as well as unjts W,
23 otection affarded by City lanw, such as laws praviding for iy single r
24 occupancy (SRO) units, The affordable housing categaries s . ;
25 isting units that were previously nof restricted by deed or 10, o7
Suporviser Kim
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1 reservatio anently affordable ing as determingd by the Mayor s Office of Housing and
2 Conmmunity Development (MOHCD) (not ingluding rgxna:ig{ag or other rehabflitation under existing
3 ownership), protecied by deed or regulato -ecment for a pink of 55 years. The report shall
4 . || include, by yvar, and for the latest gquarter, all units that have recelved Temporary Certificates of
5 Occupan ithin that year, a se category for units that obtained g site or bullding permit, and
6
7
8
9
10
11 A3 i) s,
12 Y7 ¢ 0 T
13 | () Exiremely Low Income Uniis, which are inits available to individuals or
14 i ilis ¥ ned in Californig Healt, e
15 ' o $ i c¢ or rent ns e (-30% AMI:
16 f (B) Very Low Income Unlts, which are yunits avallable to individuals or families
17 . aki fweel 50% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 50105, and are
18 ice L] etions benveen 30-50% AMI:
19 C} Lower Income Unlts, which are unifs available fo individuals o lies
20 ! 12 betwe, % AMI as defined in Callfornia Health & Safety Code § ), 0
21 [ biect to or rent resirlctions between 50-80% AMI;
22 D) Moderate Income Units, which are units avaflable to individuals ilies
23 ‘ making between 80-120% AML and are subject to price or renyt restrictions between 80-120% AMI:
24 '5 (E) Middle Income Units, which are units available to individuals or families
25 |j making berween 120-150% AMI, and are subjecl io price or rent restrictions hetween 120-150% AMI:
i
!
! Supervisor Kim
: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 6
SAN FRANGISCO
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1 (F) Market-rate units, which are units not subject jo any deed gr regiilatory
2 || agreement with price resirictions; '
3 {G) [{ou.\;lng units withdravwn from protected status, including units withdrawn
4 ) « its ofherwise converted into permanently affordable housin
5 i its heen subj int control under the San Francisco Residgntial Rens
8 il rhitr, 1 b 1 @ property owner renioves anently from the
7 inii 4 inistrativ Sectio {)
8
9 .
10 Code jon 37,
11 E Pub using r e i d sub: ially rehabilitated unil
12 through the HOPE SE and Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) programs, as well as other
13 substantiol rehabilitation programs managed by MOHCD.,
14 1 (4} The Hausing Balance shall be expressed as g percentoge, obtained by dividing the
15 i v of extremely Jow, very low, low ai rate incone affordable housi ]
18 3 s s n, ), 0, y sin; hi
17
18 j £ i s
19 || already been constructed (and received a Temporary Certificate of Oceupancy or other certificate that
20 i would allow occupancy of the wnits) within the 10-year Housing Balance Period, plus those units that
21 have obtained a site or buildin i, e calculation of 1) fative {oysing Balan
22 shall also be provided, which includes HOPE SF and RAD public housing replacement and
23 substanitally rehabilitated units (bur not including gencral relabilitation / maintenance of public
24 | housing or sther affordable housing units) that have received Temporary Certificates of Oceupancy
25
Supervisor Kim : .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ‘ Page7
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1 within the Housin, lance Period. The Housing Balance rss will show the Cuntilative Housil
2 Balunce with and without public housing included In the cajctlation; and
3 B) the Projecied Ho Balance, which shall incliede any residential project
4 that has received approval from the Planning Commissio, lannin, Tment,_even if the
5 housing profect has not yet obiained a site or bujlding permit fo commence construction {exce
6 ; entitlements that have explred and no( been renewed during the Housing Balance perlad)._Master
7 i is shal] not be inc, the caleulation vidugl building e 15 or
8 { its v
9 ! {d} Ri-annual Housing Balance Reports Within-30-days-of the-effective-date-of-this
10 |
1
12
" 13 || easily visible and accessible page devoted to Housing Balance and Menitoring and Reporting on the
14 || Planning Department’s website, By August Septomber /st and February March lsf of each year, the
15 | Plamning Department shall publish and update the Housing Balance Report, and present this report at
16 | anin tional hearing to the Planning Commissi : Board of Supervisors, as well as to any
17 I} relevan, with geographi iew over g plan area along with the other quarter!
18 reporting requirements of Administrative Code Chaprer 10E.4, The annusl report to the Board of
19 pervisors shall be accepted by resolution of the Board, which resojution shall be introduced
20 i ent. The Housing Balance Report shall also be incorporated into the
21 nnnal Planning Commission Housing Hearin, f Report to the Supervisor,
22 k required in Administrative Code Chapter 10K 4,
23 ‘ (e} Annyual Hearing by Board of Supervisors.
24 (1) The Board of Supervisors shall kold a public Housing Balgnce hearing an an ennual
25 basis by April I of each year, to conslder progress towards the City s affordable housing goals,
Suporvisor Kim .
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including the goal of a mininium 33% affordable housing to low and moderate income houscholds, as

1
2 well as the City's General Plan Housing Element housing production goals by income category. The
3 first hearing shall occur no later than 30 days affer the cffective date of this ordinance, and by April 1
4 of each year thereafter. ‘
5 ¢ hearing shall include reporting by the Planning Depariment, which sk ent
8 st Hopsing Balance Repors City-wide and by Supervisorial District and Planning Districi; the
7 r'’s 2128 Community Deve, f, 4 r's Office of Econontic and
8 Stabiliz Boar, he riment of Building I an,
9 7 st on 5 s for Vi l ousing in accordance wit
10 i for 3 : ve i s falle, % j)
11 || envysan MOHCD s<holl determine how nch finding is required to bring she City inte q minimium
12 || 33% Housing Balance and the Mavor shall submit (o the Board of Supervisors a straiegy to accomplish
13 he minimuym of 33% {fpusin Ci TIMents S i minimum report on the followin
14 i} issues relevant to the annual Housivng Balance hearing: MOHCD shall reporg on the annnal and
15 projected progress by income category in accardance with the City s General Plan Housing Elemeny -
16 || housi uction goals, cred shortfalls a ¥ and site of_and N
17 ‘ oward the City 's Nelehborhood Stabilizat, < for 'd d preserving the o ity o]
18 sting re| A3 fibor; ith high ( d
19 : 3 aric e, el effi
20 | grd proposed zoning and land use policies thot affect the City's General Plan Housing Element
21 || fiousing production soal; the Mavor s Office of Feonomic and Workforcc Development shall eport on
22 ,] current and proposed major deyelopmer dedicat blic sites, and policies that t the
23 ||
2 |
2 |
|
; m;grxpmwsons Page s
it
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1 City's General Plan Housin, housi 7 Is; the Rent 1t on the
2 ||withdrawal or addision of rent-controlled units and current or proposed policies that affect these
3 pumbers; the Department of Building Inspection shall report on the withdrawal or additlon of
4 identia, its and t or propesed policies that affect these numbers; and the City
5 Economist shall report on annual and projected job growth by the income categories specified in the
6 iy n Housis !
7 il re eseniall i i lance h
8 shall be maintained by year for public access on the Planning Department's websitc on its page
9 |ldevoted to Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting.
10
1" Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 déys after
12 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retums the
13 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board
14 ||of Supervisors ovenides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.
15
16 HAPPROVED AS TO FORM:
17 DENNIS J HERRERA, City Attomey
8 oy I ——
19 Deputy City Attomey
20 |[nveginaizs20151150006501003088 doc
21
22
23
24
25 |
|
1 Suporvisor KGm
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City and County of San Francisco Cuy 1
. £ Coslinm B Canrdion Made:
TB“S Koy Prrarpee, €A 10089

Ordinance

Filo Nuniber: 15002¢ Date Passed: April 21, 218

Qrdinance amonding the. Planning Code to requiry iho Planning Dapantment to montar the balance
hetwoen new markel rate housing and new affordable housing, snd pubtish a b-aonual Housing
Balance Report: requiniag an annual hearirg a4 the Board of Supervisors o strategios. fer achieving
and roaaiaining the requirsd bousing balance in accondance wath San Francisco’s housing
production goals; and makicg enviconmeéntal findings, Planning Cade, Section 302, findings, and
fintlings. of consistaocy with the Geénersl Plan, and the elght prority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.7.

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

Aptil 05, 2015 Lind Use and Transpentation Committes - RECOMMENCED AS AMENDED

Apal 14, 2015 Boars of Supenvisos - PASSED, ON FIRST READING
Ayes: 11 < Avabs, Broed, Campos, Christonsen, Cohen, Farmaell, Kan, Mar, Tang.
Wigner sind Yeo

Apdl 21, 2015 Bosra of Supenvisars - FINALLY PASSED
Ayes: 11 - Avales, Broed, Campos, Chistensen, Cotwn, Farral, Kim, Mae, Tang,

Wiener and Yee
FFile Now 150029 1 hereby corlify: that the foregoing
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
412172015 by the Board of Supanvisors of
the City and County of San Francisco,
#V‘Q‘-A_‘, C&du lm
{  Angetacahilo
Clerk of the Board
VN 7
’ ZO 7V . .
Ak JF)e gfzots
Mayor (/ Dato Approved
Chy wed Counte of Saw Framidvon rayed Priatad e 1,43 periom 42205

SANFRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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APPENDIX B

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS

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

. . Affoh:vavble AC; :':l:g:: : Rt:r,rr!‘cl:\:lsed E::?;d Total Net E::tt?;d Cumulative

Planning Districts Housing and‘Small from - Affort:lable New l.Jnits 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%
4 Downtown 1,682 851 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 | 351%
5 Western Addition 621 293 (207) 142 1,809 448 | 37.6%
6 Buena Vista 190 3 {239) 30 899 437 ~-1.0%
7 Central 18 (384) - 348 511 -91.7%
8 Mission 345 347 (540) 16 1,504 469 8.5%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 {125) 933 13,814 5,871 14.9%
10 South Bayshore 753 (76) 1 1,807 322} 31.8%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 (184) - 73 20] 68.8%
12 South Central 10 {375) 10 128 307 | -816% .
13 Ingleside 119 (179) - 547 93| -9.4%
14 Inner Sunset - ~ (189) - 103 36 | -136.0%
15 Outer Sunset 10 (432) 7 109 86 | -202.4%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 | 13.6%
SAN FRANCISCO 24
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Table 18

Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Acquisitions RAD Units Total
Aff New & Rehabs | Program & | Removed Entitied Total Net To.ml Expa nd?d
. 'ordable Entitled |Cumulative|
Planning Districts and Smali HopeSF from Affordable | New Units .
Housing _ N Permitted | Housing
Built Sites Replacement| Protected Units Built Units Balanee
Completed Units Statu_s Permitted
1 Richmond 170 144 {569) 54 513 175 | -29.2%
2 Marina 2 24 138 {180) 2 282 160 | -3.2%
3 Northeast 191 6 577 {384) 12 753 271 39.3% .
4 Downtown 1,682 851 285 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 | 38.7%
S Western Addition 621 293 919 (207) 142 1,809 4481 78.3%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 132 (239) 30 899 437 8.8%
7 Central 18 107 (384) - 348 51| -64.9%
8 Mission 345 347 91 (540) 16 1,504 469 13.1%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 276 (125) 933 13,814 5871 | 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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Table 2

Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4

. Very Low Low Total Net New Tota! Affordable
BoS District tncome Income Moderate TBD Afforflable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - - 20 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 8 - 8 143 5.6%
4 Downtown - - 96 - 96 2,024 4.7%
5 Western Addition - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4%
6 Buena Vista - - 20 - 20 172 11.6%
7 Central - - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 5 8 18 31 1,304 2.4%
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - 141 168 309 3,032 10.2%
_11Bernal Heights - - - - - 4 0.0%
12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1%
13 Ingleside - 915 - 284 1,199 1,021 117.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - - - - 14 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%
Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Total Affordable Units
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate :::ﬁ ;:Z Affordable Totzilt\lset as % of Total
Units Net Units
1 Richmond 170 - - - 170 513 33.1%
2 Marina - - - - - 282 0.0%
3 Northeast 161 2 28 - 191 753 25.4%
4 Downtown 1,048 338 273 23 1,682 5,630 29.9%
S Western Addition 367 174 80 - 621 1,809 34.3%
' 6 Buena Vista 72 64 54 - 190 8399 21.1%
7 Central 18 - - 18 348 5.2%
8 Mission 214 62 69 - 345 1,504 22.9%
9 South of Market 724 628 463 - 1,815 13,814 13.1%
10 South Bayshore 298 300 155 - 753 1,807 41.7%
11 Bernal Heights 240 - - - 240 73 328.8%
12 South Central - 10 - - 10 128 7.8%
13 Ingleside 70 32 17 - 119 547 21.8%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 103 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - 10 - 10 109 9.2%
TOTALS 3,364 1,628 1,149 23 6,164 | 28319 21.8%
SAN FRAKCISCO 26
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Table 4a _
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of
Affordable Housing, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Planning District B:::;I:;s o

2 Marina 1 24
4 Downtown 6 826
5 Western Addition 2 290
8 Mission 2 319
9 South of Market 7 301
TOTALS 18 1,760

Table 4b

Small Sites Program Acquisitions — 2015 - 2016

Planning District B:;:;s ':':“:

3 Northeast 1 6
4 Downtown 2 25
5 Western Addition 1 3
6 Buena Vista 1 5
8 Mission 5 28
9 South of Market 1 3
11 Bernal Heights 2 8
TOTALS 13 78

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Table S

RAD Affordable Units

Planning District B:::’L:;s ':::i: :
1 Richmond 2 144
2 Marina 2 138
3 Northeast 4 577
4 Downtown 3 285
S 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 Quter Sunset - -
TOTALS 29 3,483

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Table 6
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1174

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

Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4

Total
. Very Low Low Total Affordable
Planning District Moderate TBD Affordable | Net New Units | Units as %
income ncome Units of Net
New Units
1 Richmond - 50 4 - 54 175 30.9%
2 Marina - - 2 ~ 2 160 1.3%
3 Northeast - 12 - - 12 271 4.4%
4 Downtown 83 207 14 - 304 2,124 14.3%
5 Western Addition 108 - 34 - 142 448 31.7%
6 Buena Vista - 10 13 30 437 6.9%
7 Central - - - - - 51 0.0%
. 8 Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4%
9 South of Market 152 ‘521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9%
10 South Bayshore - - - 1 322 0.3%
_11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 20 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 - 10 307 3.3%
13 Ingleside - - - - - 93 0.0%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
1S Outer Sunset - - 7 - 7 96 7.3%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
BLANARR oparcracenee %
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o

AN 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 nuniber 6f housingunits that a region must plan for in each

RHNA period,.

This table represents completed units and development projects in the current

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

* moderate and low income units —as well as inclusionary units are tracked by the Mayor’s
Office of Housing; these are also updated quarterly.

. " Percent of
RHNI’E New l:lnlts &tdl?d b'y INA Goals

Production Built Planning in Built and

Goals 2015 Q1 to 2017 Q1 Enti] ‘;"b,
- 2015 - 2022 2017 Q1 Pipeline* ec by

Planning
Total Units 28,869 9,170 23,773 114.1%
Above Moderate (> 120% AMI ) 12,536 7,486 19,740 217.2%
Moderate Incorne ( 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 ‘ e8|

* This column does not include three enti_t!ed majordevelopment projects with.g remdining 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 und proceed along the-development pipeline. These three projects willinclude about 4,920 af-

Jordable units (22% affordable).

Memo
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1650 Mission St
Suite: 400 '
San Francisca,
CA94103-2479.

Reception:
415,558.6378

415.558.6409
Planning

Information:
415.558.6377



June 9, 2017

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

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

Sincerely,

NS

 Roberto Hernandez, Founder
\ Qur Mission No Eviction

1177



APPLICATION FOR o |

1. Apphcant and Prolect Informatxon
[ APPLICANT NAME: |

Sipen ;q*\ % o WM@Hf5>3f}»oﬁ3>\
Saw Frawecco CAqqipY

“NEIGHBORHOOD ORGAMIZATION NAME: 11/ e

Owr f‘mlss(ao NO (\O(Cﬁor\

APPUCANTADDRESS e el TTELEPHONE - R

| dSﬂ?ﬂ (.«'Jea.w@cw( um

?Nzinsgﬂmuﬁcgg‘cf%fnmess S Cooonls CTELEPHONED i

< ! oY }q'mgf tqs‘x ;ﬂ‘f&ﬁ 3{?» o&?% |
Sarw Prawcscd ¢4 q Lélft{ d&cﬁ@eqmﬂ@ Qa( o~

| t?'ALwSo /]fY\(.SSraiD S‘(‘ | |

" PLANNING CASENO:/ : T | BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NG . 5 1.+ 1. xiAEOFBEchION {FANY) 1

2015 ~EoU4sq PRU | Jore [, 20(F

2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver
(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials)

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

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

KL The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organlzatlon 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 refating
to the orgariization’s activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters.

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

- 1178



For Depanment Use Only

tion received by Plarmmg Department: .

Submission Checklist:

] APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION :
-[J CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATEON
"I MINIMUM ORGANIZATIONAGE

o PROJECT IMPACTON ORGANIZA'I'ION

s

, EZ{ WANER APPROVED - B WAIVER DENIED ©

‘SAN FRANBISCO
PLAMNING

> EPA.RTMENT

: L e
“r N

FOR MORE INFORMATION:

E e
"‘l—.

Date:

Cail or visit the San Francisco Planning Depariment

{  CentralReception .
1650 Mission Stréet, Sufte 400
H San Frandisco CA 84103-247g

TEL: 415.558.6378
: FAX: . 415.558.6409 .
WEB: http:/fwww.siplanning.org

1179

Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6377.

Planing Staff are awaiiable byphone and atthe FIC counter '

Nogppoiitment s necessary.
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WEST BAY LAW . WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A
WARTELLE, WEAVER&SCHREIBER et b |
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATON , |
369 PINE ST. STE. 506 415-693-0504 % ...3 -/ ?
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 < r .

5’%’&%@5?02 ?(,QW NQ\DQPM |'$ 6‘;18%_
Flp. *(MWMY

MEMO

e
AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE ¢

-

E5TTHIS DOCUMENT MUST ﬁAVE A COLORED BACKGKUUND, UL MAVIULET FISERD ANL AN AR LIFIGIAL WA tEnMARK ON THE BACK - VERIFY FOR AUTHENHCYW,Q
'WEST BAY LAW WARTELLE, WEAVER & SCHREIBER A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION » 20936

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

. EQ7051/39235 {11/12) 636520 Rev 3/11 O
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Attachment B

Planning Commission Motion No. 19931
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTNMENT

Subject to: (Select only if applicable)

1650 Mission St.
B Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) B9 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) Suite 400
B Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) H Residential Child Care Fee (Sec. 414A) gingmgschyg
Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee (Sec. 423) [0 Other
Reception:
415.558.6378
Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 Fac
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 415.358.6409
Planning
[nformation:
Case No.: 2014-002026ENX 415.558.6377
Project Address: ~ 1726-1730 Mission Street '
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District
68-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3532/004A and 005
Project Sponsor:  Jody Knight — Reuben, Junius & Rose , LLP
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
Staff Contact: Linda Ajello Hoagland — (415) 575-6823

linda.ajellohaoagland@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION, PURSUANT TO
PLANNING CODE SECTION 329 AND PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 19865-
MISSION 2016 INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS, TO DEMOLISH A 11,200 SQUARE FOOT, TWO-
STORY INDUSTRIAL BUILDING, AND TO CONSTRUCT A SIX-STORY, 66-FOOT-TALL, 33,589
SQUARE FOOT MIXED-USE BUILDING WITH 40 DWELLING UNITS, APPROXIMATELY 2,250
SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR PDR (PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION AND REPAIR) AND
22 OFE-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 ’]uly 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.

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

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

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR is a Program EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)(2), if the lead

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

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

On May 24, 2017, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
21083.3. 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 FRANGISCD 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENTY

1183



Motion No. 18931 _ CASE NO. 2014-002026 ENX
June 1, 2017 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 f)ublic hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testlmony 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. Theabove 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 14t 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 13% Streets to the north, 14t Street to the south, Woodward Street to the west and
Mission Sireet to the east. The surrounding neighborhood is characterized by a wide variety of
tesidential, commercial, retail, PDR and public uses. The adjacent properties to the north and
south include three-story, multi-family residential uses, three- and four-story multi-family
residential uses to the west and across Mission Street to the east is a four-story commercial
building. The surrounding properties are located within the: Urban Mixed Use (UMU);
Residential Mixed, Low Density (RM-1); and Production Distribution and Repair, General (PDR-
1-G). There is one school (San Francisco Friends School) located within 1,000 feet of the Project
Site. Access to Highway 101 and Interstate 80 is about one block to the east at the on- and off-
ramps located at South Van Ness Avenue and the Central Freeway. The Project Site is located
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along Mission Street, which is a high injury pedestrian and vehicular corridor. Other zoning
districts in the vicinity of the Project Site include: PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair
- General); RM-1 (Residential Mixed - Low Density); NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood
Commercial Transit); and, P (Public).

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

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

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

A. Permitted Uses in UMU Zoning Districts. Planning Code Sections 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 permitted PDR uses per Sec. 843.70-843.87
or seek a Conditional Use, as required by the Planning Code.

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

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

C. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of
the total lot depth of the lot to be provided at every residential level.
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The Project provides a 1,950 square foot rear yard at the first residential level and would comply with
Planning Code Section 134. The Project occupies 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—complymg rear yard would help to preserve light and air to neighboring residential
dwellings.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

For the 40 dwelling units, the Project is allowed to have a maximum of 30 off-street parking spaces.
Currently, the Project provides 22 off-street parking spaces via mechanical lifts, and one handicap

parking space. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 151.1.

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

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

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

The Project submitted a completed Environmental evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016.
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program
Standards, resulting in a target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its required
7 points through the following TDM measures:

s Bicycle Parking (Option D)

e Bicycle Repair Station

»  Delivery Supportive Amenities

»  Family TDM Amenities (Option A)

¢ Real Time Transportation Information Displays

o On-site Affordable Housing (Option C)

s  Unbundle Parking (Location B)

s Parking Supply (OptionB)
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K. Unbundled Parking. Planning Code Section 167 requires that all off-street parking spaces

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

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

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

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

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

. Shadow. Planning Code Sections 147 and 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by structures

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

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

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

The Project includes more than twenty dwelling units, and the replacement of PDR space; therefore,
the TSF, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A, applies.
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O. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Progtam in UMU Zoning District. Planning Code Section
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415 sets forth the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary- Affordable Housing
Program. Under Planning Code Section 415.3, these requirements would apply to projects
that consist of 10 or more units, where the first application (EE or BPA) was applied for on or
after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419 the current Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative in
the UMU Zoning District for Tier B is to provide 17.5% of the proposed dwelling units as
affordable. This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to modify
Planning Code Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of Supervisors
(Board File Nos.161351 and 170208). The proposed changes to Section 415, which include but
are not limited to modifications to the amount of inclusionary housing required onsite or
offsite, the methodology of fee calculation, and dwelling unit mix requirements, will become
effective after approval by the Board of Supervisors

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

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

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

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

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

A. Overall building mass and scale.

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

B. Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials.

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

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

The Project is consistent with the development density established for the Project Site in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Ared 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 m 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 270.2 does not apply to the Project, and no mid-block aliey or pathway is
required.

E. 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 ome entrylexit
(measuring 12-ft wide) along Mission Street, minimizing impacts to pedestrign and vehicular traffic
along Mission Street. Pedestrian access is provided to the residences vig 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.

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

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

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 1.1

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

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

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

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

Policy 4.1

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

Policy 4.4

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

Policy 4.5
Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City's neighborhoods,

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

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

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

Policy 11.2

Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

Policy 11.3 )

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

Policy 114
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.

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

Policy 11.8
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize distuption
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 wrban 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 UMLI, which occurred as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan.

OBJECTIVE 12

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES
THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION.
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Policy 12.2

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

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

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

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

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

The Project Site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 14,14R,
49, and 55. The 16t Street & 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 tramsit.
Furthermore, the bicycle network in the Mission District is highly developed and utilized. The Project
provides an abundance of bicycle parking on-site in addition to vehicle parking.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 1.9:
Preserve sunlight in public open spaces.

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

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

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

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

OBJECTIVE 3: A
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE

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

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

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24:
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

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

Policy 24.4:
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

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

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

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

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

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

OBJECTIVE 34:

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

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

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

Policy 34.5:

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

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

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

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

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

Policy 4.15:

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

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

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

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

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

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

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies

Land Use

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

Policy 1.1.7 ‘

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

Policy 1.1.8 ,

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

The Project will provide 2,250 square feet of replacement PDR space on the ground floor of the building

while also providing new housing on a site where none currently exists. Therefore strengthening the mixed
use character and maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and work.
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OBJECTIVE 1.2
IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED,
MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER.

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

Policy 1.2.2

For new construction, and as part of major expansmn 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, Chlld
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 A
Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk.

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

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

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

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

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

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

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
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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-sireet parkmg at a ratio of .55 per
dwelling unit, and sufficient bicycle parking for residents and their guests.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated
herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation measures identifiéd 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 herely certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 1, 2017.

Commission Secretary
AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards
NAYS: Fong, Melgar

ADOPTED: . June1l,2017
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story
industrial building and new construction of a six-story mixed-use building with 40 dwelling units and
2,250 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR space located at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Block 3532, Lots 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 Spbnsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

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

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

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

SEVERABILITY

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

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

1.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

www.sf-planming.org

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

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

www.sf-planning. org

'Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern

Neighborhoods Plan EIR (Case No. 2014-002026ENV) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to
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avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project
Sponsor.

For information about complzance contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Depariment at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

DESIGN

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

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

www.sf-planning.or

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,

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

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

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor fagade 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 fagade facing a
public right-of-way;

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

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 fagade (the least desirable location).

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

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

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

12.

13.

14.

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 Depariment at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org.

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

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

Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 1554, 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). 4

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

PROVISIONS

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

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

For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335,
www.onestopSF.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 Pfoject 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, puisuant to Planning Code Section 423.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wwuw.sf-planning.org

MONITORING

21. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in _
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Plarning 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

23.

24.

25,

being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

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

Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. For
information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works,

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

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

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

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)

d)

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

Design Considerations:

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

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

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

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

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

- '27. Affordable Units. The following Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are those in
‘effect at the time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirments change, the
Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements in olace at the time of issuance of first
construction document. This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to
modify Planning Code Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of Supervisors
(Board File 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)

AN FRANGISCO

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

§
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b)

<)

d)

e)

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

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

5500, wurw.sf-moh.org.

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

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

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

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

5500, www.sf-moh.org.

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

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

5500, www.sf-moh.org.

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

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

5500, www.sf-moh.org.

Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual
("Procedures Manual”). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission,
and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval
and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A
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copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue
or on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at:
hitp://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.sf-moh.org. ' '

®

(i)

(iii)

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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

If the units in the building are offered for sale, the affordable unit(s) shall be sold
to first time home buyer households, as defined in the Procedures Manual,
whose gross annual income, adjusted for household size, does not exceed an

. average of ninety (90) percent of Area Median Income under the income table

called “Maximum Income by Household Size derived from the Unadjusted Area
Median Income for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area that contains San
Francisco ” but these income levels are subject to change under a proposed
Charter amendment and pending legislation if the voters approve the Charter
Amendment at the June 7, 2016 election. If the Project is subject to a different
income level requirement if the Charter Amendment is approved and new
legislative requirements take effect, the Project will comply with the applicable
requirements. The initial sales price of such units shall be calculated according to
the Procedures Manual. Limitations on (i) reselling; (ii) renting; (iii) recouping
capital improvements; (iv) refinancing; and (v) procedures for inheritance apply
and are set forth in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the
Procedures Manual.

The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and
monitoring requireinents 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.

31
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(iv) Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of
affordable units according to the Procedures Manual.

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

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

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

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

To: iscottweaver@aol.com; jknight@reubenlaw.com

Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC);
w&m} Gibson, Lisa (CPQ); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPQ); Navarrete, Joy (CPC);

; Jain, Devyani (CPQ); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides;

Qm&_ngs_aims& Somera, Alisa (BOS); Goldstein, Cynthia (BOA); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: APPELLANT"S SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL LETTER: Exemption Determination Appeal - Proposed Project at 1726-
1730 Mission Street - Appeal Hearing on July 25, 2017

Date: Friday, July 14, 2017 3:23:44 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon,
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 OQur Mission No Eviction, regarding the

proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street.

Appellant’s Supplemental Appeal | etter - 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.

| 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 Pub/ic‘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 ond
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 o 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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Law Office of J. Scott Weaver

RECEIVED AFTER THE ELEVEN-DAY
DEADLINE, BY NOON, PURSUANT TQ ADMIN.
CODE, SECTION 31.15(b)(8)

(Note: Pursuant to Califorila Gﬁm ﬂ(.;:ogeéiepcg;n‘c
hw)i(rzng'\i:mmmﬁdadasmrtomeoﬂid&me.)
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Lo

July 14, 2017

wastnd

o

Clerk, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

682 Wd B

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:

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

Summary

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

Planning Commission approved the project on June 1, 2017. This appeal raises several CEQA
issues related to that project.

This appeal raises concerns regarding cumulative impacts on the Mission Area Plan, and
particularly the eight block area that is the “Gateway to the Mission”. Environmental issues

include impacts on traffic and circulation, air quality, noise, unaddressed land use and open
space issues, as well as socioeconomic impacts on this working class, Latino community,

4104 24th Street # 957 * San F#ahcisco, CA 94114 « (415) 317-0832
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including an extremely vulnerable SRO tenant population who will be put at greater risk of
homelessness without adequate, targeted mitigations’.

Context for the 1726-30 Mission Street Project

The proposed project (40 units) is being built in conjunction with a number of other
projects currently in the pipeline for the area. Pipeline projects between the intersection of South
Van Ness and Mission, and 16™ and Mission and one block either side of Mission (eight blocks
total) are: 130 Otis Street (220 units), 1601 Mission Street (354 units), 1801 Mission Street (54
units), 1863 Mission Street (36 units), 1900 Mission Street (9 units), 1924 Mission Street (13
units), 1979 Mission Street (331 units), 198 Valencia (28 units), 235 Valencia (50 units), 80
Julian (9 units), 1463 Stevenson (45 units), and 1500 15 Street, (184 units — density
bonus). Additionally, there are two affordable housing projects, one at 1950 Mission Street (157
units), and one at 490 South Van Ness Avenue (81 units). Total number of pipeline units,
including the proposed project are within two blocks either side of sausage factory is 1,601 units.

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

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

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

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

! We believe that the next wave of gentrification will result in a significant reduction in traditional SRO residents as
Hotel owners “upgrade” their units. Currently there are hundreds of SRO units within the area between Duboce and
16™ Street, Valencia and South Van Ness Avenue.

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

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

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

CEQA Requires a Cumulative Impact Analysis of Projects.

Under Public Resources Code Section 21083 subdivision (b)(2).) "The possible effects
of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. As used in this paragraph
‘cumulatively considerable’ means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." Stated otherwise, a lead agency
shall require an EIR be prepared for a project when the record contains substantial evidence that
the "project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable." (Guidelines section 15065 subdivision (a) (3).) “Cumulatively considerable
means that incremental effects of the of an individual project is considerable when viewed in
connection with past projects, the effects of other current projects, and effects of probable future
projects.” Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421 stated
that “unstated cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public discussion and skews the decision
maker’s perspective concerning the environmental consequences of a project, the necessity for
mitigation measures and the appropriateness of project approval.” Here, the impacts are clearly
“unstated”.

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

Cumulative impacts on traffic and circulation are especially significant for this particular
geographic area. For example, anyone driving down Mission Street in the immediate area of the
project has observed congestion and slow, backed up traffic. Addition of nearly 2,000 units will
only make matters worse and will cause further congestion affecting both the automobile drivers
and commuters traveling along the many bus lines that travel through the area. Red lanes, “ride
sharing vehicles,” and “Amazon deliveries by UPS and other carriers will further complicate the

1217




San Francisco Board of Supervisors
July 14, 2017

Page Four

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

In addition to traffic and circulation, there are issues related to noise (the 101 Freeway
crosses Mission Street very close to the proposed project). Open space is virtually non-existent,
yet the thousands of people who would move to the area would require it. There is no recreation
to be provided - other than the local bars which will undoubtedly increase exponentially as the
Mission becomes more and more of a party zone.

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

The PEIR anticipated up to 2,054 units over a 72-block area and could not have

adequately described environmental impacts in an area one ninth the size. The Planning
Commission’s CEQA approval relied almost entirely on a CPE that tiered off of the PEIR and
therefore its approval was in error.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

At least part of the reason for the disconnect between the goals and the outcomes of the
Eastern Neighborhood Plan is that there have been numerous changes on the ground having
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on the environment. When substantial new information
becomes available, CEQA Guidelines require comprehensive analysis of these issues. (CEQA
Guidelines Sec. 15183). The situation on the ground has changed substantially since the PEIR
was prepared in 2008 in the following ways:

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

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

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

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

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, "A4s discussed earlier, this
configuration could result in internal conflicts between inbound and outbound vehicles, which
may lead to the queuing of entering vehicles, which could spill back to Mission Street. If this
occurs, operations of Muni buses may be affected, as they would need to reduce speeds or
change lanes and travel in the adjacent southbound lane to bypass queued vehicles.” (Kittleson
& Associates, p. 20) However the proposed improvement measure using Queue Abatement (TR-
1) is not an adequate mitigation as the abatement methods proposed would be inappropriate for a
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residential garage of this size, particularly with vehicles exiting the garage and crossing the red
transit lane.

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

Conclusion

Because the project is situated in an area of highly concentrated development, CEQA
requires a cumulative environmental analysis. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is the wrong
vehicle to assess these cumulative impacts. At a minimum, further environmental assessment
should require study of the impacts on traffic, circulation, transportation, greenhouse gas
emissions, noise, safety, including pedestrian and bicycle safety issues, land use, including open
space, as well as assessment of how such projects will impact small businesses and residents,
especially residents of SRO Hotels. Without such assessment, the City will have fallen short of
its CEQA obligation to inform as to significant environmental impacts and adequate mitigations.

J. Scott-
Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction
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7/12/2017 SF's traffic planners weren’t expecting rise of Uber, Lyft - San Francisco Chronicle

Local

SKE’s traffic planners weren’t
expecting rise of Uber, Lyft

A Lyft car goes up Market Street with the F-Market train nearby. Traffic plan ners didn’t foresee the rise of ride hailing
when thev rediuced lanes for cars.
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In fact, when the city was drawing up its
transportation “Major Strategic Plan” back in 2012,
planners thought “ride shares” meant car pooling. So ‘
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

MORE BY MATIER & ROSS
people per workday in San Francisco and -

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

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

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

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

City Hall is increasingly interested in ways to
ease the congestion that some officials blame F°es,°fwam°"s SF arena

aren’t giving up
on ride hailing. City Attorney Dennis
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71212017 SF’s traffic planners weren't expecting rise of Uber, Lyft - San Francisco Chronicle
disability access and environmental

regulations. Supervisor Jane Kim has

suggested a 20-cent-per-ride fee to raise

money for unspecified anticongestion

measurcs.

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

kin. .
Aaron Pes 9:02 AM New Zfi?}iif:r
Videos prosecutor injured as
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Wouldn’t we all. € g. in Contra 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.

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

“I know this (D.A.’s office) needs leadership, and I don’t believe it should come from inside,”

Cardoza said. “They are too in bed with the people there and don’t see all the real problems.”

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

now a prosecutor in Santa Clara County.

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

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

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

statements on state campaign disclosure forms.

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

to pick a replacement by mid-September.

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

2018 primary, said Supervisor Karen Mitchoff.

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

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

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

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

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

Matier & Ross

Chronicle Columnists

WERGST mulapory

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

Cultural, Mana?cmen

Net Institution . Retail and
Address Case No. Dgca::n?:;\ 5:2‘\;:::‘ Hou#ng al, ) Medical Inror:‘;uon. PDR Entertainm

Units | Education Professiona ent

a | Services

3418 26th Street 2008.0610F §-Nov-10 Published CPE 13| % O, [y 0 0|
80 julian Avenue 2009.1095E 23-Jun-10 Published CPE 8 0 16,000 0 0 0
411 Valencia 2008.0180E 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 -1,618 1,123
3420 18th Strect 2012.1572E 16-Oct-13 Published CPE 16| 0 0 0 -4,675 1,000
1875 Mission Street 2010.0787E 14-Oct-10 Published CPE 38 0 g 0 -43,695 2,523
17th Street and Folsom Street Park 2009.1163E 24-Jan-11 Published CPE Q 0 0 0 0] 0
1501 15th Street 2008.1395E 27-lan-11 Published CPE 40 0| 0| 0] -1,740 9,681
480 Potrero Avenue 2011.0430E 26-Sep-12 Published Other 84 0] 0 v 8} 0
626 Potrero Avenue/ 2535 18th Street 2011.1279€ 16-Jul-12 Published CPE 0 0} 15,200 0) -15,000 0
2550-2558 Mission Street 2005.0684E 21-Nov-12 Published Other 114 0 0 0 0 14,750
1450 15th Street 2013.0124E 30-Oct-14 Published CPE 23 0 1] 0 -6,088 3]
300 South Van Ness Avenue 2011.0953€ 29-Nov-12 Published CPE 0 0 0 0] ¢ 20,040
346 Potrerp Avenue 2012.0793E 3-Feb-14 Published CPE 72 0 0 ] -1,500 2,760
1785 15th Strest 2012.0147E i-May-13 Published CPE B 0 [} 0| -765 0
1801/1863 Mission Strest J009.1011EF 19-pMar-15 Published CPE 54 0 1] 740 [+] 2,125
2600 Harrison St. 2014.0503E 19-Aug-15 Published CPE 20 0 0 0 -7,506 G
1924 Mission St. 2014.0449¢€ 2-Apr-15 Puyblished CPE 12 0 0 0 -1,180 2,315
600 South Van Ness Avenue 2013.0614E 9-Apr-15 Published CPE 27 8} 3] 0 -1,750 3,060
2000-2070 Bryan 51, 2815 18th St 611 Florida St (2013 0677F 2duniis Fublished CPE 0 a -3,540 -64,450 4,105
1298 Valencia Street 2013.1404F 9-Oct-15 Published CPE 35 0 0 0 -2,000 3,770
1198 Valencia Strect 2012.0865E 31-jul-15 Published CPE 52 Q 0 0 -440 5,300
1050 Valencia Street 2007.1457€ 5-0ct-10 Published Other 16 0 0 0 0 1,830
1419 Bryant Street 2015-005388ENV |6-lan-16 Published CPE 3 44,600 0 0 -34,350 4]
1979 Mission Street 2013.1543E 28-Jan-15 Active Other 331 0 4] 0 0] -18,239
2675 Folsom St 2014-000601ENV [ TBD Active CPE 115 0| 0 0 -22,111 0
1900 Mission Street 2013.1330F T8D Active CPE 11 0 0 0 -2,064 844
645 Valencia St 2013.1339£ TBD Active CPE 9 0 0 0 0 -4,382
1800 Mission 2014.0154E TBD Active CPE 0 0 a 139,607 -138,742 39,000,
2750 19th St. 2014.0989E T8D Active CPE 60, 0 0 [y -10,934 10,112
1515 South Van Ness Ave. 2014.1020E T80 Active CPE 160 0 0 0] 0 ~29,840
3140 16th St 2014.1105ENV T8D Active CPE 28 0 4] 0 -20,428 7,284
2799 25th St. 2014.1258ENV  ITBD Aclive CPE 8 0 0 0 0 -269
2435 16th St. 2014.1201ENV 78D Active CPE 53 0 0 0 -10,000 4,852
3357-3359 26th 5t. 2013.0770ENV TBD Active CPE 8| 0, 0 0 0 5,575
1726-1730 Mission St. 2014-002026ENV |TBD Active CPE 36 3 0 0 -3.500 800
2100 Mission Street 20039.0880E T80 Active CPE 23 0 0 0 -7,630 2,640
200 Potrero Ave. 2015-034756ENY | TBD Active CFE 0 8] [¢] Qi -27,716 30,034
3314 Ceasar Chavez 2014-003160ENY  [TBD Active CPE 52 0 0 -2,500, 0 1,740
1798 Bryant St. 2015-006511ENV  [TBD Active CPE 131 0 0 -5,178 0 3,514
2918-2924 Mission St 2014.0376ENV T8D Active CPE 38 0 Q 0 0 7,400
793 South Van Ness 2015-001360ENV  |TBD Active CPE 54 0 Q O -1,966 4,867
1850 Bryant St. 2015-011211ENV  |TBD Active CPE 0 o) 0 0 188,994 0
953 Treat Ave 2015-006510ENV  |TBD Aclive CPE 8 [¢) 0] 0 0 ¢
3620 Cesar Chavez 2015-0094S9ENV [ TBD Aclive CPE 28 4] 0 -3,200 0 940
344 14th St. & 1463 Stevenson St. 2014.0948ENV TBD Active CPE 45| 0 0 18,995 5,849
1950 Mission St. 2016-001514ENV  |TBD Active CPE 157 1,236 0] 0 o] 3,415
1296 Shotwell St. 2015-018056ENV  [TBD Aclive CPE 96! 0 0] 850 -11,664 [
24511 45,836 31,200 126,778 -237,073| 152,028

Preferred Project (approved 2008) 1595

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

The CPE for 2000-2070 Bryant Street notes that 2451 residential units had completed or were under environmental review:
“As of February 23, 2016, projects containing 2,451 dwelling units ond 355,842 squore feet of non-residential space {excluding PDR loss) have completed or are proposed 1o
complete enviranmental review within the Mission District subarec.

This is in excess of the number of units in the approved Preferred Project, as well as Options A, B and C from the ENP EIR. As a result, the analysis of cumulative impacts contai

within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR, and referenced in the CPE, for this project is no longer relavant. The PEIR is stale and doesn't reflect current conditions. Among the
impacts not adequately studied are recreation and open space, transit, traffic, and air quality.
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Housing Boom Alert: 9,000 New
Apartments Predicted For Market / Van
Ness Hub

[n response, the SFMTA, Planning and Public Works are trying to figure out how to
accommodate 50 percent more pe&%e on the streets.



Nuala Sawyer (http://www.sfweekly.com/author/nuala-sawyer/) / Tue Mar 7th, 2017 5:01pm /
Top Stories (http//www.sfweekly.com/topstories/)
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(Photo courtesy Jeremy Menzies/SFMTA)

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

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

Fropo

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

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

e One Oak (which will replace All-Star Donuts and its adjacent parking lot) will reach 40
stories into the sky and will contain 310 units of market-rate housing.
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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 3048 16TH ST 7 87

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

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

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

Jalaram 0868 VALENCIA ST 0 24 0 24 600
Jerry 3032 16TH ST 3 18 3 21 500
Julian 0179 JULIAN AV ¢] 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
Radha 2042 MISSION ST 0 12 0 12 760
Royan 0405 VALENCIA ST 22 47
St. Alban's 3414 25TH ST 0 20 0 20 353
Star 2176 MISSION ST 10 43 0 54 352
Sunrise 0447 VALENCIA ST 30 42 26 72 800
Sycamore 0030 SYCAMORE ST 0 24 0 27 500
Thomas 2370 MISSION ST 0 12 0 12 300
Tropical 3562 20TH ST 0 22 0 22 409
Tropicana 0661 VALENCIA ST 0 40 0 40 299
Union 2030 MISSION ST 24 13 22 37 600
Westman 2056 MISSION ST 2 20 2 22 553
Yug 2072 MISSION ST 4 16 1 20 550
0165 GUERRERO ST 0 16 0 0
1095 MISSION ST 58 14
0801 SILVER AV 0 142 0 0
1476 19TH AV 0 5 0 0
0215 14TH ST 0 13 0 13 650
2901 MARIPOSA ST 0 46 0 46 495
2522 MISSION ST 0 9

Total Residential Units

942

Total Occupied Residential Units. 722

Information provided by Dolores St. Community Services, from 2015 DBI records.
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Evictions Near Shuttle Stops 2011-2013

2013 Evictions
4 @ 2012 Evictions
2011 Evictions
Shuttle Stops

@

Overall:

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

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

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

Anti-Eviction Mapping Project, Mar 2014 Shuttle stops from Stamen Design 2012 study &
*Na-Fault Fuirtion inelnida Fllie Namnlitinne & Numar Mnave.ddne QFNMTA 20172 rannrt
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A Health Risk Assessment

By: Jonathan 1. 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 aay time commuting knows that the time and fuel wasted while sitting in traffic can not only
be annoying, but can lead to real economic costs. An examination of the peer-reviewed literature shows that there
are many previous analyses that estimate the economic costs of congestion based on fuel and time wasted, but that
these studies don't include the costs of the potential public health impacts. Sitting in traffic leads to higher tailpipe
emissions which everyone is exposed to, and the economic costs of those exposures have not been explored.

Motor vehicle emissions contain pollutants that contribute to outdoor air pollutien. One in particular, fine
particulate matter (referred to as PM, ) is strongly influenced by motor vehicle emissions. Studies that evaluate the
sources of PM, | in our environment ﬁnd that vehicles contribute up to one-third of observed PM, ; in urban areas.
PM,  hasbeen asaouated with premature deaths in many studies, and health impact assessments have shown PM, -

related damages on the order of hundreds of billions of dollars per year. Recently, an expert committee convened
by the Health Effects Institute in Boston, Massachusetts, summarized the available evidence on exposure to traffic-
generated air pollution and negative health effects. They find strong evidence for a causative role for traffic related
air pollution and premature death, particularly from heart attacks and strokes. PM,  is emitted directly, and it is
also produced by secondary formation, as sulfur dioxide (SO,) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions contribute
to the formation of sulfate and nitrate particles. Exposure to PM, _ also causes other health effects such as asthma
attacks, and other respiratory illnesses. ‘

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

Harvard Center for Risk Analysis » Harvard School of Public Health - Boston

-00385-
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We estimate traffic congestion-related PM, ,, NOx and SO, emissions in these 83 cities caused approximately 4,000
premature deaths in the year 2000, with a monetized value of approximately $31 billion (in 2007 dollars). This
compares to the estimated $60 billion congested-related cost of wasted time and fuel in these communities during
the same year. This fue]l and time loss is expected to continue to grow annually over the next 20 years. Across
cities and years, the public health impacts of traffic congestion range from an order of magnitude less than the lost
time/fuel economic impacts, to in excess of these impacts, with variation attributable to the extent of congestion,
population density, and other factors.

We forecast the mortality and public health costs of congestion, however, will diminish slightly over time in most
of the areas studied—until rising again toward the end of the modeling period, 2030. In 2003, for example, we
estimate congestion-related premature mortality of 3,000 lives, with a monetized value of $24 billion (in 2007
dollars). This reduction results from the continual turnover of the motor vehicle fleet to lower emission vehicles
and the increased use of cleaner motor fuels.

Qur estimates of the total public health cost of traffic congestion in the US. are likely conservative, in that they
consider only the impacts in 83 urban areas and only the cost of related mortality and not the costs that could be
associated with related morbidity; health care, insurance, accidents, and other factors. Qur 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.

—
esul . i .

R Is Nationwide estimates for 2005 of

In total, across the 83 urban areas modeled, vehicle emissions attributable to congested traffic:

» 1.2 million tons of NOx

» 34,000 tons of SO

» 23,000 tons of PM—Z_5
These emissions are associated with
approximately:

= 3,000 premature deaths

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

For 2005, nationwide estimates of traffic emissions The total social cost of these impacts:
attributable to time spent in congestion include « $24 billion

approximately 1.2 million tons of NOx, 34,000 tons By 2020, we predict:

of SO,, and 23,000 tons of PM,. These emissions - -glyﬁﬂogremaiure deaths

are associated with approximately 3,000 premature . 5’13 billion in total social costs

deaths in 2005 (Figure 1), with an economic
valuation of $24 billion (in 2007 dollars). Overall,
nearly 48% of the impact over the 83 urban areas is
attributable to NOx emissions, with 42% attributable

By 2030, we predict:
» 1,900 premature deaths
» 817 billion in total social costs

3

-00386-
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Figure 1

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

Pramatoze Deatht

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

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

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

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

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

Figure 2

The Monetized Health Impacts 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 density and atmospheric chemistry. For
example, monetized health impacts increase steadily over time in cities such as Raleigh NC and San Diego
CA, in which VMT and population growth are significant and primary PM, . makes a substantial contribution
to health risk. In contrast, Chicago and other cities in the Midwest are projected to have small VMT growth
and have more substantial contributions to public health damages from NOx emissions, and therefore
show a steady decline in health risks over time given the larger decline in NOx emissions per vehicle-mile.

-
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Figure 3

Figure 3 presents the economic costs
from time and fuel wasted and monetized
estimates of premature mortality attributable

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

to traffic congestion across the 83 urban G
areas. Overall, time wasted accounts for the * timawaes

- - - - 200 g Fue Waaxd
bulk of the economic cost associated with ; et o

traffic congestion, and the cost of delay
continues to increase between 2000 and
2030, as this is directly proportional to the
extent of congestion. In contrast, reductions
in per-vehicle emissions contribute to
declines in economic costs associated with
premature mortality between 2000 and
2025, with modest increases after that point.

Aasual Cavt {03041 of 7067 Dekare)

As a result, whereas the public health impacts contributed approximately 34% of the total cost of congestion in
2000, this decreases to 14% by 2030. However, the proportion of health impacts attributable to premature mortality
varies substantially across urban areas. For example, in 2000, 17 urban areas had health impacts contributing less
than 20% of the total cost of congestion, whereas 19 urban areas had contributions in excess of 30%. 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 NV. In contrast, those urban areas where public health impacts dominated had smaller percentage of time
spent in congestion but greater public health benefits per ton of emissions.

Frequently Asked Questions

How was the analysis conducted?

The key components of the analysis include predicting emissions corresponding 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 PM, , concentration} associated
with these emissions, and apply a concentration-response function that predicts how many people will be impacted
by breathing this air pollution. Finally, we assign a dollar value to the predicted number of premature deaths.

Where did we get our data?

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

To estimate the changes in air pollution associated with congestion-related emissions from each urban
area, we applied a source-receptor (S-R) matrix. S-R matrix is a reduced-form model containing county-to-
county transfer factors across the United States, considering both primary PM,, and secondary 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 PM, -related mortality. To monetize the resulting estimates of

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

What does if mean?

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

What did we leave out?

‘There are clearly numerous other health endpoints or pollutants that may contribute to the public health burden
of congestion, including morbidity endpoints associated with PM, , mortality and morbidity from ozone, and
effects of multiple air texics. 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 lo 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 modals
that predict emissions of pollutants associated with congested conditions on broader scales. Therefore, the results
are approximations and represent order-of-magnitude predictions. In addition, the relative proportions across
pollutants and urban areas are more robust than the specific numeric estimates.

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

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

individual models specific to each location.

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

Urban Area Percent VMT Increase
2000-2005 | 2000-2010 | 2000-2015 | 2005-2020 | 2000-2025 | 2000-2030
Akron, OH 1% 1% 2% 3% 4% 6%
Albany, NY 3% 4% 4% 5% 6% 7%
Albuquerque, NM 2% 8% 14% 19% 23% 28%
Allentown--Bethlehem, PA--NJ -3% 3% 6% 10% 13% 16%
Atlanta, GA 7% 14% 19% 22% 24% 27%
Aastin, TX 6% 12% 17% 21% 25% 29%
Bakersfield, CA 9% 16% 21% 26% 30% 33%
Baltimore, MD 1% 4% 9% 13% 17% 20%
Beaumont, TX -4% -3% -1% 2% 4% 7%
Birmingbam, 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%
Charleston--North Charleston, SC 3% 11% 18% 25% 28% 32%
Charlotte, NC--SC 4% 13% 17% 21% 25% 28%
Chi&go, IL--IN 1% 3% 5% 6% 8% 10%
Cincinnati, OH--KY--IN -4% -3% ~1% 0% 2% 3%
Cleveland, OH -6% -8% -9% -10% -11% -12%
Colorado Springs, CO -2% 6% 12% 17% 22% 27%
Columbia, SC -2% 7% 15% 23% 31% 36%
Columbus, OH -1% 2% 6% 10% 13% 17%
Corpus Christi, TX 1% 6% 12% 19% 25% 29%
Dallas--Fort Worth—Arling)_t_og_. 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%
Eugene, OR 1% 7% 12% 16% 19% 22%
Fresno, CA 3% 9% 14% 19% 22% 25%
Grand Rapids, MI -15% -9% -3% 2% 8% 14%
Hartford, CT -2% -1% 0% 2% 4% 5%
Houston, TX 8% 12% 15% 17% 20% 23%
Indianapolis, IN 4% 8% 12% 15% 19% 22%
Jacksonville, FL 5% 15% 19% 23% 28% 32%
Kansas City, MO--KS 0% 8% 15% 21% 28% 35%

Chart continued 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 Vegas, NV 15% 25% 32% 37% 42% 46%
Little Rock, AR -8% -5% -3% 0% 3 6%
Los Angeles--Long Beach--Santa Ana, CA 2% 4% 5% 7% 8% 10%
Louisville, KY--IN 0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%
Memphis, TN--MS--AR -3% -1% 1% 3% 5% 8%
Miami, EL 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--IL 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 3%
Salem, OR 5% 11% 15% 20% 25% 29%
Salt Lake City, UT 6% 17% 27% 359% 40% 45%
San Antonio, TX 5% 15% 22% 28% 35% 42%
San Diego. 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%
Springﬁﬁd, MA-.-CT -6% -5% -5%% -4% -2% -1%
Tampa-~-St. Petersburg, FL 4% 7% 10% 13% 15% 18%
Toledo, OH--MI -5% -6% -5% -5% -4% -2%
Tucson, AZ 5% 12% 19% 23% 26% 29%
Tulsa, OK -8% -2% 4% 10% 16% 22%
| Virginia Beach, VA -1% 3% 7% 10% 14% 17%
Washington, DC--VA--MD 3% 5% 7% 9% 11% 13%
7
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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 2030
EPD | M | EPD | sM [ SPD | sM |[EPD | SM | EPD | SM | EPD | SM | EPD | sM
Akron, OH [ 63 3 47 4 34 3 27 3 26 3 28 4 32
Albany NY <2 9 <2 7 < | 5 <2 1 <1 4 <2 4 < 5
Albuquerque, NM 4 32 3 25 3 |21 2 17 2 17 2 19 3 23
Alleniown—Bethlehem, PA--Nj § 44 4 3 3 25 3 21 3 21 3 2 3 29
Atlanta, GA 93 | 717 | 80 | 635 | 70 [ 549 | 56 | 454 | 52 | 431 | 55 | 476 | 62 | 549
Austin, TX 17 | 129 | 12 | 110 1z | 92 S 73 8 67 8 73 10 85
Bakersficld, CA 2 17 2 15 2 13 <2 11 <2 u | 2 13 2 16
Baltimore. MD 65 | 499 | 45 | 354 | 32 | 2520 | 24 | 195 | 22 | 183 | 23 | 200 | 26 | 228
Beaurnont, TX <1 2 <] 2 <1 <2 <] <2 < <2 <1 <z <1 <2
Bismingham, AL 9 66 6 48 5 36 4 29 3 27 3 29 4 33
Boston, MA—-NH--RI 33 {257 | 21 {169 | 16 J 125 | 13 | 02 | 12 | 200 ] 23 | 212 | 15 | 130
Boulder, CO <2 8 <2 6 <2 5 <2 4 <2 4 <2 4 <2 5
| Bridgeport--Stamford, CT--NY 11 83 8 62 6 47 5 38 + 37 5 40 5 46
Brownsville, TX 4 28 3 25 3 | 20 2 is 2 13 2 14 2 16
Buffalo, NY 4 34 3 23 2 ‘16 2 13 <2 12 2 14 2 16
Cape Coral, FL 16 | 78 9 75 10 { 76 $ €5 8 64 8 73 1w | 9
Charleston--North Charleston, SC 2 18 2 14 2 13 2 12 2 14 2 17 2 21
Charlotte, NC--5C 16 | 120 13 ] 102 1z | 92 10 | 78 g 78 10 | 89 12 | 105
Chicago, IL--IN 487 137511 350 §27701 251 |1982 | 182 {1481 | 157 J1313] 158 [ 1361 ]| 171 | 1,520
Cincinnati, OH--KY--IN 60 | 460 | 41 | 321} 28 | 220 | 19 jis4 | 15 [ 120 | 15 J 129 | 16 | 139
Cleveland, OH 34 | 262 | 21 | 165 14 |1 ]| 10 | 84 9 77 9 79 10 | 86
Colorado Springs, CO 4 29 3 21 2 18 2 15 2 14 2 15 2 18
Columbia, SC 2 17 2 12 | <2 | 1 <2 | 10| <« 11 2 14 2 18
Columbus, OH 19 | 150 14 169 11 83 3 69 8 68 9 76 10 89
Corpus Christi, TX 2 18 2 | 3 <2 11 <2 9 <2 9 <2 10 <2 12
Dallas--Fart Worth--Adington, TX 22 | 941 {103 | 816 | 8 | 671 | 62 | 507 | 54 | 455 | 56 | 483 | 62 | 547
Daytwon. OH 21 |16t | 13 | 108 9 70 6 48 5 40 5 39 5 12
Denver--Aurora, CO 41 | 319 ] 31 | 245 ) 2¢ | 192 18 | 144 | 15 {126 | 15 {132 ] 17 | 148
Detroit, Ml 173 | 1333 ) 116 | 918 | 76 [ 603 | s2 | 421 | 43 {357 F 41 | 355 | 43 | 381
El Paso, TX--NM s 6 | 7 S6 3 47 5 40 5 40 5 a7 7 58
LFugene, OR. <2 5 <2 4 <] 4 <1 3 <l 3 <l 4 <2 5
Fresno, CA ) 70 7 58 5 49 5 42 5 42 5 47 6 56
Grand Rapids, MI 8 &2 5 36 4 28 3 2 2 21 3 23 3 27
Hartford. CT 7 54 5 38 4 29 3 24 3 23 3 26 3 30
Houston, TX so | 383 | 43 {338 | 35 [ 277 | 290 | 232 ] 28 | 231 | 30 | 263 ] 35 | 3m
Indianapolis, IN 34 | 264} 27 J210 ] 195 | 153 ] 4 3 { 12 o] 12 ] w3l 13| 22
Jacksanville, FL 5 38 4 32 4 29 3 25 3 26 3 30 4 36
Kansas City, MO--KS 18 | 142 | 14 | 108 iL | 88 8 67 7 62 8 69 9 84
Laredo, TX ; < <1 4 | a | 3 <1 3 <1 3 <1 4 <2 5
Las Vegas, NV 4 34 5 36 4 34 4 33 4 37 5 46 7 61
Little Rock, AR 3 22 2 | <2 | 1] < 8 < 7 <2 7 <2 7
Los Angeles--Long Beach--Santa Ana, CA | 722 [ 5564 | 547 | 4324 | 426 | 3362 | 360 [ 2924 | 355 [ 2974 | 394 | 3396 | 454 [4.038
EPD = Estimated Premature Deaths
$M = Estimated Cost in Millions of U.S. Dollars (2007 $)
Chart continued on next page...
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Table B Continued:

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

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

EPD M EPD SM EPD M EPD M EPD M EPD M EPD M
Louisville, KY-~IN 34 265 24 192 17 138 12 101 11 89 11 91 11 99
Memphis, TN--MS--AR 16 (.23 | 11 | 84 | 8 | 62 6 |. .48 1 5 | 44 5 47 6 52
Miami, FL 62 474 47 370 40 316 36 293 38 316 44 379 53 473
Milwaukee, WI 40 308 26 205 18 142 13 102 11 88 10 90 11 99
Minneapolis—-St. Paul, MN 66 505 48 380 37 295 29 236 37 225 28 245 32 282
Nashville-Davidson, TN 11 B4 [ 50 5 42 4 34 4 32 4 36 5 43
New Haven, CT 5 35 3 25 2 19 2 17 2 17 2 19 3 22
New Ordeans, LA 10 76 6 51 2 17 2 16 2 ‘19 3 23 3 29
New York--Newark, NY--NJ--CT 644 | 4962 | 477 | 3,768 | 337 ] 2,658 } 244 1,981 212 1,772 | 215 1,859 234 | 2079
Oklahoma City, OK 16 120 12 94 9 73 & 52 5 44 5 44 5 48
Omaha, NE--1A 7 53 [ 45 4 34 3 26 3 23 3 25 3 28
Qrlando, FL 25 196 21 169 21 166 19 157 19 161 22 191 27 236
Oxnard, CA 4 29 3 24 3 22 3 24 3 29 5 39 6 51
Pensacola, FL--AL 3 23 2 15 2 14 2 12 <2 12 2 14 2 17
Philadelphia, PA~-NJ--DE--MD 149 1,145 102 806 71 561 51 416 45 374 46 395 50 441
Phoenix--Mesa, AZ 19 148 17 134 15 ‘116 13 102 12 104 14 123 17 152
Pittsburgth, PA 18 137 11 87 8 63 6 51 & 51 7 57 8 69
Portland, OR.-WA 20 154 16 129 13 101 10 81 9 75 9 81 11 94
Providence, Ri--MA 11 81 7 59 6 44 5 38 5 39 5 45 6 55
Raleigh, NC + 34 4 32 4 34 4 33 4 36 5 44 [ 55
Richmond, VA 6 45 4 30 3 27 3 25 3 29 4 38 5 49
Riverside—San Bernardine, CA 13 98 11 90 10 30 10 79 11 89 13 111 16 144
Rochester, NY 3 24 2 17 <2 13 <2 10 <2 9 <2 10 <2 12
Sacramento, CA 69 533 60. 471 48 378 39 316 36 305 40 343 46 412
St. Louis, MO--IL 103 797 74 589 51 399 34 273 27 224 25 218 26 227
Salem, OR <1 3 <1 2 <1 2 <3 2 <1 <1 2 <1 2
Salt Lake City, UT 5 42 5 37 4 34 4 31 4 34 5 39 6 49
San Antonio, TX 14 108 1] 32 10 80 8 68 8 68 9 81 12 103
San Diego. CA 43 331 31 249 29 227 28 229 32 265 39 339 50 449
San Francisco—Oakland, CA 235 1,813 170 1,345 124 951 90 733 77 649 78 675 85 751
San Jose, CA 42 323 31 248 24 191 19 156 18 149 19 163 21 188
Sarasota--Bradenton, FL 2 12 <2 11 <2 9 <2 8 <2 8 <2 9 <2 12
Seaitle, WA 32 246 26 203 21 ‘162 16 128 14 119 15 128 17 149
Spokane, WA--1D <2 7 <2 S <2 3 <l 4 <1 4 <l 4 <2 5
Springfield, MA--CT <2 5 <1 3 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2
Tampa--St. Petersburg, FL 80 619 61 482 45 357 33 265 28 233 28 238 29 260
Toledo, OH--M1 12 91 8 60 5 40 3 28 3 24 3 24 3 26
Tucson, AZ 4 31 3 26 3 23 3 21 2 21 3 24 3 29
Tulsa, OK 9 68 5 43 4 35 3 26 3 24 3 25 3 29
Virginia Beach, VA 13 102 9 74 7 59 ) 53 7 56 3 67 9 82
Wa.shing;on. DC—VA--MD 72 556 55 438 42 330 34 273 33 272 36 310 41 366
Total 4,045 31,161 {3,001 [23,736 | 2264 [17,861 | 1,746 [14,192{1,602 {13412 |1,703 |14,690 [1917 |17,034

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

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

The EPA dara indicates a strong association both between:

o

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

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

In both cases, the relationships are statistically significant at the 99 percent level of confidence.

These relationships are summarized by population density category in Table 1. 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.

Tavle ®
Nox Emission & Road Trave! inlensiies by Populafion Densily
Courges in Major Metropaiitan Argas {Over 1.000,000 Pogutation)

i Campsed:

IS

20009 & Over

105 1 137 21
10,000 - 20,000 748 Hyl 173,453 125
£.039 - 10,330 551 53 146,143 106
2.530 - 5,000 403 53 £4.695 5.1
1.000 - 2,500 231 A 45,054 3.3
Under 1,000 45 s Y057 05
Auzrage of Wajor Meiropolitan Counifes 7g 15.77%
Table 3

Nox Emission & Roed Travel intensiiss by Popuiation Densiy
Highiy Urbanized Counties i Major Meuopoliian Areas (Over 1.000,060 Populztion)

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

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

Some in the urban planning community have implied that vehicle travel is lowered by higher densities
and more intense transit service. It has also been implied that higher population densities are associated
with lower air pollution levels.
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In fact, New York County (Manhattan), the highest density county in the nation, also has the highest
waffic density and the highest total nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission density out of all of the nation’s
nearly 3.200 counties, metropolitan and non-metropolitan. Moreover, New York County also has the
highest concentration of ernissions for the other eriteria air pollutants, such as carbon monoxides,
particulates and volatile organic compounds (2002 data).'

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

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

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

Tatle 2

Imznsity of Nox Cmissions & Motor Venicle Travel {per Square Mils)

NOx Emissions Mestemma T T o

Dansity Compared io Density Comparsd o

Rank  Rank  Coumy Average Rank  Rank County Averge
1 T New Yok Co NY 258 . 4 T New Yom Go. NY 378
2 S SanFrancisco Go, OA 67 o 2 3 BrosxCo, NY 223
3 3 Eronx Co, NY a7 3 50 Fredericksburg city, VA 193
4 % Washinglon city, OC 13.4 4 W0 Alexandna city, VA 188
B 5 St Louis city. MO 124 5 5 SaaFrancisco Co, CA 153
3 32 Adngton Co. VA 13 [ 13 Adinglon Ce VA 150
7 & CookCo L 10.0 7 7 Suffoix Co, fA
g 7 Sufiolk Co. MA 33 k4 4 Queens Co, NY 4.3
¢ 2 Kings Co, NY 87 K 2 Kings Co, NY 138
i 4 Queens Co, NY 8.7 10 & Washington ciy. DC 134

Catcutzied fom 208 EPA Datz Calcutsled from 2003 EPA Daa

Ranking oui of 422 counlies Santung ow of 422 countizs

Urbanization

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

' Calculated from data downloaded from hiips Avw Cpagny anrdal

~ hupdiwwy.epa.govittn/chie/net/2008inventory . html

* hitp://www.epa.gov/ttnnaaqs/pm/docs/2005_vmt_county_Jevel.xls
3
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other counties. This reflects the fact that approximately one half of the land area of Los Angeles County is
very low density rural, which substantially reduces the traffic density. Similarly. the air pollution
emission factors in .os Angeles County are lower than would be expected because of the large share of
the county that is rural.

Data from the 33 counties in which 90 percent or more of the land is developed indicates virtually the
same Telationships as were indicated in the overall analysis. Table 3 shows the results, which indicates a
subsiantially the same population density/traffic density and population density/air pollution emission
density relationship as in all of the metropolitan area counties.

Table 3
Mox Enussion & Road Travel Intensities by Population Density
Highly Urbanized Counties in Major letropolian Argas (Over 1,000,000 Populzion)

2

20,000 & Qver A ] 1
+0.000 - 20,000 788 a1 e 23
5,500 - 13,000 55.1 9. 146,148 W5
2,500 - 5,000 448 a3 Q4,701 7
1.000 - 2,500 %3 0o 55,140 37
Under 1,000 - -

Average of [4zjor Meropolitan Counlies 833.3 13,779

Countizs wih 80% or morz in urban land (35)

Cautions:

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

The EPA data for 2002 can be used to create maps indicating criteria pollutan densities within
metropolitan areas. Examples of 2 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 miles are reported by EPA.” The annual
vehicle miles for each county is divided by the number of days (365 ) and then by the county land area in
square miles to generate a vehicle miles per square mile (density) figure. The EPA data is for 2003, which
is the latest data availabie on the EPA website.

R . . s
hittp:/www.epa.goviun/naags/pm/docs/2005_vmt_county_level.xls.

4
2
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Vehicle Air Pollution Emissions: The EPA reports annual air pollution emissions by county, both gross
and by density for various pollutants on its website.” This analysis is based on the density of nitrogen
oxides (NOx).

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

County Emissions bMop — Criteria Air Pollutonts
Cognties o Naw Jersey, New Yook, Pennsybveric

NewYork |
Metropolitan |
Area: |

| Total emissions
| per square mile

Figure 3

Tt US KPA AR of Jrare Registse, 53 Betedrze Tauratgy.Jak 7,201

>i1,§

i

A AL A SNt

(w1}
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County Emissicnz Map — Criterio Air Pollutants
Ceurties in Dregon, Woshingicn

Portland ;
Metropolitan . . hCo, OR
| Arez: ' sions densly; 105.9 onsiSami.

{ NOx emissions
I parsquare mile
| (Showing county
data feature)

72002 County Emissions Density (Tons per sq.mi) of Witregen Oxdes
< »>3-CA3 -1 13943
L £ 3-1 1137

Figure 4

Freey. 2y 3.2011

Soiee. US S Uttee of rers Tadatias, WO Ditadeze

Other Air Pollutants

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

Figure 5: Carbon Monoxide

Figure 6: Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)

Figure 7: Sulpher Dioxide (SO%)

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

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

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

Annual Tons per Square Mile: 2002

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

Annual Tons per Square Mile: 2002

Density & PM-10 Emissions
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Density & NH3 Emissions
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1. Introduction: Mission Area Plan

San Francisco's Eastern Bayfront neighborhoods
have historically heen 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 cuitural 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 weli 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 PLAN HOKITORING REPORT | 2016

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

Beginning in the late 1990s, the City, residents,
community activists, and business owners recog-
nized the need for a comprehensive, community-
based planning process to resolve these conflicts
and stabilize the 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 Hiil, and Central
Waterfront neighborhoods were adopted. Respect-
ing the Western SoMa community’s request for
more time to complete their planning process, the
area plan for that neighborhocd 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 o 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 fo be relevant today. The
boundaries of the Mission Area Plan Area, shown
in Msp 1, run along Duboce/13th to the north,
Potrero Avenue to the east, Guerrero Street to the

west, and Cesar Chavez Street to the south.!

The Mission is highly dense with neighborhood
amenities, including a variety of shops and
restaurants, an architecturally rich and varied
housing stock, vibrant cujtural resources, and
excellent transit access. Traditionally a reservoir of
affordable housing relatively accessible o 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 apariments. 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

» [ncrease the amount of affordable housing

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

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

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

» Improve and develop additional community
facilities and open space

» Minimize displacement

1 Unless ofterwise noted, tiis report will seler to the Mission Area Plan Ares, Mission
neighborhiood, 2nd “the Mission” interchangealidly. as the area shawn on Map 1. Other

offitrai and community defindions of the boundaties of the Mission nelghbornood exist.
Waere those are used within this report. they vall be specifically referencad,

HISSION AREA PLAN MONITORIRG REPORT | 2016

1.1 Summary of Ordinance and Monitoring
Requirements

The ordinances that enacted the Eastern Neigh-
borhoods Area Plans (including Western SoMaj,
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.? ~;imesedix 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 twa EIRs,
for these four reasons:

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

2) Under the Eastern Neighborhoods Amnesty
Program that expired in 2013, legalization
of conversions from PDR fo 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 olrerwise noted, lhus repart will refer tn the Eastem Neighborhowmds Ares
Prans, or just Arza Flans, as encompassing the Mission, East SoMa, Central Waterfront,
Showiplate Square/Potreso HIfl as well as Western SoMa. References to Plan Ansas for to
the names of the individual areas) viill descrive the areas within the boundaries outfineg
by the intividuel 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
relymg on the EN PEIR, please refer to Appo s

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 1o its geographic proximity and
overlapping policy goals with the other Eastern
Neighborhoods, Planning Department staff, in
consultation with the CAC, has shifted the report-
ing timeline such that the Western SoMa Area
Plan Monitoring Report 2011-2015 will be the
first five-year report and set the calendar so that
future monitoring reports are conducted alongside
the other Eastern Neighborhoods. Subsequent
time series monitoring reports for the Mission

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

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

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 retfail activi-
ties, institutional and educational uses, hospitals,
and more. The neighborhood commercial corridors
along Mission, Valencia, and 24th Streets support
a variety of retail activities including shops and
services, housing, and small offices, which serve
their immediate neighborhood and aiso residents
from throughout the city and region. Indeed, these
commercial corridors have become part of San
Francisco's fourism circuit, attracting visitors from
around the world.>

The primarily residential portions of the Mission,
which occupy the blocks on the southeast and
western edges of the neighborhood, are also
peppered with neighborhood serving businesses
including corner stores, dry cleaning services,
restaurants, cafes, and bars. Lastly, the Mission is
home to a thriving collection of PDR businesses.
The Northeast Mission Industrial Zone (NEMIZ)
clusters many of thesa 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

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

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

3 For eamplz, a recent New York Times feawre hightighting 18 San Francisco
atrzcrions b visit on a 36-hour sy in e dly included 6 sifes within the fission Area
Pian Area and ancther 3 within Z Blocks of its boundaries. See DDA evav.yiives,

and Tax Collector, the Controller, and the ComIPD1S] 10 Arvelwhatio o 36-hoursin-sonTANKCISCOSIME f=0
Assessor-Recorder.
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Produce Market on Mission Sireet

also shows the importance of the Mission in the discussed in the sections below, in recent decades
San Francisco’s stock of industrial lands. Though PDR space has been subject to intense prassures
the neighborhood only accounts for 5% of the from uses that are able to pay higher land rents,
City's overall commercial space, its share of PDR such as office and market-rate residential.

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

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

Cultural,

Institution, 1,760,105 15% 29,898,514 13% 6%
Ecucational

hedical 598,877 17,468,039 7% 4%
Office 3,079.231 107,978,954 45% %
PDR / Light . . s o .

tndustrial 2,895,338 25% 36,265,832 15% 8%
Retail 3.022.780 26% 42,289,525 18% 7%
Visitor / Lodging $2.560 1% 4,083,422 2% 2%
Total 11,549,891 100% 237,964,287 100% 3%

Wt Land Use Dr se, Kare 2016,
-00123-
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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 fest of
PDR land was converted to other uses, especially
housing, equivalent to roughly 6% of PDR space
in the Mission.

Two properties account for more than 75% of the
PDR conversion during this period. In 2012, the
Planning Department legitimized a conversion

of roughly 95,000 square feet of PDR 1o office

at 1550 Bryant; the actual conversion occurrad-
prior {o the enaciment of Eastern Neighborhoods
without the benefit of a permit. The legitimization
program (see section 2.3.1), which was enacted

1880 Mission Street

Phite by §F Planning. Pedre

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTHMENT

concurrently with Eastern Neighborhoods, enabled
the space to be legally permitted as office. Another
property at Mission Street and 15th Street, 2
vacant and non-functioning former printing

shop, accounted for ancther 63,000 square feet
of PDR conversion. This project was approved
prior to adoption of the Mission Area Plan, but
completed construction in 2013. The building was
demolished fo build a 184-unit residential build-
ing, shown in Photo 2.1.1, which includes 40
affordable units (21 % of the total). The property is
zoned neighborhood commercial transit (NCT) and
urban mixed-use (UMU), designations created by
the Easiern Neighborhoods Area Plans specifically
to transition struggling industrial properties in
transit-rich corridors o dense residential uses.

' aiso shows the loss of 25,000

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

-00124-
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SIDNARISFLAD H 20t
rescue activities, The table also shows a modest slightly more than 7% of citywide office develop-
gain of office and retfail space during the reporting ment befween 2011 and 2015.
period. One illustrative project is the development
at 1501 15th Street, which redeveloped a vacant : shows the location of the larger-scals
lot of a former gas station into a mixed-use build- non-residential developments. (See « =+
ing with 40 residential units (7 of them below for detailed information about completed develop-
market rate) and roughly 8,000 square feet of menis.)

ground floor commercial space.

For comparison purpeses, ... ... shows
the commercial development activity throughout
San Francisco. Overall, while the Mission saw 2
decrease of roughly 68,000 sguare feet, the city
gained 2.8 million sguare 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 Builf, Mission 2011-2015

— s _— . e
2012 - - 108,400 (98.326) 4,320 - 14.394
2013 - - - (70,762} - - (70,7625

2012 - 15.200 - (26,423) 13,696) - (14,519)
2015 (25211) . - - 59,495 - 14,284
Total (25,211) 15,200 108,400  (206,311) 40,119 - (67.803)

Plarring Deparbment.

neveinpments i e Blan Ares dusng repotiing perns, including those that €id oo 1e x under Sastern Ne'ghorhocns EIR

Net Change in Commercial Space, San Francisco 2011-2015

10,477 0 40,01 (18.075) 49.275
2012 (52,937) 0 24,373 (164.116) (150,235)
2013 66,417 0 335,914 (236,473) (69,856) 101.943
2014 445,803 1,815,700 603,997 (422,157} 63,286 2,519,504
2615 (21,456) 20,000 250,508 {183,775) 0 340,696
Total 449304 1,835,700 1,464,811  (1,024,596) (6,570) 2,851,183

Sourca: San Francisco Plarming Deparmant.
-00125-
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Completed Projects Causing Net Change in Commercial Space, Mission 2011-2015

25,211
&
i
78 -

O Netloss of i enace

O Neb gz
& INEL

iz SAN FRANCISEO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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2.2 Commercial Development Pipeline

The development pipeline is best understood as
two separate subcetegories, shown in ~

as “Under Review” and “Entitled”. Entiiled projects
are those that have received Planning Department
approvals and are under construction or awaiting
financing cr other hurdles to break ground. Such
projacts can be expected to be completed with
some confidence, although some of them may
take years to finally complete their construction
and receive ceriificates of occupancy. Projects
that are under review projects are those that have
filed application with the Planning and/or Building
Depariments, but have not been approved. These
projecis 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
teken place during the reporting period of 2011~
15 - ). The Mission will continue to see
some ¢f its POR space converted (o other use

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

particularly residential, as well as the development
of some office, medical, and institutional space.
However, the Ciiy continues to enforce PDR
protection pclicies 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 reughly 175,000 sguare feet
in other commercial space, including institutional,
medical, office and retail uses. Entifled projects
that propose to convert PDOR 1o other uses are
mostly small spaces (up o about 6,000 square
feet) that will be redeveloped as residential or
mixed-use residential buildings. One representa-
live project is at 346 Potrero Avenus, currently
under construction, where 3,000 square feet of
PDR has been converied to a mixed use building
with approximately 1,600 square feet of ground
floor retail and 70 residential uniis, 11 of which
are affordable.

- (12,461) 7,396 - (5.065)

Under Construction - -
Planning Entitled 3,957 16,000 4,672 (18,607) 4,682 - 10,704
vlarmnc Approved 2,757 - - (2,814 - - (157)
Bulldmg Permlt Filed - - - {1,939; 844 - (1,093)
Building Permit
Approved/ [ssued/ 1,200 18,000 1,672 (13,754} 3.838 - 11,956
Reinstated
Under Review 282,932 - 160,591 {322,490} 51,672 - 165,219
Planning Filed 282,932 - 159,388 (303,687) 55,186 - 182.933
Building Permit Filed - - 1,203 (25,753 16,876 - 13,714
Total 286,839 16,000 165,263 (360,558} 67,264 - 174,858
Source: Sen Francisto Planning Depareent
Plote: Includes alf developments n the closing as of Decorober 31, 2015, mcluamg these at did not & Z0A clegrance under Eastera Najghbsheods Eif

-00127-

1274

i3



One example of & project that is currently under shows the commercial developmeant
review, the “Armory Building” at 1800 Mission, pipeline for San Francisco for comparison. The
has requested 1o convert roughly 120,000 square development pipeline in the Mission represents
feet of PDR space into office use. Another large- less than 1% of the citywide pipeline. ¢

scale project currently under review would build shows the locetions of the larger proposed
176,000 sguare fest of non-profit service delivery commercial developments in the plan area. (Sez
office space af 1850 Bryant Street. If all projects i ~ for detailed information about pipeline
that are under review come to fruition, the Mission projects.)

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

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

Under

Constriction 1,098,708  (58,871) 3,894,055 {290,327) 491,366  (189,563) 4,945,368
P ;’;{2;25 312,600 20,665 5,576,249 332,662 1,268,622 519,906 8,030,705
gg;‘;{gg 1,942 4,665 4,571,993 311,417 1.084.828 458,554 6,433,399

Pcrf}‘g'ﬁg@’ 2,323 - (36.555) 133.939) 305 - (55,345)

Building “
Permit
Approved/ 306,315 16,000 1,040,811 55,184 182,589 61,352 1,662,651
Issued/
Reinstated
R‘ésiifv’ 1,042,013 1,875 7,459,214  (1,046,008) 1,594,639 418,557 9,470,289
P‘a’gjgg 1,084,228 1,878 5,955,541 (994.050)  1.552,310 200,747 7,800,651
Perfx‘g]‘gé’ (42,215) - 1,503,673 (51,959} 42,329 217,810 1,669,638
Total 2,453,321  {36,331) 16,929,518  (1,003,674) 3,354,628 748,900 22,446,352

Frarsizen Planmng

14 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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2.3 Changes in PDR Uses

As discussed above, the Mission (and the Eastern
Neighborhoods more broadly), have experienced
economic changes that have made many areas
highly attractive to residential and office develop-
ment. These types of uses are generally able to
afford higher land costs, and therefore can ouibid
PDR businesses for parcels that are not specifi-
cally zoned for industrial use. Prior to the adoption
of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the pri-
mary industrial zoning designations - M-1, M-2,
and C-M — permitted a broad range of uses, which
led to the conversion of a significant amount of
PDR space to other activities. Of the 2.2 miliicn
square feet in PDR space in the Mission in 2015,
more than half was scatfiered throughout zoning
districts not specifically geared towards industrial
uses, such as neighborhood commercial (NC})
zones. Roughly 770,000 (26%) were located in
PDR pretection districts (PDR-1 and PDR-2} and
20% were in the mixed use UMU district. By
comparison, the split between PDR space in PDR
protection, mixed use, and other districts in the
Eastern Neighborhcods is 38%, 34%, and 29%,
respectively. According to Co-Siar data, asking
lease rates for PDR space in the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods are currently $22 per square foot (NNN)
and vacancy rates are 4.4%.°

v e Citw oF San Fransisoa's Real Estate Diviser,

qu;re ootage of PDR Space by Zoning District Type, Mission and Eastern Neighborhoods, 2015

PDR Protection (1) 767,087

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

Since the adoption of the Mission Area Plan, PDR
space has continued to be converted io other uses
in the neighborhood. as ~ = . . . and .
illustrate. A detailed investigation of the conversion
of PDR space in the Mission shows that such
conversions have occurred largely outside of the
zoning 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 the Mission
that have converted PDR space have done so in
order to build new housing, either with a higher
percentage of inclusionary units than required

by the City's inclusionary housing crdinance or

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

The Planning Department hes also undertaken
some legisiative action fo strengthen PDR zoning
and enable te location, expansion, and operation
of PDR businesses. In addition to some “clean

26% 3,465,888

20% 3.098.198 34%
53% 2,669,555 29%
100% 9,233,641 100%

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Projects Converting PDR Space in Mission Area Plan Area, 201 1-2015

| 1"55‘0 Bryant Strest U orie ©sa00 108400 o o o we
1880 fvﬁ#iéﬁ'ét.;éét NCT/URU 63,512 0O 0 193 40 21%
2652 Harrison Street UL (7,250) 0 0 20 e N
2660 Harison Strast URIU (11,423} 0 11423 3 Do NiA
3335 24th Street NCT (15,000) 0 1,360 9 triﬁglo N/A
1280 Hampshire Strest RH-3 (1,060) 6] 0 3 Below M/A

tnreshold

Satrce: San Francisoo Plarning Gepardiment
Note Ongy develogments with tan ar more units 2 sL0isctic the Chy's inclusionary housing aduirgments,

up” language making it easier for PDR businesses PDR Protection Policies and Enforcement

fo receive permits and share retail spaces, the

Department also created a program to allow more lilegal conversions from Production, Distribution
office development in certain parcels as a way and Repair (PDR) uses have more recently

to subsidize more development of PDR space. become an issue in the Eastern Neighborhood
Recognizing the financial difficulties of develop- Plan areas that the City has sought to resolve. In
ing new industrial buildings in large “soft site” 2015, the Planning Department received abqut
lots, this program gives developers the ability to 44 complaints of alleged violation for illegal
construct office space in parcels zoned PDR-1 and conversions of PDR space. Most of these cases
PDR-2, located north of 20th Street. The parcels (42) are in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 20 of
must be at least 20,000 sguare feet as long as which are in the Mission Area Plan Arga. Of these
existing buildings are not developad to more than cases, six were found te not be in viclation of PDR
0.3 floor-to-area {FAR) ratio. At least 33% of the protection rules. 11 are under or pending review,
space in the new developments must be dedicaie and three have been found o be in viclation. The
to PDR uses. To date, only one development at three cases are on Alabama Street between 16th
100 Hooper Street in the Showplace Square/ and Mariposa Streets on parcels zoned PDR-1-G.
Potrero Hill Plan Arsa has faken advaniage of this Owners were issued notices of violation and office
program. tenants were compelled 1o vacate the properties,

gs shown in -

Enforce«megt“c’ases for lllegal PDR Conversions, Mission, 2015

~i

Closed - Violation

5
Closed - No Violation 8 3 g
Under Review 1 4 4
Pending Review 10 23 24
TOTAL 20 42 44
Sowrze: San Frarcises Planning Departraent
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Most of these complaints describe large ware-
houses converting into office uses. Many of these
office tenanis are hybrid uses where PDR also
takes place, but may not be the principal use of
the space. If an office use is confirmed to be in
operation, Planning encourages the company fo
alter their business practice to fit within the PDR
zoning categories or vacate the property. The table
in Azponcss © shows the enforcement cases that
were closed and that were actually found {o 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 incfuded interior tenant improve-
ments without Planning Department review. These
permits do not authorize a change of use to office.
To prevent future unauthorized conversion of PDR
space the Planning Department worked proactively
with the Depariment of Building Inspection (DBI).
Over the course of 2015, Planning worked with
DBl during project intakes to better understand

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

SAN FRANCISCO PLARNING DEPARTMERT

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
Departiment between 2011 and 2015, following
a trend that has taken place in San Francisco and
the Bay Area. This growth in employment reflects
a rebound in the regional economy following the
“Great Recession” of the previous decade, but
also the robust growth in high technology sectors
and related industries in recent years.> Altogether,
employment in the Mission grew from roughly
18,000 jobs in 2010 to almost 24,000 with a
related increase from 2,700 to 3,000 establish-
ments, according 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 Seeanaual San Fansisco Planning Depatment Commerce & Industry Inventory,
2008 - 2015,
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Cultural,

Institutional, 119 4% 17.454

Educationa!

Medical 1,223 41% 2,40

Office 511 17% 8,3

POR / Light 349 12% 37

Industral !

Retail 505 20% 8,802

Visitor / 1 o

Lodging 10 0%

Other 187 6% 2

Total 3,004 100% 39,027
Snurce. Dalifara'a Evployment T

larger number of employaes or occupying formerly
vacant space. In 2015 the Mission held about
3% of all of the City's office jobs and 2% of ifs
establishments (see -0 0 7 ).

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) aitract-
ing visitors from throughout the City, region, and
beyorid. The number of retail jobis in the Mission
increased by 24% between 2010 and 2015 to
about 8,800 in more than 600 establishments.
The neighborhood represents 7% of the city's
retail jobs and establishments.

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

45% 2,010 3% 73.182
% 21,833 37% 60,214
16% 15,628 27% 293,014
10% 5,280 9% 38,135

23¢ 8,241 14% 130,550

0% 311 1% 16,688
1% 4961 9% 5,953
100% 58,264  100% 668,736

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

As with other occupations, these increases likely
reflect a recovery from the recession as well as the
emergence of “maker” businesses and production
of custornized and high-end consumer products,
such as the firm shown in .. The suc-
cess of the Plan in curbing large-scale conversion
of PDR space has likely played a kay 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
establishmenis within the City.

Over the past five years. the Mission has added
a substantial number of jobs, more than 30%

-00133-
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Jobs by Land Use, Mission, @3 2010 and 2015

10.000
8.000
6,000
4,000
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Establishment by Land Use, Mission, @3 2010 and 2015
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800
600
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growth, even as its commercial space square foot-
age increased by a small amount (4,000 square
feet). In part, many of these new jobs are likely
located in commercial space that was vacant at
the end of the recession of the previous decade,
leading to fower vacancy rates.® Another trend
that has been underway that may explain the
gain in employment without a parallel increase

in commercial space is an overall densification

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

Dandelion Chocolate, 2600 16th Street

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

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

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

year from 2011 to 2014, going from S4.5 mil-
lion to $6.2 million in five years. an increase of
almost 40%. By comparison, sales tax collections
citywide increased by 26% during this period.
Property tax collection also increased substantially
in the Eastern Neighborhoods. In the Mission, the
city collected roughly $38 million in property taxes
in 2008, the year before the plan was adopted. By
2015, property taxes in the Mission increased by
56% to $59 million, as shown on

-00135-
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126.6
2012 54,913,267
2013 | $5.292,732
2014 $5,598,902
2015 $6.227,719
TOTAL $26.519.287

 Mission

Central Waterfront

East SoMé H

Showplece Square/Potrero Hill
Western Séf';"ia

Total

$37,908,346

'O;" —

9.5% $80,709,201 7.3%

7% $54,261.806 - £.4%

58% $89,605,413 ' 6.3%

2% $94.545,142 - 5.5%
- 5424,320,583

558,957,413
510,338,391
$63,172.434
$47,303.586
$24,348.243

$204,620,067

$5,704,111
546,851,664
529,448,594
$17,146,718
$137,037,433

Seuree: §F Assessar's Offize tor 7008 data (assessed valves tmes 1o 1ate of 1.153%) znd Tex Collentor's Office for 2015,

3. Housing

The provision of adequate housing to residents

of all incomes has long been a challengs in San
Francisco. Over the past five years, however, San
Francisco epitomized the housing affordability cri-

sis afflicting American cities and coastal communi-

ties throughout California. As discussed in the
previous section, the Bay Area, city, and Mission
neighborhood have all seen robust employment
growth since the “Great Recession” triggered by
the financial crisis in 2007. During this period,
the city has added housing units much more

slowly than new employees. As a result, a growing

and mcre affluent labor force has driven up the
costs of housing, making it increasingly difficult
for low and moderate income familiss to remain in
San Francisco.

In the past five years, the Mission has been &

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

SAN FRANCISCO PLAXNING DEPARTMENT

continue to live there. One of the main goals of the
Mission Area Plan is to increase the production
of housing affordable o a wide-range of incomes.
The environmential analysis conducted for the

EN EIR estimated that between 800 and 2,000
additional units could be daveloped as a restlt
of the rezoning associated with the Mission Area
Plan.® The Plan also recognizes the value of the
existing housing stock and calls for ifs preserva-
tion, particularly given that much of it is under
rent control. Dwelling unit mergers are strongly
discouraged and housing demolitions are aliowed
only on condition of adequate unit replacement.

< Dviigamenzl bmoact Sepon

-00136-
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3.1 Housing Inventory and
New Housing Production

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

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

& 70in Xen Francisao Housicg loventory,

New Housing Production, Mission, 2011-2015

2012 a7
2013 242
2014 75

BOREISU ABCY O Ol e Ing o
LRSIHUE BRps ALA RS : h

is almost identical to the average between 2006
and 201C, when the Mission added 164 units per
year. - shows the citywide figures for
comparison. Nearly 6% of the net increase in the
City’s housing stock in the last five years was in
the Mission area.

- shows the location of recent housing
construction. The vast majority of new units
added during the 2011-2015 reporting period are
located north of 16th Street and west of Mission
Streel. All of the new 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 found in -

s L e
- 11 53
1 15 257
1 2 76

2012 79%
2013 2,330

) 2012 2.455
2015 2,47 i
TOTAL 9,401

Source. San Frarciscs Planning Department

1,318

127 620
429 59 1,960
95 156 2516
25 507 2,954
760 1377 10,018
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3.2 Housing Development Pipeline

As discussed above in the Commercial Activity
chapter, the pipeline should be analyzed along
two different categories: projects that have
submitied 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 considerad much more likely to
add residential or commercial capacity to the city’s
building stock in the shori-to-medium term, while
under review projects may require clearance from
environmental review, variances (0 planning code
restrictions, and discretionary review. In general,
the Planning Department estimates that projects
that are currently under construction can take up
fo two years to be ready for occupancy, entitied
projects can take between two and seven years,
while projects under review can {ake 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

H

Housing Development Pipeline, Mission, and San Francisco, @4 2015

which 1,467 are under review. Roughly 400
units are entitled, of which half are currenil

under consiruction, as shown on - -
The pipeline for the Missicn accounts for 9% of
tha fotal number of projecis 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 housing pipeline is much more robust
than it was at the end of 2010, shown in the
previous Monitoring Report. In that year, only
seven projects (with a total of nine units) were
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 than
three times the number of units, reflecting a much
stronger market and willingness by developers to
build new housing.

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

17 8,816 - e79 232

200 22

Planning -
Entitled 188 18 29 31,546 6,141 353
Planning . -
Approved 14 - 5 27,617 12 80
Buiiding . - . -
Permit?’iied i - 5 1,52¢% 73 36
Building
Permit
Approved/ 158 18 19 2,400 5,056 237
Issued/
Reinstated
Under Review 1,467 43 83 21,752 1,797 708
P!annving Filed S09 37 25 17,575 1.574 2086
Buildi = - - PO o
Permit Filed 558 & 40 4,177 223 502
Total 1,855 33 111 62,114 8,917 1,253

r 31, 20050 inghuding thoss that 21 not {or Wil nol reseive CEQA thesrance uncer Sasam Ne'ghaomasds TiF,

-00139-

1286

25



Housing Development Pipeline by Development Status, Mission, @4 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. Anpendix
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.

Y ASTacbabela lareniin EEPryrbea DI
Bed, 2 AUOTGANE CGHIBINE Eforts: (n’t'}:w’i‘}ﬁ,
fs

?
Eastern Neighborheods, and Mission

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

of AMI) incorme households. Households living

in SFHA-managed properties pay no more than
30% of their income on rent, and the average
household earns roughly $15,000. Four of these
properties are located within the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods boundaries: two in the Mission and two in
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.
Cne 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 fo pro-
vide capital financing for affordable housing devel-
opments targeting households eaming between 30

HISSION AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORT | 2018

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

One of the most powerful tools to promote afford-
able housing development in San Francisco is the
inclusionary housing program specified in Section
415 of the Planning Code. This program requires
that developments of 10 or more units of market
rate housing must restrict 12% of the units to
families earning below 55% of AMI (for rental
units) or 0% 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
20186, increases the minimum inclusionary hous-
ing requirement to 25% on projects larger than 25
units. The Board of Supetvisors 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 Appendix G.

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

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

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

10 Wegmann, Jake, and Karen Chiapple. “Hidden density in single-family reighborioads:
Lackyard cottages as an equitable smant pruwth strategy.” Joumal of Urbanism:
ir7al Research cn £ ing ar«d Urvan Sustainability 7.3 (2014): 307-329.
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Program, which is currently under review by the
City. The Board recently approved the portion of
the program that allows developers to build up

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISEO PLARNING DEPARTMENT

able to families, including the units sold or leased
at below-market rates. Lastly, in order {6 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 Tzohe 7.4.] 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 Taiie 3. 1.1), slightly
lower than the inclusionary housing minimum of
12%. The percentage is lower than the minimum
because seven projects (shown on Tuiie 3.3.3)
chose to pay a fee to the City in lieu of building
the units on-site. These fees raised $7.3 million
for the City's housing development prograrm
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, Stafe,
and other sources. Therefore, it is estimated that
the “in-lieu fees” collected in the Mission in this
period, if successfully leveraged into additional
external funding and used to build projects on
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publicly controlled land, could yield an additional
30 units.'* Moreover, projects with fewer than 10
units are exempt from the inclusionary housing
requirement.

Out of the 56 inclusicnary units, 40 were rental
units fargeted to low-income houssholds (55%
of AMD) at the 134-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

2015 -
TOTAL -

es San Frascizes Plasping Department end Mayor's Ofiea

f Housing and Commu

GRNBNY URItS 3t cersidered Tnatural dable” and g pot incemoe et

2012 377
2013 264
2014 449
2015 213
 ToOTAL 1,644

EITEAING nEs

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

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

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

2
40 3 43
8 3 11
6 7 12
56 20 - 76
e
sgauced theough the intlusiorany bowsing grogram o0 ihisugn publc sussidie.

38 38 513
216 30 710
243 57 755
286 53 552
853 238 2,735

.
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Housing Developments Opting for Affordable Housing “In-lieu” Fee, Mission, 2011-2015

3500 19TH ST $1.119.972

3418 28TH ST 2012 ’ $685,574
2652 HARRISON ST 2012 $975,804
898 VALENCIA 8T 2013 $1,119.260
1050 VALENCIA ST 2013 §756,932
3420 18TH ST 2015 $1.001.589
1450 15TH ST 2015 $1,654.354
GRAND TOTAL $7,313,592
Source: Daparmant of Building Inscention
30 SAN FRANGISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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New Affordable Housing, Mission, 2011-2015
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3.5 Housing Stock Preservation

A key component in promoting neighborhood
affordebility and stability is to preserve the existing
stock of housing. New housing development in
San Francisco is costly and preserving homes can
prevent displacement of families and disruption in
fight-knit communities such as the Mission. The
Mission Area Plan supports the preservation of the
area's existing housing stock and prohibits resi-
dential demolition uniess this project ensures suffi-
cient replacement of housing units. Restrictions on
demolitions also help 1o preserve affordable and
rent-controlied housing and historic resources.

A neighborhood’s housing stock can also change
without physical changes to the building structure.
Conversions of rental housing 1o condominiums
can turn housing that is rent controlled and
potentially accessible to those of low {o 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 o purchase a home. Lastly, rental
units can be "lost™ to evictions of various types,
from owners moving in 1o units formerly occupied
by tenanis 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

S

Units Lost, Mission, 2011-2015

Scuicz San t

s Fancing Dezaninven:

SAM FRANCISCO PLANRING DEPARTHMENT

e Lot e

2012 - - -
2013 - - -
2014 3 - -
2015 4 - -

| TOTAL 7 7 -

their homes.

One tmportant priority of the Plan’s housing stock
preservation efforts is to maintain the existing
stock of single room occupancy (SRO) hotels,
which often serve as a relatively affordable option
for low income households. includes
a list of SRO properties and number of residential
UnNIts.

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 with the preceding
5-year period.

In this most recent reporting period, 30 units
were demolished or lost through alteration in the
Mission (7= ) or less than 3% of units
demolished citywice. In the previous reporting
period, 15 units were lost to demolition or aliera-
tion. "= « shows San Francisco figures for
comparison. lliegal units removed alsc result in
loss of housing; corrections to official records, on
the other hand, are adjustments to the housing
count.

- 7 14 21

- - 1 1
- 1 4
- 14 16 30
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VISYIH AREA 2015
1 3 e s 149
2012 2 23 1 1 27 127 154
2013 70 38 2 - 110 427 537
2014 24 20 1 - a5 95 140
2015 100 12 1 116 25 141
TOTAL 235 115 6 363 758 1,121
Souren: San Franssey Plancing Depanment
Lo e . .1 > shows that in the last five years,
284 units in 105 buildings in the Mission were
Condc conversions increase San Francisco’s converted to condominiums, compared to 307
homeownership rate, estimated to be at about units in 133 buildings between 2006 and 2010.
37% in 2014. However, condo conversians also In all, approximately 0.6% of all rental units in the
mean a reduction in the City's rental stock. In Mission were converted to condeminiums between
2014, an estimated 76% of households in the 2011 and 2015, This represenis 11% of all
Mission were renters. According o the American condo conversions citywide.
Community Survey, there was no change in
the owner/renter split in the Mission or in San
Francisco between 2009 and 2014. Almost 8%
of San Francisco’s rental units are in the Mission
as of 2014, the same figure as in 2008.7?
IZ San Fra
Frangizcs P
o S e
2012 18 43 200 488 9% 9%
2013 17 42 147 369 2% 1%
2014 29 81 239 727 2% 11%
2015 18 63 149 500 12% 13%
 Totals 105 284 936 2,556 1% C11%
Souice: DPW Bureau of Street Use and Mapoing
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Evictions by owners that choose to move in to
their occupied rental units or use the Ellis Act
provisions to withdraw their units from the rental
market also cause changes {o 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 uhits (compared to 73 units
between 2006 and 2010). The annual trend
from 2011 and 2014 (betwean 13 and 22) was
similar to the annual evictions for the previous
5-year reporting period, but these types of evic-
tions surged io 35 in 2015. Similarly, Ellis Act
withdrawals led to 113 evictions during the most
recent reporting period (compared to 71 in the

Evictions, Mission, 201 1—2Q15

previous period). Owner move-in gviclions in the
Mission accounted for 8% of the cifywide iotal
while the Plan Area accounted for 18% of Ellis
Act evictions in San Francisco between 2011
and 2015.

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

=
—
[
(@)
S
Vs

2011 13 54

s 123 5 1
2012 19 23 74 172 5s 1343 1% 23% 6%
2013 22 51 55 275 225 1368 8% 22% 7%
2014 14 16 120 315 101 1550 % 16% 8%
2015 35 19 100 425 142 1518 8% 13% 7%
Totals 103 113 453 1,310 825 6,881 8% V o 18% 7%

Sownn San Frargisso Rast Beadd

woas gassifing under " inziuce T2 faullT Bechions st as B

of somrazt of fabur 1o 23y @nn.
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3.6 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (JHLP)

Prompted by the Downtown Plarn in 1985, the
City determined that large office development, by
increasing employment, attracts new residents
and therefore increases demand for housing. In
response, the Office of Affordable Housing Produc-
tion Program (OAHPP) was established in 1985 to
require large office developments to contribute to 2
fund to increase the amount of affordable housing.
fn 2001, the OAHPP was re-named the Jobs-
Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) and revised to
require all commercial projects with a net addition
of 25,000 gross square feet or more to contribuie
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

201112
2012-13 $893.542
2013-14 $-
2014-15 $6,205
2015-15 5
Total $899,747

“Departmen of Building Inspection as of 6/1/16

Commute Mode Split, Mission and San Francisco

Car

4, Accessibility and Transportation

The Mission Area Plan Area is characterized by

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

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

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

189,470

Drove Alone 7,809 25% 165,151 36%

Carpoéled / 1,248 % 34,319 8%
Transit 12.942 41% 150,222 33% 9%
Bike 2,852 9% 17,356 4% 6%
Walk 3,532 11% 46,310 10% 8%
Other 844 3% 10,579 2% %
Worked at Home 2,410 % 32,233 7% 7%
Total 31,637 100% 456,670 100% 7%

4 Anvwriean Semmunly Survey Sear mstines
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4.1 Eastern Neighborhoods TRIPS Program

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

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

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

(3) Complete streets and transit prioritization
improvements for 16th Street (22-Filimore)
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 Plar.

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

SAN FRANCISCO PLARNING DEPARTMENT

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 nat
limited to, the Mission District Folsorn Street road
diet improvements, Bryant Sireet 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
streeiscape 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 imptementa-
tion strategies will be developed in the future.

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

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

at the intersection of Valencia Street and Dubaoce
Avenue. A new traffic signal has also recently
been installed at the intersection of 16th and
Capp Streets.
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Lastly. the southwest Bart plaza was 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 Are

16th Street at Capp
Strest — New Trafiic
Signal

Cesar Chavez SR2S
Project

Winter 201372014

Spring 2014

Valencia St./Duboce
Ave Multimodal
{mprovements

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

Winter 2014/2015

Winter 2014/2015

Polrero Ave., from
Division to Cesar
Chavez Streetscape
Praject

Winter 2014/2015

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

Winter 2014/2015

Pedesirian
Ceuntdown Signal
(3 Signals)

Spring 2015

Saurze: San Franciscs Municipal Transportation Axency

5. Community improvements

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”, which was
provided to the public, the Planning Commission,
and the Board of Supervisors at the time of the
original Eastern Neighborhoods approvals. This
Implementation Document described infrastruciure
and other public benefits needed to keep up

with developmert, established key funding
mechanisms for the infrastruciure, and provided

a broader strategy for funding and maintaining
newly needed infrastructure. Below is a descrip-

Fall 2016

Winter 2016717 Design

Summer 2015 Design

Fall 2015 Design

Winter 2017718 Design

Summer 2015 Design

Winter 2016/17 Design

e ETIe L vmr e B oAy LpANITAAIL S BEL
HISTIOH 380 PLAR MORITERINE R

Complete $350,000

$385.000

$5,000.000

$150,000

$4,100,0C0

$86.000

417,000

(7]
h S

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

Eagle Plaza (in-Kind)

\ 17t and Folsom Park Potrero Avenue Streetscape
!

|

‘ Hission Recreation Genter

! Jose Coronado Playground |

1 : ;

Bartlett Street Pedestrian Improvements /

Idission Mercado

]
i
i
i
!
:
i

il
{
i
}

Garfield Square Aquatic Center

Juri Commons

Project Status Project Size
Complete itajor
Construction / .
o ) Community
iear Construction
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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 tmpact 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 esiablishing 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 uitimately established at fower
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 Depariment 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 facifities, and
pedestrian facilities (“San Francisco Infrastructure
Level of Service Analysis”).

Separate from the Citywide Nexus published in
2015, MTA and the Planning Department also
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produced a Needs Assessment and Nexus Study
to analyze the need for additional transit services,
along with complete streets. This effort was to
provide justification for instituting a new Trans-
portation Sustainability Fee (TSF) to replace the
existing Transit Development Impact Fee (TDIF).
In the analysis, the derived need for transit from
new development is described providing the same
amount transit service (measured by transit service
hours) relative to amount of demand (measured
by number of auto plus fransit 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 Appcitis &

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 porticns 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 apen 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 5.2.1,
will include a children’s play area, demonstration
garden, outdoor amphitheater and seating, among
other amenities. The project is under construction
and is expected to be completed by winter 2017.
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Rendering of Park at 17th and Folsom Streets and Adjacent New Housing Development

Soures: San Frangiseo Recreation & Parks.

Another facility planned for the Plan Area, still

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

Lastly, Garfield Pool is scheduled to be rehabili-

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

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEFARTHENT

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

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

5.3 Community Facilities and Services

As a significant amount of new housing develop-
mznt is expected in the Mission, new residents
will increase the need o add new community
facilities and to maintain and expand exisling
ones. Community facilities can include any tvpe
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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 cultura! 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.

Map & 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 fegal 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

& Hospiials @ Schools

& Libraries @ Fire Stations
@ Communily Based Organizations @ Churches
Q Child CareFacilites
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5.4 Historic Preservation

A number of Planning Code amendmenis 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 fiexibility 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.

i A - i - o e o~ TEI S RN
5.4.1 Commarcial Uszs in Certain Mixed-Use

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 Adminisirator (ZA)
or with Conditional Use Authorization from the
Planning Commission. Depending on the zoning
district, the historic status may either be: Article
10 Landmark (A10), Contributing Resources to
Article 10 Landmark Districts (A10D), Article

11 Category |, Hi, Il and IV (A11), Listed in or
determined eligible for National Register (NR),

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

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

The incentive acknowledges that older buildings
generally require more upkeep due to their age,
antiquated building systems, and require interven-
tion to adapt to contemporary uses. The properiy
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

Neighbarhood serving businesses represent a
diversity of activities beyond fypical 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 ~ppendix 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 “neighborhocd serving.”

”

By this definition, the Mission is home to almost
600 neighborhood serving businesses and estab-
lishments employing aver 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 fimited-service restaurants,
bakeries, etc.), schoois, grocery stores, bars, and
pharmacies. These businesses are typically along
the Mission, Valencia, and 24th Street neighbor-
hood commercial districts, as shown on #ag S.
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Neighborhood Serving Establishments, Mission

FuII-Serwc;?es‘taurants 5
énack and Nonél;cbiwolic Beverage Barsr 31 908
Limited-Service Restaurants 7 g2 884
Supermarkets and Other Grocery (except Convenience) Storas a 3% 521
v Elementary and VSVecondary SéhooisA - ' ) 20 516
Drinking Places {(Alcoholic Beverages) - 36 » 3'88
Eleétronics‘ Stofes - i3 ‘246
Retail Bakeries i2 }4»3 ]
‘ Commérc?al Banking 7 7 B 138
Pharmacies and Ijrug Stores o ’ 7 o ’ 10 ' 129
Sporting Goodsrétores k o 7 k 125
Junior Colleges 2 1 10
Used Merchandise Stores & 96
All Other Specialty Food Stores : 3 87
‘Fiiness znd Recreational Sports Cente; 7 5 85
Discount Department Stores 1 . 76 4
k VC‘Iivic znd Social Organizations g 64
Dryéleaniﬁg ané Léundry Services (éxéépt Coin-Operated) 7 6i
General Automotive Repair ?.G 57
Pet Care (exceét Veterinary) Servicas lC ;32
Women's Cloiﬁing Stores 7 g >50
Nail Szlons - 8 »48>
Office Supplies and Stationery S‘tdres 2 V 48
Chitd Day Care Services 7 7 ic 7 a7
Shoe Stores 3 4-
kSavings Institutions % 407
Book Storesr o 5 39
Men's Clothir{g Stores 5 38 »
All Other General Merchandise Stores & 38
Religious Organizations 7 3 34 )
Family Clothing Stores 3 34
) Beauty Salons - 9 34
Pél and Pet Supplies Storés o i 3 ) 32” ‘
Barber Shops i 7 30
Gaspline Stations with Convenience Stores 28
Clothing Accessorizs Stores' 7 28
tleat h-‘larkets”w o 7 ‘ 6 24
7 Eeer. Win;’_.va}ld Liquor Stores 6 ‘ '2v0
Se‘.'»'fng,’N'eédltework, yancf Piece Goéd;étores V 2 19‘ 7
Fruit and VEge'zéﬁfé ;‘-s%arkets 7 & 12
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MCc‘)snAwefics, vBeau’b}vSwL.l-pplies. arylngerfumeJ Stores
Food (Healtkh)‘Silrlrprplker;nker'rt Stores 4 o
Other Automotive Mechahicai and Electricai Regsair and Maintenance
Convenience Stores -
beby, Tof, and &Same Siores
Other Clothing Storss
Coin-Operated Laund;iéswa.nrde;ycléaner’s

Cafeterias, Grill Buffeis, and Bdﬁ;ets

Vfdeo Tape and Disc Rentél

QOther Personal and Household Goﬁds Repair and Waintenznce

Autometive Transmission Repair

Librarizs anc Archives
TOTAL
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Neighborhood Serving Businesses in the Mission
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6. Implementation of Proposed The EN CAC has held monthly public mestings
Programming since October, 2009. For more information on the
EN CAC, go to hito:/encac.siplanning.org.
Along with establishing fees, and providing a
programmatic framework of projects, the EN 6.2 Eastern Neighborhoods Community
approvals included amendments to the City's Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund
Administrative Code establishing a process to
choose infrastructure projects for implementation The Eastern Neighborhoods Community Facilities
on an ongoing basis. and Infrastructure Fee includes three tiers of
fees that are based on the amount of additional
6.1 Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens development enabled by the 2009 Eastern
Advisory Committee Neighborhoods rezoning. In general, Tier 1 fees
are charged in areas where new zoning provided
The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisary less than 10 feet of additional height. Tier 2 fees
Committee (EN CAC) started meeting on a are for those areas that included between 10
monthly basis in October 2008. The CAC is and 20 feet of additional height, and Tier 3 fees
comprised of 19 members of the public appointed are for areas that included for 20 feet or more of
by the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor. The additional height. Fees are adjusted every year
CAC focuses on implementation of the Eastern based on inflation of construction costs.
Neighborhoods Implementation Program and
priority projects. Together with the IPIC, discussed Below is a chart of the original fees (2009) and
below, the CAC determine how revenue from the fees as they exist today.
impact fees are spent. The CAC also plays a key
role in reviewing and advising on the Five-Year
Maonitoring Reports.
Tier 1 $8.00 sa 00 $10.19 $7.65
Tier 2 $12.00 ' $10.00 $15.29 S12.74
Tier 3 $16.00 $14.00 $20.39 $17.84
Soyree: San Franasce Planning Decatment
The fees established above are proportionally divided into five funding categories as detgrmined by the needs assessment, nexus studies,
and feasibilities studies, including housing, transportationjtransit, complete streets, recreation and open spacse, and child care. In the
Aission District NCT and MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Districts, 75% of fegs collected from resideniial development is set aside for
affordable housmg for the two respactive Plan Areas. The first $10.000,000 collected are targsted to alforaable housing preservation and
rehzbilitation. To date, the City has callected more than $48 million in impact fees, as shown on Tabig w27,
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Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees
Collected o Date

HOUSING

TRANSPORTATION / <

TRANSIT $£16,240,000
COMPLETE STREETS $6.730,000
RECREATION AND -

OPEN SPACE $17,520.000
CHILDCARE $2,420,000
Total $48,350,000

Over the 2016-2020 period, the City is projected
to collect $145 miliion from the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods impact fee program, as shown on 7.

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees
Projected, 2016-2020

HOUSING

TRANSPORTATION / -
R : $30,302.000
COMPLETE STREETS 538,542,000
RECREATION AND

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

As shown in 7o o . approximately $5.4 mil-
lion have been collected from 58 projects in the
Mission Area Plan Area fo date. Qverall, roughly
$48.4 million has been collected in all of the
Eastern Neighborhoods, including Western SoMa.

SAN FRAMCISCO PLANNING DESARTMENRT

$4,740,000

$26,411,000

Eastern Neighborhoods {nirasiructure Impact Fees
Collected, 2011-2015

$5,357,000

Mission

East SoMe $14,635,000 35

Western SoiMz $6,940,000 15

Central A

Veaterfront $10,034,000 19

Showplacse/ o

Potrero $11,384,000 23
$48,350,000 150

TOTAL

6.3 IPIC Process

The Infrastructure Plan Implementation Comm