FILE NO: 180175

Petitions and Communications received from February 5, 2017, through February 16,
2018, for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be
ordered filed by the Clerk on February 27, 2018.

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 will not be
redacted.

From the Office of the Mayor, pursuant to Charter, Section 3.100(18), making the
following reappointments. 3 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1)

Joseph Arellano - Juvenile Probation Commission - term ending

January 15, 2022

Toye Moses - Juvenile Probation Commission - term ending January 15, 2022
Mary Wardell Ghirarduzzi - Library Commission - term ending January 15, 2022
Zoe Dunning - Library Commission - term ending January 15, 2022

John Lee - Library Commission - term ending January 15, 2022

Francee Covington - Fire Commission - term ending January 15, 2022

From the Office of the Mayor, submitting State Legislation Committee approved Bill
Positions from the February 14, 2018, meeting. Copy: Each Supervisor. (2)

From Department of Elections, regarding certification of the following petitions. Copy
Each Supervisor. (3)

Parcel Tax for San Francisco Unified School District

No Eviction Without Representation Act

Tax on Commercial Rents to Fund Child Care and Education
Use of Tasers By San Francisco Police Officers

From the Department of Recreation and Parks, pursuant to Resolution 157-99,
submitting the 2" Quarter report of FY2017-2018 regarding Lead Poisoning Prevention.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (4)

From the Planning Department, submitting a Notice of Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report for the 30 Otis Street Project. (5)



From the Office of the Sheriff, pursuant to Administrative Code Chapter 96A.3,
submitting an Annual Report of inmate welfare fund expenditures for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 2017. Copy: Each Supervisor. (6)

From Anthony J. Martorana, regarding proposed project at 2918-2924 Mission Street.
File No. 180019. Copy: Each Supervisor. (7)

From Northern California Carpenters Regional Council, regarding proposed amendment
to the Housing Code. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8)

From David Lewis, Executive Director of Save the Bay, regarding Mission Rock project.
File Nos. 171247 and 171312. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9)

From Mary Jane Gordon, of the Ingleside Presbyterian Church, regarding the 2018-
2023 Ingleside Community Center Proposal. Copy: Each Supervisor. (10)

From concerned citizens, regarding budget cuts to art programs. 2 letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (11)

From the Office of the Controller, submitting an audit of the Sheriff's Department’s
Information Technology and Support Services Unit. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12)

From concerned citizens, regarding Senate Bill 827, authored by Senator Scott Wiener,
which would significantly limit San Francisco’s local ability to recapture critical public
value of development projects citywide and override local planning process. File
180162. 3 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (13)

From concerned citizens, regarding the reappointment to Kathleen Dooley to the Small
Business Commission. File 180147. 3 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (14)

From Pearl Vermilyea, regarding Prop. 6145. Copy: Each Supervisor. (15)

From Julie Mastrine, Manager of Brand Marketing & PR, Care2, submitting a petition
asking San Francisco top decriminalize certain types of street art, reducing them from
misdemeanors to infractions. 12,000 signatures. (16)

From West Area California Public Utilities Commission, submitting CPUC Notification
regarding Verizon Wireless Haight and Ashbury 019 & 020. Copy: Each Supervisor.
17)

From concerned citizens, regarding the project at 1526 Wallace Avenue (Saba Meats).
2 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (18)

From concerned citizens, regarding Mission Rock. File Nos. 171280, 171314, 171313,
170940. 3 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (19)

From Allen Jones, regarding political donors disclosing holdings to SF Ethics
Commission. Copy: Each Supervisor. (20)



From Rosa Rivera Keel, regarding Low and Middle Income Housing on 9" St. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (21)

From The Office of the Controller, pursuant to Charter, Section 16.109, submitting an
Open Hours Assessment Summary Report. Copy: Each Supervisor. (22)

From Sarah C. Abbott, regarding syringes found in the Phoebe Hearst Preschool
playground. Copy: Each Supervisor. (23)



MARK FARRELL

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

February 14, 2018 & j: _‘

e
w
Angela Calvillo - -
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors =i
San Francisco City Hall <
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place -

San Francisco, CA 94102 | o

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Pursuant to the Section 3.100 (18) of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I
hereby make the following reappointments:

Joseph Arellano, to the Juvenile Probation Commission, for a term ending January 15, 2022.
Toye Moses, to the Juvenile Probation Commission, for a term ending January 15, 2022.

I am confident that Mr. Arellano and Mr. Moses, both electors of the City and County, will
continue to serve our community well. Attached are their qualifications to serve, which
demonstrate how these appointments represent the communities of interest, neighborhoods and
diverse populations of the City and County of San Francisco.

Should you have any questions related to these appointments, please contact my Deputy Chief of
Staff, Francis Tsang, at 415-554-6467.

Sincerely,

P G Do

Mark Farrell
Mayor

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

MARK FARRELL
MAYOR

February 15,2018

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Pursuant to Section 3.100 (18) of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I hereby
make the following reappointments:

Mary Wardell Ghirarduzzi to the Library Commission for a term ending January 15, 2022

Zoe Dunning to the Library Commission for a term ending January 15, 2022

John Lee to the Library Commission for a term ending January 15, 2022
I am confident that Dr, Wardell Ghirarduzzi, Ms. Dunning and Mr. Lee, all electors of the City
and County, will continue to serve our community well. Attached are their qualifications to
serve, which will demonstrate how these appointments represent the communities of interest,

neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and County of San Francisco.

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Deputy Chief of
Staff, Francis Tsang, at (415) 554-6467.

Sincerely,
"Mt ¢ M

Mark Farrell
Mayor






OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

MARK FARRELL
MAYOR

February 14, 2018

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall =
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place i 0
San Francisco, CA 94102 ‘

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Pursuant to Section 3.100 (18) of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, [ hereby
make the following reappointment:

Francee Covington to the Fire Commission for a term ending January 15, 2022

[ am confident that Ms. Covington, an elector of the City and County, will continue to serve our
community well. Attached is her qualifications to serve, which will demonstrate how her
appointment represents the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of
the City and County of San Francisco.

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Deputy Chief of
Staff, Francis Tsang, at (415) 554-6467.

Sincerely,
Mark Farrell
Mayor



O 00@%

L /,
MARK E. FARRE/LQL' <e /

MAYOR \9
U |

"
-

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO
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TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors o AL
FROM: Kathryn Angotti, Office of Mayor Mark E. Farrell.

RE: State Legislation Committee Bill Positions February 14, 2018 Meeting
DATE: February 14, 2018

Dear Madam Clerk:

Please also be advised that the State Legislation Committee approved the following positions
on legislation pending before the California State Legislature:

AB/SB | Bill # Author Title Adopted
Position

SB 937 Wiener Lactation accommodation Support

AB 1795 Gibson Emergency medical services: community care Support
facilities

AB 587 Chiu State Government: pharmaceuticals: Support
procurement: collaborative

AB 1884 Calderone Solid Waste: single-use plastic straws Support

SB 168 Wieckowski Recycling: beverage containers Support

SB 918 Wiener and Homeless Youth Act of 2018 Support

Rubio
AB 479 Gonzalez Workers’ compensations: permanent disability Support

apportionment

SB 760 Wiener Bikeways: design guides Support

SB 893 Nguyen Planning and zoning: density bonus Oppose

Present at the meeting were representatives from the Mayor’s Office, the Office of President
Breed, the City Attorney’s Office, Controllers Office and the Treasurer’s Office. Absent was a
representative from the Assessor’s Office and the Board of Supervisors appointee.

In addition, please find attached the approved minutes from the December 13, 2017 meeting.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



MARK E. FARRELL
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Should the Board of Supervisors wish to find more information on these matters, they may do
so at the following link: http://sfgov.org/slc/.

Sincerely,

ittt

Kathryn Angotti
Director of State and Federal Legislative Affairs
Office of Mayor Mark E. Farrell.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



STATE LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
MINUTES
Wednesday, December 13t, 2017
11:00am - 1:00pm
City Hall, Room 201

MEMBERS:

Mayor’s Office (Chair) — Kathryn Angotti

President Breed - Andrea Bruss

Supervisor Farrell - Jess Montejano

City Attorney’s Office - Mary Jane Winslow

Treasurer’s Office — Amanda Fried

Assessor’s Office — Edward McCaffrey

Controller’s Office — Michelle Allersma (James Whitaker)

AGENDA
I. ROLL CALL

Present: Kathryn Angotti, James Whitaker, Edward McCaffrey, Jess
Montejano, Amanda Fried
Absent: Marylane Winslow, Andrea Bruss

II. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES (Action Item). Discussion and possible
action to approve the minutes from the meeting of November 8th, 2017.

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Jess Montejano
Seconded by: Amanda Fried
Approved: 5-0

III. PROPOSED DEPARTMENT STATE POLICY AGENDAS (Discussion and
Action). Discussion and action item: the Committee will review and discuss
proposed state policy agendas. Proposed state policy agendas for review and
possible adoption will be listed by submitting department, then specific policy item.
The following departments will present their priorities to the Committee:

¢ Department of Emergency Management
1. 911 Wireless Caller Location
2. Earthquake Readiness
3. Wireless Broadband Network for First Responders



No public comment.

Motion to approve: Kathryn Angotti
Seconded by: James Whitaker
Approved 5-0

Planning Department

Ok, WNH

Clarifications to SB 35
Support Coordinated Regional Planning
Modify RHNA Formula
Modify the Sustainable Communities Strategy Statutory Exemption
Increase Child Care Facilities in the City
Long - Range Legislative Priorities
* Build more affordable housing
* Improve access to transportation data, support multi-modal
streets
* Improve local control over public realm and street design
* Support regional coordination, streamlined permitting for sea
level rise protection projects
* Simplify and modernize CEQA

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Kathryn Angotti
Seconded by: Amanda Fried
Approved 5-0

Department of Public Health

CINOUAWNE

Health Care Reform and Medi-Cal
Homelessness and Supportive Housing
Mental Health and Substance Use

Opioid Abuse Prevention and Treatment
Restorative Justice and Improved Jail Health
Public Health

Climate Change and Justice

Immigration

Maternal, Child, and Adolescent Health

10 Family Planning and Contraception
11.Hospitals and County Health Funding
12.Long-Term Care

13.Palliative Care

14.Workforce Development

15.Health Information and Technology

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Jess Montejano
Seconded by: James Whitaker
Approved 5-0



Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
1. Creation of a New Block Grant Program
2. Homelessness Services Funding
3. Housing Funding
4. Regional Collaboration

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Edward McCaffrey
Seconded by: Jess Montejano
Approved 5-0

Office of Economic and Workforce Development
1. Real Estate Development
2. Pro Housing Development Policies
3. Workforce Development
4. Business Development

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Jess Montejano
Seconded by: Edward McCaffrey
Approved 5-0

Department of the Status of Women
1. Support the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Discrimination Against Women
2. Support “No Traffick Ahead”
3. Support Training for Hotel Staff on Human Trafficking Recognition and
Reporting

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Jess Montejano
Seconded by: Edward McCaffrey
Approved 5-0

Department of the Environment

1. Energy

2. Climate Change and Emissions Reductions
3. Zero Waste

4. Toxics

5. Environmental Justice

6. Urban Forestry and Gardens

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Kathryn Angotti
Seconded by: Amanda Fried
Approved 5-0



¢ Human Services Agency
1. Health Care Reform and Medi-Cal
2. Child Welfare
3. Older Adult and Disability Services
4. Early Care and Education

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Edward McCaffrey
Seconded by: Kathryn Angotti
Approved 5-0

e Department of Human Resources
1. Employee Relations
2. Workers’ Compensation
3. Employee Benefits Rights
4. Seek clean-up language for AB 1008

No public comment.

Motion to approve: James Whitaker
Seconded by: Amanda Fried
Approved 5-0

e Port of San Francisco
1. State IFD Funding for the Seawall Resiliency Project and Sea Level
Rise
2. Cap and Trade for the Seawall Resiliency Project and Sea Level Rise
3. SB 5 (DeLeodn) - Flood Protection Funding
4. Regional Measure 3 Funds- Mission Bay Ferry Landing

No public comment.

Motion to approve: James Whitaker
Seconded by: Edward McCaffrey
Approved 5-0

e Office of Housing and Community Development
1. Affordable Housing Production
2. Workforce Housing Production
3. Inclusionary Housing and Neighborhood Stabilization

No public comment.

Motion to approve: Kathryn Angotti
Seconded by: Amanda Fried
Approved 5-0

IV. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
Members of the public may address the Committee on items of interest that are



within the Committee’s subject matter jurisdiction and that do not appear on the
agenda.

e No Public Comment.

V. ADJOURNMENT
Disability Access

Room 201 of City Hall is located at 1 Dr. Carton B. Goodlett Place, and is wheelchair
accessible. The closest accessible BART Station is Civic Center, three blocks from
City Hall. Accessible Muni lines serving this location are: #47 Van Ness, and the
#71 Haight/Noriega and the F Line to Market and Van Ness, as well as Muni Metro
stations at Van Ness and Civic Center. For more information about Muni accessible
services, call 923-6142. There is accessible parking at the Civic Center Plaza
garage.

Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government’s duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the
public. Commissions, boards, councils, and other agencies of the City and County
exist to conduct the people’s business. This ordinance assures that deliberations
are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people’s
review. For information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67
of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance,
contact the Donna Hall at Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, by phone at 415-554-7724, by fax at
415-554-7854, or email the Sunshine Ordinance Taskforce Administrator at
sotf@sfgov.org. Citizens may obtain a free copy of the Sunshine Ordinance by
contacting the Task Force, or by printing Chapter 67 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code on the Internet, at www.sfgov.org/sunshine.htm.

Lobbyist Registration and Reporting Requirements

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or
administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance
(San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Sec. 2.100 -2.160) to
register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist
Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 30 Van Ness
Avenue, Suite 3900, San Francisco, CA 94102; telephone 415-581-2300, fax 415-
581-2317, Internet website: www.sfgov.org/ethics.

Cell Phones and Pagers

The ringing and use of cell phones, pagers, and similar sound-producing electronic
devises are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order
the removal from the meeting room of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or
use of a cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices.



Public Comment

Public Comment will be taken on each item on the agenda before or during

consideration of that item.
Document Review

Documents that may have been provided to members of the State Legislation
Committee in connection with the items on the agenda include proposed state
legislation, consultant reports, correspondence and reports from City departments,
and public correspondence. These may be inspected by contacting Kathryn Angotti,
Deputy Director of Legislative & Government Affairs, Mayor’s Office at: (415) 554-
6971.

Health Considerations

In order to assist the City’s efforts to accommodate persons with severe allergies,
environmental illnesses, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities,
attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to
various chemical-based products. Please help the City accommodate these
individuals.
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w«i.):) Department of Elections John Arntz, Director

HAND DELIVERED

Feb 72018
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ANGELA CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD <

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: CERTIFICATION FOR THE INITIATIVE PETITION: Parcel Tax For San Francisco Unified School District
Enclosed is a copy of the letter sent to the proponent of the above named petition, certifying that the petition did contain
sufficient valid signatures to qualify for the next general, municipal, or statewide election occurring in the City and County of

San Francisco at any time after 90 days from the date of this certificate of sufficiency.

If you should have any questions or need additional information, please contact our Voter Services Manager Deborah
Brown at (415) 554-5665.

Sincerely,

John Arntz
Director of Elections

Bv:/Z/ % ;/““/'}V"/\

Deborah Brown
Voter Services Manager

Encl. Copy of certified letter to proponent

Cc: Mark Farrell, Mayor
Dennis Herrera, City Attorney
John Arntz, Director of Elections

English (415) 554-4375 Sfelections.org HR3T (415) 554-4367

Fax (415) 554-7344 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Esparfiol (415) 554-4366

TTY (415) 554-4386 City Hall, Room 48, San Francisco, CA 94102 Filipino (415) 554—431%
2



City and County of San Francisco
Department of Elections John Arntz, Director

Certified Mail : 7011 2000 0001 6406 5203

Feb7,2018

Catherine Sullivan
140 South Van Ness Ave, Apt 301
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re : Certification for the Initiative Petition “Parcel Tax For San Francisco Unified School District”

The San Francisco Department of Elections has completed its review of a random sampling of 500 signatures of the total
16,661, as prescribed under California Elections Code section 9115 (a), that were submitted with the petition entitled Parcel
Tax For San Francisco Unified School District. The Department’s review indicates that this petition contains at least the
9,485 valid signatures required to certify the petition. The total number of valid signatures required represents 5 percent of
the voters cast for Mayor in the November 2015 Consolidated Municipal Election.

Thus, | hereby declare that the number of valid signatures on Parcel Tax For San Francisco Unified School District is
sufficient and | certify that the petition has successfully passed its review by this office.

If you should have any questions or need additional information, please contact our Voter Services Manager Deborah
Brown at (415) 554-5665.

Respectfully,

John Amntz
Director of Elections

—))_) ‘

By: 'j)jl/{/ft’“/&/W\
Deborah Brown
Voter Services Manager

Cc: Mark Farrell, Mayor
Dennnis Herrera, City Attorney
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Superwsors
John Amtz, Director of Elections

English (415) 55424375 sfelections.org X (415) 554-4367
Fax (415) 554-7344 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Espadiol (415) 554-4366
TTY (415) 554-4386 City Hall, Room 48, San Francisco, CA 94102 Filipino (415) 554-4310
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City and County of San Francisco

2 Department of Elections John Arntz, Director
M o)
HAND DELIVERED S =2
(@ R
Feb 5, 2018 .
o

ANGELA CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: CERTIFICATION FOR THE INITIATIVE PETITION: No Eviction Without Representation Act

Enclosed is a copy of the letter sent to the proponent of the above named petition, certifying that the petition did contain
sufficient valid signatures to qualify for the next general, municipal, or statewide election occurring in the City and County of
San Francisco at any time after 90 days from the date of this certificate of sufficiency.

If you should have any questions or need additional information, please contact our Voter Services Manager Deborah
Brown at (415) 554-5665.

Sincerely,

John Arntz
Director of Elections

a2 Y s

Deborah Brown
Voter Services Manager

Encl. Copy of certified letter to proponent

Cc: Mark Farrell, Mayor
Dennis Herrera, City Attorney
John Arntz, Director of Elections

English (415) 554-4375 Sfelections.org H 3 (415) 554-4367
Fax (415) 554-7344 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Espaiiol (415) 554-4366
TTY (415) 554-4386 City Hall, Room 48, San Francisco, CA 94102 Filipino (415) 554-4310
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS John Arntz, Director

HAND DELIVERED
= i O

Feb 13, 2018 = v

R

<o i (7‘ g
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board S w om
City Hall, Room 244 . LB~
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place % 7
San Francisco, CA 94102 o oW

Re: Certification for the Initiative Petition “Tax on Commercial Rents to Fund Child Care and Education” ¢

The Department of Elections determined the initiative petition named above did contain sufficient valid signatures to qualify
for the next general, municipal, or statewide election occurring in the City and County of San Francisco at any time after 90
days from the date of this certificate of sufficiency.

A copy of the letter sent to the proponent is enclosed. If you have any questions or need additional information, please
contact the Voter Services Division Manager, Deborah Brown, at (415) 554-5665.

Respecifully,

John Arntz
Director of Elections

By: A BBy
rah Brown
Voter Services Manager

Encl. Copy of letter to proponent
Cc: Mark Farrell, Mayor

Dennis Herrera, City Attorney
John Arntz, Director of Elections

English (415) 554-4375 sfelections.org XX (415) 554-4367
Fax (415) 554-7344 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Esparfiol (415) 554-4366
TTY (415) 554-4386 City Hall, Room 48, San Francisco, CA 94102 Filipino (415) 554-4310
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%\ City and County of San Francisco 7
.z Department of Elections John Arntz, Director

HAND DELIVERED

a4
Feb 9, 2018 | @

ANGELA CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD o
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 | =
San Francisco, CA 94102 i

RE: CERTIFICATION FOR THE INITIATIVE PETITION: Use Of Tasers By San Francisco Police Officers
Enclosed is a copy of the letter sent to the proponent of the above named petition, certifying that the petition did contain
sufficient valid signatures to qualify for the next general, municipal, or statewide election occurring in the City and County of

San Francisco at any time after 90 days from the date of this certificate of sufficiency.

If you should have any questions or need additional information, please contact our Voter Services Manager Deborah
Brown at (415) 554-5665.

Sincerely,

John Arntz
Director of Elections

=/

By. — MU///W)
Deborah Brown
Voter Services Manager

Encl. Copy of certified letter to proponent

Cc: Mark Farrell, Mayor
Dennis Herrera, City Attorney
John Arntz, Director of Elections

English (415) 554-4375 Sfelections.org H3T (415) 554-4367
Fax (415) 554-7344 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Espaifiol (415) 554-4366
TTY (415) 554-4386 City Hall, Room 48, San Francisco, CA 94102 Filipino (415) 554-4310



City and County of San Francisco
Department of Elections John Arntz, Director

Certified Mail : 7011 2000 0001 6406 5166

Feb 9, 2018

Martin Halloran
119 Mateo Street
San Francisco, CA 94131

Re : Certification for the Initiative Petition “Use Of Tasers By San Francisco Police Officers”

The San Francisco Department of Elections has completed its review of a random sampling of 586 signatures of the total
19,532 as prescribed under California Elections Code section 9115 (a), that were submitted with the petition entitled Use Of
Tasers By San Francisco Police Officers. The Department’s review indicates that this petition contains at least the 9,485
valid signatures required to certify the petition. The total number of valid signatures required represents 5 percent of the
voters cast for Mayor in the November 2015 Consolidated Municipal Election.

Thus, | hereby declare that the number of valid signatures on Use Of Tasers By San Francisco Police Officers is
sufficient and | certify that the petition has successfully passed its review by this office.

If you should have any questions or need additional information, please contact our Voter Services Manager Deborah
Brown at (415) 554-5665.

Respectfully,

John Amtz
Director of Elections

/,}
By /’/4 At /“./V‘,/[/ TN

Deborah Brown
Voter Services Manager

Cc: Mark Farrell, Mayor
Dennnis Herrera, City Attorney
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
John Arntz, Director of Elections

English (415) 554-4375 sfelections.org X (415) 554-4367
Fax (415) 554-7344 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Espafiol (415) 554-4366
TTY (415) 554-4386 City Hall, Room 48, San Francisco, CA 94102 Filipino (415) 554-4310
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SAN FRANCISCO o
RECREATION Mayor Mark Farrell

& PARKS Phil Ginsburg, General Manager

February 7, 2018

. 0~
N
\ s U
Ms. Angela Calvillo % =, .3
Clerk of the Board o IO
City Hall, Room 244 s,:’-o
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4689 =
2
Dear Ms. Calvillo: o
G|

Please find attached the Recreation and Park Department’s report for the 2" quarter of FY17-18
in response to the requirements of Resolution 157-99 Lead Poisoning Prevention. To date, the
Department has completed assessment and clean-up at 185 sites since program inception in
1999.

Since the last report, a survey was completed at Billy Goat Hill and minor cleanup is currently in
the planning stages. Our next planned site is Coso Precita Mini Park. We also continue to assess
water fixtures at our sites.

| hope that you and interested members of the public find that the Department’s performance
demonstrates our commitment to the health and well being of the children we serve.

Thank you for your support of this important program. Please do not hesitate to contact me
with any questions, comments or suggestions you have.

incgrely,

WA -

hilip A} Ginsburg
GenerallManager

Attachments: 1. FY17-18 Implementation Plan, 2" Quarter Status Report
2. Status Report for All Sites

Copy: K. Cohn, DPH, Children's Environmental Health Promotion

Mclaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park | 501 Stanyan Street | San Francisco, CA 94117 | PH: 415.831.2700 | FAX: 415.831.2096 | www.parks.sfgov.org

1810-152 cover letter bos



Attachment 1. Implementation Plan Status Report



City and County of San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program
FY2017-2018 Implementation Plan

2"d Quarter Status Report

Plan Item

Status

I. Hazard Identification and Control

a) Program Revision

b) Site Prioritization

c) Survey

d) Cleanup

e) Site Posting and Notification

f) Next site

Il. Facilities Operations and Maintenance

a) Periodic Inspection
b) Housekeeping

c) Staff Training

1810-153 status report

No revision is currently planned; guidelines will be updated
again as needed.

Prioritization is based on verified hazard reports (periodic
inspections), documented program use (departmental and
day care), estimated participant age, and presence of
playgrounds or schoolyards.

Sites are selected on a rolling basis; as one site is
completed, the next site on the list becomes active.

Billy Goat Hill completed.

Clean up in planning stages for Billy Goat Hill. We also
continue to assess water fixtures at our sites.

Each site has been or will be posted in advance of clean-up
work so that staff and the public may be notified of the
work to be performed.

Priority 176, Coso Precita Mini Park

Annual periodic facility inspections are completed by staff.
The completion rate for FY16-17 was 26%.

Staff is reminded of this hazard and the steps to control it
through our Lead Safe Work Practice.

Under the Department’s Injury and Iliness Prevention
Program, basic lead awareness training is recommended
every two years for appropriate staff (e.g. custodians,
gardeners, recreation staff, structural maintenance staff,
etc.).

Page 1 of 1
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- 8an Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Status Report for RPD Sites

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Sites are listed in order in which they were prioritized for survey. Prioritization is done using an algorithm which takes into account attributes of a site that would
likely mean the presence of children from 0-12 years old (e.g. programming serving children, or the presence of a playground).
Sites are surveyed on a rolling basis. "Rolling” means that when one site ﬁnishes,_the_ﬁé)‘(t?it‘e on the list will begin. Current sites are—lis_téﬁm?'
be completed in exact order of priority due to re-tests and other extenuating circumstances.
Re-tests of previous sites are completed every 10 surveys to ensure that past work has sustained an acceptable level of protection.
ALL SITES
Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest
175 |Billy Goat Hill Laidley/30th
176 |Coso/Precita-Mini Park Coso/Precita
177 |S. Bierman Park Clay/Embarcadero Includes J Herman Plaza. Must get
approval from Permits before doing to
ensure there are no activities there
that might interfere with clean up.
178 |Dorothy Erskine Park Martha/Baden .
179 |Duncan Castro Open Space Diamond Heights B a
180 |Lake Merced Park Skyline/Lake Merced Includes Harding Park, Flemming
Golf, Boat House and other sites.
Note that the Sandy Tatum clubhouse
and maintenance facilities were built in
2004 and should be excluded from the
survey. - _ -
181 |Edgehill Mountain Edgehill/Kensington
Way
182 |Everson/Digby Lots 61 Everson e
183 |Fairmount Plaza Fairmont/Miguel ) - o
184 | 15th Avenue Steps Kirkham/15th Avenue | o
185 |Geneva Avenue Strip Geneva/Delano
186 |Grand View Park Moraga/14th Avenue
187 |Hawk Hill 14th Avenue/Rivera B 1
188 |Interior Green Belt Sutro Forest
189 |Japantown Peace Plaza Post/Buchanan/Geary
190 |Jefferson Square Eddy/Gough ~
191 |Joseph Conrad Mini Park Columbus/Beach L
192 |Kite Hill Yukon/19th
193 |Lakeview/Ashton Mini Park Lakeview/Ashton
194  |Maritime Plaza Battery/Clay | L
195 MclLaren Park-Golf Course 2100 Sunnydale
Avenue
196 |Mt. Davidson Park Myra Way L |
197  |Mt.Olympus Upper Terrace
198 |Mullen/Peralta-Mini Park Mullen/Peralta Mini
Park -
199 |0O'Shaughnessey Hollow O'Shaughnessy Blvd.
200 |Park Presidio Blvd. Park Presidio Blvd.
201 |Rock Outcropping ) Ortega/14th Avenue Lots 11, 12, 21,22, 6
202 |South End Rowing/Dolphin Club |Aquatic Park Land is leased
203 |Russian Hill Open Space Hyde/Larkin/Chestnut Hyde Street Reservoir
204 |Saturn Street Steps Saturn/Ord
205 |Seward Mini Park Seward/Acme Alley | |
206 |Twin Peaks Twin Peaks Blvd.
207  |Fillmore/Turk Mini Park Fillmore/Turk O
208 |Esprit Park Minnesota Street |
053-002 10of7



San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest
209 |Brotherhood/Chester Mini Park |Chester St. near
Brotherhood Way
210 |Sue Bierman Park Market/Steuart )
211 |29th/Diamond Open Space 1701 Diamond/29th Is not on current list of RPD sites
(6/2/10).
212 |Berkeley Way Open Space 200 Berkeley Way Is not on current list of RPD sites
(6/2/10).
213 |Diamond/Farnum Open Space |Diamond/Farnum Is not on current list of RPD sites
(6/2/10).
214 |Joost/Baden Mini Park Joost/N of Baden
215 Grand View Open Space Moraga/15th Avenue Included in Grand View Park
216 |Balboa Natural Area Great Highway/Balboa Is not on current list of RPD sites
(6/2/10).
217 |Fay Park Chestnut and
Leavenworth
218 |Guy Place Mini Park Guy Place
219 |Portola Open Space
220 |Roosevelt/Henry Steps
221 |Sunnyside Conservatory Monterey & Baden
222 |Topaz Open Space Monterey & Baden
1 Upper Noe Recreation Center Day/Sanchez 99-00
2 Jackson Playground 17th/Carolina 99-00 Abatement completed in FY05-06. 04-05
3 Mission Rec/Art Center 745 Treat Street 99-00, 02-03 |Includes both the Harrison (Rec) and | 06-07
Treat St. (Art) sides.
4 Palega Recreation Center Felton/Holyocke 99-00
5  Eureka Valley Rec Center Collingwood/18th 99-00 ]
6 Glen Park Chenery/Elk 99-00, 00-01 |Includes Silver Tree Day Camp
7 Joe DiMaggio Playground Lombard/Mason 99-00
8 Crocker Amazon Playground Geneva/Moscow 99-00
9 George Christopher Playground |Diamond Hts/Duncan 99-00
10  |Alice Chalmers Playground Brunswick/Whittier 99-00
11 |Cayuga Playground Cayuga/Naglee 99-00 N
12 |Cabrillo Playground 38th/Cabirillo 99-00
13 |Herz Playground (and Pool) 99-00, 00-01}Includes Coffmann Pool
14  |Mission Playground 19th & Linda 99-00 Notice of Violation abated. Mulch
removed and replaced (FY13-14).
Entire survey not completed.
15 [Minnie & Lovie Ward Rec Center |Capital 99-00
Avenue/Montana L
16 |Sunset Playground 28th Avenue/Lawton 99-00
17 |West Sunset Playground 39th Avenue/Ortega 99-00
18 | Excelsior Playground Russia/Madrid 99-00 o
19  |Helen Wills Playground Broadway/Larkin 99-00
20 |J. P. Murphy Playground 1960 9th Avenue 99-00
21 |Argonne Playground 18th/Geary 99-00 -
22  |Duboce Park Duboce/Scott 99-00, 01-02 |Includes Harvey Milk Center
23 _ |Golden Gate Park Panhandle | 99-00
24  |Junipero Serra Playground 300 Stonecrest Drive 99-00
25 |Merced Heights Playground Byxbee/Shields 99-00
26 |Miraloma Playground Omar/Sequoia Ways 99-00
27  |Silver Terrace Playground Silver Avenue/Bayshore 99-00
28 |Gene Friend Rec. Center Folsom/Harriet/6th 99-00
29  |South Sunset Playground 40th Avenue/Vicente 99-00
30 |Potrero Hill Recreation Center  {22nd/Arkansas 99-00
31 Rochambeau Playground 24th Avenue/Lake 00-01, 09-10|No abatement needed.
Street
33 Cow Hollow Playground Baker/Greenwich 00-01; 09-10

053-002
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.* San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Facility Name L.ocation Completed Notes Retest
34 |West Portal Playground Ulloa/Lenox Way 00-01 No abatement needed }
35 |Moscone Recreation Center Chestnut/Buchanan 00-01
36  [Midtown Terrace Playground Clarendon/Olympia 00-01 No abatement needed
37 |Presidio Heights Playground Clay/Laurel ) 00-01
38 |Tenderloin Children's Rec. Ctr.  [560/570 Ellis Street 00-01
39 |Hamilton Rec Center Geary/Steiner 00-01 Note that the Rec. Center part of the

facility is new (2010)
4 Margaret S. Hayward Playground |Laguna, Turk 00-01
43 |Saint Mary's Recreation Center |Murray St./JustinDr. 00-01
44  |Fulton Playground 27th Avenue/Fulton 00-01
45 |Bernal Heights Recreation Moultrie/Jarboe 00-01 No abatement needed
Center
46  |Douglass Playground Upper/26th Douglass 00-01 B
47  |Garfield Square 25th/Harrison 00-01
48 |Woh Hei Yuen 1213 Powell 00-01
49 |Father Alfred E. Boeddeker Park |Ellis/Taylor/Eddy/Jones 00-01
50 |Gilman Playground Gilman/Griffiths 00-01
51 |Grattan Playground Stanyan/Alma 00-01 No abatement needed
52 |Hayes Valley Playground Hayes/Buchanan 00-01
53 |Youngblood Coleman Galvez/Mendell 00-01
Playground
55 |Angelo J. Rossi Playground (and |Arguello Blvd./Anza 00-01
Pool)
56 |Carl Larsen Park (and Pool) 19th/Wawona 00-01
57 |Sunnyside Playground Melrose/Edna 00-01 No abatement needed
58 |Balboa Park (and Pool) Ocean/San Jose 00-01 Includes Matthew Boxer stadium
59 |James Rolph Jr. Playground Potrero Ave./Army 00-01, 02-03 | This was originally supposed to be
Street Rolph-Nicol (Eucalyptus) Park in 02-
03, but the consultant surveyed the
wrong site.
60 |Louis Sutter Playground University/Wayland 00-01
61 Richmond Playground 18th Avenue/Lake 00-01
Street
62 |Joseph Lee Recreation Center [Oakdale/Mendell 00-01
63 |Chinese Recreation Center Washington/Mason 00-01
64 [MclLaren Park Visitacion Valley 06-07 05-06
65 |Mission Dolores Park 18th/Dolores 06-07 No abatement needed 05-06
66 |Bernal Heights Park Bernal Heights Blvd. 01-02 No abatement needed
67 |Cayuga/Lamartine-Mini Park Cayuga/Lamartine 01-02, 09-10 |No abatement needed
68 |Wilie Woo Woo Wong PG Sacramento/Waverly  {01-02, 09-10 |No abatement needed.
70 |Jospeh L. Alioto Performing Arts |Grove/Larkin 01-02 No abatement needed
a Piazza
71 |Collis P. Huntington Park California/Taylor 01-02
72 |South Park 64 South Park Avenue 01-02
73 |Alta Plaza Park Jackson/Steiner 01-02
74 |Bay View Playground (and Pool) |3rd/Armstrong 01-02 No abatement needed
75 |Chestnut/Kearny Open Space NW Chestnut/Kearny 01-02 No survey done; structures no longer
exist.
76 {Raymond Kimbell Playground Pierce/Ellis 01-02 o
77  |Michelangelo Playground Greenwich/Jones 01-02
78 |Peixotto Playground Beaver/15th Street 01-02 No abatement needed
053-002 30of7



San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest

80 |States St. Playground States St./Museum 01-02

Way

81 |Adam Rogers Park Jennings/Oakdale 01-02 No abatement needed

82 |Alamo Square Hayes/Steiner 01-02

83 |Alioto Mini Park 20th/Capp 01-02 No abatement needed

84 |Beideman/O’Farrell Mini Park O'Farrell/Beideman 01-02 No abatement needed

85 |Brooks Park 373 Ramsell 01-02 No abatement needed

86 |Buchanan St. Mall Buchanan betw. Grove 01-02 No abatement needed

& Turk 3

87 |Buena Vista Park Buena Vista/Haight 01-02

88 |Bush/Broderick Mini Park Bush/Broderick 01-02

89 _|Cottage Row Mini Park Sutter/E. Fillmore 01-02

90 |Franklin Square 16th/Bryant 01-02

91 Golden Gate Heights Park 12th Ave./Rockridge Dr. 01-02

92 [Hilltop Park La Salle/Whitney Yg. 01-02 No abatement needed

Circle ~

93 |Lafayette Park Washington/Laguna 01-02

94  |Julius Kahn Playground Jackson/Spruce 01-02

95 |Jose Coronado Playground 21st/Folsom 02-03 As of 10/10/02 as per Capital Program
Director, G. Hoy, there are no current
plans for renovation

96 |Golden Gate Park (playgrounds) |Fell/Stanyan 05-06

97 |Washington Square Filbert/Stockton 02-03 No abatement needed. Children's
play area and bathrooms to be
renovated in 3/04.

98 |McCoppin Square 24th Avenue/Taraval 02-03 As of 10/10/02 as per Gary Hoy, no
current plans for renovation

99  |Mountain Lake Park 12th Avenue/Lake Sreet 02-03 As of 10/10/02 as per Gary Hoy, no

o o current plans for renovation

100 |Randolph/Bright Mini Park Randolph/Bright 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

101 |Visitacion Valley Greenway Campbell 02-03 No abatement needed. Renovation

Ave./E.Rutland scheduled 3/04.

102 |Utah/18th Mini Park Utah/18th Street 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

103 |Palou/Phelps Park Palou at Phelps 02-03 No abatement needed. Renovation
occurred Summer 2003. Marvin Yee
was project mgr. No lead
survey/abatement rpt in RPD files.

104 |Coleridge Mini Park Coleridge/Esmeralda 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

105 |Lincoln Park (includes Golf. 34th Avenue/Clement 02-03 Renovation scheduled 9/04

Course)

106 |Little Hollywood Park Lathrop-Tocoloma 02-03 No abatement needed. Renovation
scheduled 9/04

107 |McKinley Square 20th/Vermont 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation
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Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest

109 |Noe Valley Courts 24th/Douglass 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

110 |Parkside Square 26th Avenue/Vicente 02-03 Children's play area and bathrooms to
be renovated in 9/03.

111 |Portsmouth Square Kearny/Washington 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

112 |Potrero del Sol Potrero/Army 02-03 No abatement needed, renovation
scheduled 9/04

113 | Potrero Hill Mini Park Connecticut/22nd Street 02-03 Renovation scheduled 9/04

114 |Precita Park Precita/Folsom 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

115 |Sgt. John Macaulay Park Larkin/O'Farrell 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

116 | Sigmund Stern Recreation Grove | 19th Avenue/Sloat Blvd. 04-05 As of 10/10/02 Capital Program
Director indicates no current plans for
renovation. Funding expired; will
complete in FY04-05

117 |24th/York Mini Park 24th/York/Bryant 02-03 Completed as part of current
renovation in December 2002,
Renovation scheduled 3/04.

118 |Camp Mather Mather, Tuolomne 04-05 This site removed from FLOW on

County 4/12/2016, as it was mistakenly added
to the program as evidenced by the
SCA report. .

119 |Hyde/Vallejo Mini Park Hyde/Vallejo 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

120 |[Juri Commons San Jose/Guerrero/25th 05-06

121 |Kelloch Velasco Mini Park Kelloch/Velasco 02-03 No abatement needed. Children's
play area scheduled for renovation on
9/04

122  |Koshland Park Page/Buchanan 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

123 |Head/Brotherhood Mini Park Head/Brotherwood Way 02-03 No abatement needed. As of 10/10/02
Capital Program Director indicates no
current plans for renovation

124 |Walter Haas Playground Addison/Farnum/Beaco 02-03 Capital Projects to renovate in Spring

n 2003. Mauer is PM
125 |Holly Park Holly Circle 02-03 Renovation planned to begin 4/03;
B Judi Mosqueda from DPW is PM

126 |Page-Laguna-Mini Park Page/Laguna 04-05 No abatement needed

127 |Golden Gate/Steiner Mini Park  |Golden Gate/Steiner No Facility, benches only

128 | Tank Hill Clarendon/Twin Peaks 04-05 No abatement needed
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Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest

129 |Rolph Nicol Playground Eucalyptus Dr./25th 04-05 No abatement needed

Avenue

130 |Golden Gate Park Carrousel 05-06

131 |Golden Gate Park Tennis Court 05-06

132 (Washington/Hyde Mini Park Washington/Hyde 04-05 No abatement needed

133 |Ridgetop Plaza Whitney Young Circle 05-06 No abatement needed

134 |Golden Gate Park Beach Chalet 06-07  No abatement needed

135 |Golden Gate Park Polo Field 06-07

136 | Sharp Park (includes Golf Pacifica, San Mateo Co. 06-07

Course)

137 |Golden Gate Park Senior Center 06-07

139 | Stow Lake Boathouse Golden Gate Park 06-07, 11-12 |CLPP survey and clean-up completed
in FY06-07. Site revisited in FY11-12
in conjunction with site maintenance
work. Clearance for occupancy
received and.working closing out
project financials with DPW.

140 |Golden Gate Park County Fair Building 06-07 No abatement needed

141 |Golden Gate Park Sharon Bldg. 07-08

143 |Allyne Park Gough/Green 06-07 No abatement needed

144  |DuPont Courts 30th Ave./Clement 07-08

145 |Golden Gate Park Big Rec 07-08

146 |Lower Great Highway Sloat to Pt. Lobos 07-08

148 |Yacht Harbor and Marina Green [Marina 06-07, 07-08 |Includes Yacht Harbor, Gas House
Cover, 2 Yacht Clubs and Marina
Green

149 |Palace of Fine Arts 3601 Lyon Street 09-10 No abatement needed.

150 |Telegraph Hill/Pioneer Park Telegraph Hill 09-10 Clean-up responsibility transferred to
Capital and Planning for incorporation
into larger project at site.

151 |Saint Mary's Square California Street/Grant 09-10  |No abatement needed.

152 |Union Square Post/Stockton 09-10 No abatement needed.

153 |Golden Gate Park Angler’'s Lodge 07-08

154 |Golden Gate Park . Bandstand 07-08 No abatement needed

155 |Golden Gate Park Bowling Green 07-08 Removed from FLOW 4/13/2016.
Resultls less than 20 ppb.

156 | Golden Gate Park Conservatory 08-09 No abatement needed.

157 |Golden Gate Park Golf Course 09-10

158 |Golden Gate Park Kezar Stadium 07-08

159 |Golden Gate Park Nursery 09-10 No abatement needed. Elevated
water source in men's bathroom shut
off.
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Status Report for RPD Sites

Priority Facility Name Location Completed Notes Retest
160 |Golden Gate Park Stables na Being demolished. Hazard
assessment already completed by
o Capital.
161 |Golden Gate Park McLaren Lodge 01-02, 02-03 |Done out of order. Was in response to
release/spill. See File 565.
162 |Corona Heights (and Randall 16th/Roosevelt 00-01 Randall Museum used to be separate,
Museum) but in TMA, Randall is part of Corona
Heights, so the two were combined
, 6/10.
163 |Laurel Hill Playground Euclid & Collins 10-11
164 |Selby/Palou Mini Park Selby & Palou 10-11 No abatement needed
165 |Prentiss Mini Park Prentiss/Eugenia 10-11 No abatement needed
166 |Lessing/Sears Mini Park Lessing/Sears 10-11 No abatement needed
167  |Muriel Leff Mini Park 7th Avenue/Anza 10-11 No abatement needed
168 |10th Avenue/Clement Mini Park |Richmond Library 10-11 No abatement needed
169 | Turk/Hyde Mini Park Turk & Hyde 10-11 No abatement needed
170 |Exploratorium (and Theater) 3602 Lyon Street 13-14 Eight metal doors with loose and
‘ peeling paint were cleaned up; one
water source shut off indefinitely.
171 |Candlestick Park Jamestown Avenue 10-11 Demolished; remove from list
147 |Kezar Pavilion Golden Gate Park 08-09, Removed from FLOW 4/13/2016.
ongoing |Resutls less than 20 ppb.
Additionally, GM decsion on 10/11/16
to NOT pursue abatement at this site,
but to monitor quarterly and clean as
needed going forward.
138 |[Pine Lake Park Crestlake/VVale/Wawona | 07-08, 16-17
172 |Broadway Tunnel West-Mini Leavenworth/Broadway 5117
Park West
174 |Ina Coolbrith Mini Park Vallejo/Taylor FY16-17
New Facilities: These facilties not to be included in CLPP survey as they were built after 1978.
Alice Marble Tennis Courts Greenwich/Hyde Not owned by RPD. PUC demolished
in 2003 and all will be rebuilt.
Richmond Rec Center 18th Ave./Lake St./Calif. New facility
Visitacion Valley Playground Cora/Leland/Raymond Original building clubhouse and PG
demolished in 2001. Facility is new.
King Pool 3rd/Armstrong New facility
Patricia's Green in Hayes Valley |Hayes & Octavia Built in 2005
India Basin Shoreline Park E. Hunters Pt. Blvd. Built in 2003
Parque Ninos Unidos 23rd and Folsom Built in 2004
Victoria Manolo Draves Park Folsom & Sherman Built in 2006
Aptos Playground Aptos/Ocean Avenue Site demolished and rebuilt in 2006
053-002 7 of7
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 'MEMO|

1650 Mission St.

Transmittal Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report Feception
for the 30 Otis Street Project 415.558.6378

Fax:

DATE: February 12, 2017 415.558.6409
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Planning
Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org Information:
FROM: Julie Moore, Environmental Planner, (415) 575-8733 415.558.6377
RE: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the
30 Otis Street Project

Planning Case No. 2015-010013ENV
HEARING DATE: N/A

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING: N/A

In compliance with San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution of Multi-
Page Documents,” the Planning Department has submitted a multi-page Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (NOP) and Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation in digital format.
One hard copy has been submitted to the Clerk of the Board for the file of the Clerk. Additional hard
copies may be requested by contacting Julie Moore of the Planning Department at 415-575-8733. The
Planning Department will a focused environmental impact report (EIR) to evaluate the physical
environmental effects of the proposed project. The NOP provides a summary description of the
proposed project and identifies environmental issues anticipated to be analyzed in the EIR.

The proposed project will require approvals from the Board of Supervisors. However, there is no hearing
before the Board of Supervisors scheduled at this time.

Public Scoping

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(a) and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.12,
written comments on the scope of the EIR will be accepted at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on
Monday, March 12, 2017. Please send written comments to Julie Moore, Environmental Review
Coordinator, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA
94103, or julie.moore@sfgov.org. Any comments submitted should reference the project title and case
number at the top of this notice.

cc: AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department

Memo




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PUBLIC NOTICE
Availability of Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report and Initial Study

Date: February 9, 2018

Case No.: 2015-010013ENV

Project Title: 30 Otis Street Project

Zoning: Downtown General Commercial District (C-3-G); Neighborhood

Commercial Transit (NCT-3)
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
85/250 R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts
Block/Lot: 3505/10, 12, 13, 16, and 18
Project Sponsor: Align Otis, LLC
Jessie Stuart (415) 360-1767
jstuart@alignrealestate.com
Staff Contact: Julie Moore (415) 575-8733
julie.moore@sfgov.org

A notice of preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the San
Francisco Planning Department in connection with this project. The report is available for public review
and comment on the Planning Department’s negative declarations and EIRs web page (http://www.sf-
planning.org/sfceqadocs). CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center
(PIC) counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. Referenced materials are available
for review by appointment at the Planning Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street.
(Call (415) 575-9041).

Project Description:

The project site is located on the north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis Street, 12t Street,
and South Van Ness Avenue (U.S. 101), in San Francisco’s South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood. The
site is comprised of five adjacent lots (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 3505-010, 3505-012, 3505-013, 3505-
016, and 3505-018) with frontage along Otis Street, 12th Street, Colusa Place and Chase Court. Five
commercial buildings ranging from one to three stories currently occupy the entire extent of the five
lots.

The proposed project would merge the five lots into one lot, demolish the existing buildings, and
construct a residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity use. The proposed project
would include a 10-story podium structure extending across the entire site and a 27-story single tower
in the southeastern portion of the building, approximately at the corner of Otis and 12th streets. The
proposed building would range from 85 to 250 feet tall. The proposed building would be
approximately 484,635 sf (or 404,770 gross square feet (gsf) per San Francisco Planning Code), and
would include 423 residential units ranging from studios to three-bedroom units; 5,585 sf of ground-

www.sfplanning.org
HRCEAREEE: 415.575.9010 | Para Informacion en Espariol Llamar al: 415.575.9010 |
Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa: 415.575.9121

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Notice of Preparation of an EIR Case No. 2015-010013ENV
February 9, 2018 30 Otis Street

floor retail space in three separate spaces; 16,600 sf of arts activities space (occupied by the City Ballet
School, which currently operates on the site in the 30 Otis Street building) with studios and a theater;
and approximately 23,000 sf of open space provided on the ground-floor and residential terraces. The
project would expand the existing 15-foot-wide sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create a
public plaza ranging from 25 to 34 feet wide at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue.
The proposed project would provide 71 residential parking spaces and three car-share spaces in two
basement levels. The proposed project would include 361 class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 32 class 2
spaces.

The Planning Department has determined that a focused EIR must be prepared for the proposed
project prior to any final decision regarding whether to approve the project. The EIR will provide
information about potential significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, focused
on historic architectural resources, transportation impacts during construction, and cumulative wind
conditions. The EIR will identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects; and will describe
and analyze possible alternatives to the proposed project. Other environmental impacts of the proposed
project were adequately disclosed in the Market and Octavia Area Plan Final EIR, as documented in the
initial study that is attached to the NOP prepared for the project, and are exempt from further
environmental review, in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183.
Preparation of an NOP or EIR does not indicate a decision by the City to approve or disapprove the
project. However, prior to making any such decision, the decision makers must review and consider
the information contained in the EIR.

Written comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on March 12, 2018. Written comments should be sent
to Julie Moore, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA
94103 or emailed to julie.moore@sfgov.org. Referenced materials are available for review by

appointment at the Planning Department’s office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street (call (415)
575-9107)

If you work for an agency that is a Responsible or a Trustee Agency, we need to know the views of
your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is relevant to your
agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to
use the EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. We will also need the name of
the contact person for your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the
proposed project, please contact Julie Moore at (415) 575-8733.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the Planning Commission or the Planning Department. All written or oral
communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public
for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the department’s website or in other public
documents.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report and
Initial Study

Date: February 9, 2018

Case No.: 2015-010013ENV

Project Title: 30 Otis Street Project

Zoning: Downtown General Commercial District (C-3-G); Neighborhood
Commercial Transit (NCT-3)
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
85/250 R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts

Block/Lot: 3505/10, 12, 13, 16, and 18

Project Sponsor: Align Otis, LLC

Jessie Stuart (415) 370-1767
jstuart@alignrealestate.com
Julie Moore (415) 575-8733
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PROJECT SUMMARY

The project site is on the north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis Street, 12t Street, and South
Van Ness Avenue (U.S. Highway 101), in San Francisco’s South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood. The
project site is 36,042-square-feet (sf) and includes five parcels (Block 3505, Lots 10, 11, 12, 13, 16 and 18)
that would be merged into a single lot. The proposed project would demolish the five existing
buildings on the site,! and construct a new residential building with ground-floor retail uses along Otis
Street and 12th Street and a theater and arts activity use fronting 12th Street. The site is within the
Market and Octavia Plan boundaries.

The proposed building would have a total of approximately 484,635 sf (or 404,770 gross square feet
(gsf) per San Francisco Planning Code). It would be a single structure with two cores: a 10-story
podium structure extending across the entire site and a 27-story single tower in the southeastern
portion of the building, approximately at the corner of Otis and 12th streets. The proposed project
would include 295,400 sf of residential units (423 residential units ranging from studios to three-
bedroom units); 5,585 sf of ground-floor retail space in three separate spaces; 16,600 sf of arts activities
space? with studios and a theater; and approximately 23,000 sf of open space provided on the ground
floor and residential terraces. The proposed building would range between 85 to 250 feet tall with
additional building elements, such as parapets, wind screens, planters, and mechanical penthouses,
extending approximately 25 feet and 21 feet above the 85- and 250-foot-tall roofs. The proposed

1 The five existing buildings include 14-18 Otis Street, 74 12th Street, 90-98 12t Street, 30 Otis Street and 38 Otis Street.
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building would also include a two-level underground garage, providing 71 residential parking spaces,
three car-share spaces, one off-street loading space, and two service spaces.

Ground floor retail uses would face Otis Street and 12th Street, and the residential units would be
accessible from two lobbies: one along 12th Street providing primary access to the tower units and one
along Otis Street providing primary access to the podium units. Secondary access to the residential
units is also provided at the rear of the project site along Chase Court. Access to the theater and arts
activity space would be provided via a dedicated lobby along 12t Street. A publicly accessible open
space would be provided along Otis Street between two retail spaces near the center of the Otis Street
frontage. In addition, the proposed project would expand the existing 15-foot-wide sidewalk on the
west side of 12th Street to create a public plaza ranging from 25 to 34 feet wide at the corner of 12th
Street and South Van Ness Avenue (the 12th Street Plaza).

The garage entrance would be located off 12th Street. Access to the garage entrance would be provided
via a short drive aisle crossing the 12th Street Plaza. The drive aisle would provide access to both the
garage entrance and the freight loading space and varies in width from 15 feet, 6 inches to approximately
23 feet. It would be separated from the 12th Street Plaza by bollards and differentiated paving to notify
pedestrians that it is a drive aisle. Pedestrian striping would also be provided to mark designated
pedestrian crossing areas. Access to the drive aisle would be provided by a single 15 feet, 6 inch curb-cut
along 12th Street. Ten feet from the garage entry would be a 16-foot vehicle lane where two vehicles
could queue before entering the garage. The garage ramp would be a single lane ramp accessed from a
10-foot garage door. The 14-foot-wide ramp would provide room for one car. Access to the ramp would
be monitored at both ends to limit conflicts between cars entering and exiting the garage. The 10-foot-
wide freight loading space would be adjacent to the 10-foot garage entry, separated by landscaping and
other features.

The proposed project would include 361 class 1 bicycle parking spaces that would be located between
the ground and basement floors, and second floor along Chase Court and 32 class 2 spaces would be
located along the Otis and 12th streets frontages.

The site is zoned C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial District) and Neighborhood Commercial
Transit (NCT-3) and the 85/250 R-2 and 85-X height and bulk districts. The project would require
approval of a downtown project authorization (Planning Code section 309) and an in-kind
improvements agreement (Planning Code section 421.3(d)) and 424.3(c)); an exception for ground-level
wind currents requirements (planning code section 148), a height exemption for elevator overrun
(Planning Code section 260(b)); a rear yard modification (Planning Code section 134); and variances for
ground floor height requirements (Planning Code section 145.1(c)(4)) and an awning that would
function as a wind canopy (Planning Code section 136.1).

A more detailed project description is provided in the Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation,
attached to this document.
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REMARKS

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183
provide that projects 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
shall not be subject to 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. 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 that were not discussed in the
underlying EIR; or d) are previously identified in the EIR, but that 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. Section 15183(b) specifies that in approving a project meeting
the requirements of section 15183, a public agency shall limit its examination of environmental effects
to those which the agency determines in an initial study or other analysis (here, in the attached initial
study-community plan evaluation) were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior EIR prepared
for the general plan, community plan, or zoning action.

The attached initial study evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 30 Otis
Street Project (“proposed project”), and incorporates by reference information contained within the
Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (Market and Octavia PEIR) (Case
No. 2003.0347E; State Clearinghouse No. 2004012118), which is the underlying EIR for the proposed
project. Project-specific studies summarized in the initial study were prepared for the proposed project
to determine if there would be any additional potentially significant impacts attributable to (i.e.,
“peculiar” to) the proposed project. The initial study contained in this document identifies the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project, and indicates whether such impacts were addressed
and disclosed in the Market and Octavia PEIR, or if particular topics are to be further evaluated in the
focused EIR to be prepared for the proposed project pursuant to section 15183(b).

The attached initial study assesses the proposed project’s potential to cause environmental impacts and
concludes that the proposed project would not result in new, project-specific environmental impacts, or
impacts of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the Market and Octavia PEIR
for the following issue topics: land use and land use planning; aesthetics; population and housing;
archeological resources; noise; air quality; shadow; recreation; utilities and service systems; public
services; biological resources; geology and soils; hydrology and water quality; hazards and hazardous
materials; mineral and energy resources; and agriculture and forest resources. A focused EIR will be
prepared to address the following topics: historic architectural resources, construction-related
transportation impacts, and cumulative wind conditions. Relevant information pertaining to prior
environmental review conducted for the Market and Octavia Plan is included below, as well as an
evaluation of potential environmental effects of the proposed project. In addition, this determination
identifies mitigation measures contained in the Market and Octavia PEIR that would be applicable to
the proposed 30 Otis Street Project. Relevant information pertaining to prior environmental review
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conducted for the Market & Octavia PEIR, as well as an evaluation of the potential impacts of the
proposed 30 Otis Street Project, is provided in the attached Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation
prepared for the proposed project.

BACKGROUND

On April 5, 2007, the Planning Commission certified the Market and Octavia PEIR by Motion No.
17406.34 The PEIR analyzed amendments to the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) to create the
Market and Octavia Area Plan and amendments to the planning code and zoning maps. The PEIR
analysis was based upon an assumed development and activity that were anticipated to occur under
the Market and Octavia Area Plan. The proposed 30 Otis Street project is in conformance with the
height, use, and density for the site described in the Market and Octavia PEIR and would represent a
portion of the growth that was forecast for the Market and Octavia Plan area. Thus, the area plan
analyzed in the Market and Octavia PEIR considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 30 Otis
Street project.

In May 2008, subsequent to the certification of the PEIR, the Board of Supervisors approved and the
Mayor signed into law revisions to the Planning Code, Zoning Maps, and General Plan that constituted
the "project” analyzed in the Market and Octavia PEIR. The legislation created several new zoning
controls, which allow for flexible types of new housing to meet a broad range of needs, reduce parking
requirements to encourage housing and services without adding cars, balance transportation by
considering people movement over auto movement, and build walkable whole neighborhoods meeting
everyday needs. The Market and Octavia Area Plan, as evaluated in the PEIR and as approved by the
Board of Supervisors, accommodates the proposed use and density of the 30 Otis Street project.

The Market and Octavia PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis of
the environmental effects of implementation of the Market and Octavia Plan. Individual projects that
occur under the Market and Octavia Plan undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine
if they would result in further impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of
development; and to assess whether additional environmental review is required. This determination
concludes that the proposed project at 30 Otis Street is generally consistent with and was encompassed
within the analysis in the Market and Octavia PEIR. This determination also finds that the Market and
Octavia PEIR adequately anticipated and described the majority of the impacts of the proposed 30 Otis
Street Project, and identifies the mitigation measures from the Market & Octavia PEIR that are
applicable to the 30 Otis Street Project. The proposed project is also consistent with the zoning controls
and the provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project site.>®

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Market and Octavia Area Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, Case

No. 2003.0347E, certified April 5, 2007. This document, and other cited Market and Octavia Area Plan documents, are available
online at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed October 31, 2017.

¢ San Francisco Planning Commission Motion No. 17406, April 5, 2007. Available online at: http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed October 31, 2017.

5 San Francisco Planning Department. Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination Citywide Planning and Policy
Analysis. 30 Otis Street Project. Case No. 2015-010013ENV. June 20, 2017.

¢ San Francisco Planning Department. Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination Current Planning. 30 Otis Street
Project. Case No. 2015-010013ENV. July 21, 2017.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW TOPICS

The Planning Department has determined that the proposed project is in conformance with the height,
use, and density for the site described in the Market and Octavia PEIR. However, the proposed project
could result in potentially significant environmental effects not covered in the Market and Octavia
PEIR. As required by CEQA, a focused EIR will be prepared to examine these effects, identify
mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts, analyze whether proposed mitigation measures
would reduce the significant environmental impacts to less-than significant levels, and identify any
significant impacts determined to be unavoidable. Based on the findings of the Initial Study -
Community Plan Evaluation, the EIR will be focused to address the following topics:

Historic Architectural Resources. An existing building on the project site (14-18 Otis Street) is considered
a historical resource for purposes of CEQA. The proposed project would demolish this building. The EIR
will describe the historical resource, identify significant impacts, and describe mitigation measures and
alternatives that would reduce or eliminate the impacts.

Construction Transportation. The project could have significant construction-related transportation
impacts. The EIR will evaluate construction-related transportation effects, and describe mitigation
measures and alternatives that would reduce or eliminate the impacts.

Wind. The project could have a considerable contribution to significant wind hazard exceedances in the
cumulative development scenario. The EIR will evaluate through a comprehensive wind-tunnel
assessment the project’s contribution to the cumulative setting, and describe mitigation measures and
alternative that would reduce or eliminate the impacts.

Alternatives. The EIR will also analyze a reasonable range of alternatives that would reduce or avoid one
or more significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR, including a No Project Alternative,
which will assume no change to the existing physical conditions on the project site, and one or more
alternatives to address other significant effects of the proposed project that are identified in the EIR.

FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an environmental impact report is
required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines, section 15183 (Projects Consistent with a Community Plan, General Plan, or Zoning), section
15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and section 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance). The
purpose of the EIR is to provide information about potential significant physical environmental effects of
the proposed project, to identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and to describe and
analyze possible alternatives to the proposed project. Preparation of an NOP or EIR does not indicate a
decision by the City to approve or to disapprove the project. However, prior to making any such decision,
the decision makers must review and consider the information contained in the EIR.
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PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS .

Written comments on the scope of the EIR will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on March 12, 2018. Written
comments should be sent to Julie Moore, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 or emailed to julie.moore@sfgov.org.

If you work for an agency that is a Responsible or a Trustee Agency, we need to know the views of
your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is relevant to your
agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to
use the EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. We will also need the name of
the contact person for your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the
proposed project, please contact Julie Moore at (415) 575-8733.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the Planning Commission or the Planning Department. All written or oral
communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public
for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the department’s website or in other public
documents.

Jb/mff 9 40(% .ZM//? F ol

Date Lisa Gibson
Environmental Review Officer
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Project Address: 30 Otis Street

Zoning: Downtown General Commercial District (C-3-G); Neighborhood
Commercial Transit (NCT-3)
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
85/250 R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts

Block/Lot: 3505/10, 12, 13, 16, and 18

Lot Size: 36,042 square feet

Plan Area: Market and Octavia Neighborhood Area Plan

Project Sponsor:  Align Otis, LLC

Jessie Stuart (415) 370-1767
jstuart@alignrealestate.com
Julie Moore (415) 575-8733

Julie. Moore@sfgov.org

Staff Contact:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location

The project site is on the north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis Street, 12t Street, and South
Van Ness Avenue (U.S. 101), in San Francisco’s South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood. The 36,042-square
foot (sf) rectangular site comprises five adjacent lots (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 3505-010, 3505-012, 3505-
013, 3505-016, and 3505-018) with frontage along Otis Street, 12t Street, Colusa Alley and Chase Court.
South Van Ness Avenue is located at the eastern corner of the site (see Figure 1, p. 7, Project Location
and Height and Bulk Districts). Five commercial buildings ranging from one to three stories currently
exist on the project site and occupy the entire extent of the five lots. The project site is within the Market
and Octavia Area Plan boundaries. Four of the lots (Block 3505, Lots 010, 012, 013 and 016) are zoned
Downtown General Commercial District (C-3-G) and are in the Van Ness and Market Downtown
Residential Special Use District, while the fifth lot (Block 3505, Lot 018) is zoned Neighborhood
Commercial Transit (NCT-3) and is outside the special use district. Three of the lots are in an 85-X height
and bulk district (Block 3505, Lots 010, 016, and 018) and two of the lots (Block 3505, Lots 012 and 013) are
in an 85/250 R-2 height and bulk district.

Local roadways near the project site include Otis Street to the south (one-way westbound), 12t Street to
the north-northeast (two-way north to southbound), Brady Street to the west (two-way north to
southbound), and Chase Court to the north (short east to west alleyway). Mission Street to the south
(two-way east to westbound), and Market Street to the north (two-way east to westbound) also operate as
major local roadways in the project vicinity. Regional roadway access to the project site includes South
Van Ness Avenue (U.S. 101) adjacent to the east corner of the site (a four-lane major roadway flowing

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Community Plan Evaluation 30 Otis Street
Initial Study Checklist 2015-010013ENV

approximately north and south), and I-80, with the closest access ramp approximately 0.2 mile southeast
of the project site at 13th Street and South Van Ness Avenue.

The proposed project site is well served by local and regional public transit, including San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (Muni) light rail and bus transit, and the Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART) and Caltrain regional rail systems. The closest Muni Metro station entrances to the project site are
approximately 0.1 mile north at Van Ness Avenue and Market Street; the station serves underground
lines J-Church, KT-Ingleside/Third Street, L-Taraval, M-Ocean View, and N-Judah. Muni also operates
the historic F Street Car along Market Street, approximately 0.1 mile north. Numerous Muni bus lines
operate in the area. Local Muni bus lines 6, 7, 9, 14, 21, 47, and 49, and rapid bus lines 7R, 9R, and 14 R all
operate within 0.25 mile of the project site. There is a bus stop for the 14 and 49 bus lines adjacent to the
project site on Otis Street; SEMTA is planning to install a bus island at this location as part of the MUNI
Forward project.

The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations most accessible to the project site are the Civic Center
Station, at Market Street and 8th Street, and the 16th Street/Mission Station. These stations are
approximately 0.5 mile northeast and southwest from the project site, respectively. Caltrain operates
regional rail service in the area, with the nearest station at Fourth and King streets, approximately 1.5
miles east.

Existing Conditions

The project site slopes up 13 feet from Otis Street up to Chase Court along the western edge of the site.
Along the eastern edge of the site, it slopes up about 4 feet from the corner of Otis and 12 to the
northeast corner. Along the southern edge, the site slopes up about 1 foot from the southwest corner of
the project site to the southeast corner at Otis and 12t Street.

As noted above, the project site contains five existing buildings. Information on each of the buildings is
summarized in Table 1, Existing Site Conditions, below. The building at 14-18 Otis Street has been
determined to be a historic resource under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); it appears
eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources.

Table 1: Existing Site Conditions

Buildi
Address Block/Lot Area utiding Stories Use
(square feet) | (square feet)
74 12th Street 3505/10 7,274 2,430 One |ndustrial/automotive auto
body repair
One + .
90-98 12th Street 3505/12 6,599 8,200 . Retail
Mezzanine
14-18 Otis Street 3505/13 4,996 15,000 Three Commercial (office)

Industrial/automotive glass
30 Otis Street 3505/16 9,870 20,400 Two repair on first floor; ballet
school on second floor

38 Otis Street 3505/18 7,251 7,200 One Industrial/automotive repair

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Property Information Map, October 2017.
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In total, the existing buildings contain approximately 53,200 sf of uses, comprising 8,200 sf of retail, 15,000
sf of office, 20,000 sf of production distribution and repair (PDR), and 10,000 sf of arts activities uses.
There are currently no residential uses located on the site.

No parking is available on the project site. On-street parking is available on Otis and 12th streets in
metered parking stalls. There are seven existing curb cuts on the project site. Five of the curb cuts are
active, providing access to the onsite automotive uses or off-street loading. Two curb cuts near the corner
of Otis and 12th streets are inactive. There are three yellow loading spaces flanking the driveway at 38
Otis Street, and a MUNI bus stop and red zone at the corner of Otis and 12th streets, fronting 14-18 Otis
Street and 98 12th Street.

Project Characteristics

The proposed 30 Otis Street project would merge the five lots into one lot, demolish the existing
buildings, and construct a residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity use. The
proposed building would be comprised of a single structure with two cores: a 10-story podium structure
extending across the entire site and a 27-story single tower in the southeastern portion of the building,
approximately at the corner of Otis and 12th streets (see Figure 2, p. 8, Proposed Site Plan). The proposed
building would be 85 to 250 feet tall with additional building elements, such as parapets, wind screens,
planters, and mechanical penthouses, extending up to approximately 25 feet and 21 feet above the 85- and
250-foot-tall rooflines respectively. (See Figures 3 and 4, pp. 9-10, Proposed South and North
Elevations).

As summarized in Table 2, the proposed building would be approximately 484,635 sf (or 404,770 gross
square feet (gsf) per San Francisco Planning Code), which would include 295,400 sf of residential units
(423 residential units ranging from studios to three-bedroom units); 5,585 sf of ground-floor retail space
in three separate spaces;' 16,600 sf of arts activities space? with studios and a theater; and approximately
22,760 sf of open space provided on the ground floor and residential terraces. Table 2, Summary of
Proposed Uses, presents key project characteristics, including square footages.

As shown in Figure 5, p. 11, Proposed Ground Floor Plan, three retail spaces are proposed, two along
Otis Street and one wrapping around the corner of Otis and 12th streets. Access to the residential units
would be via two lobbies: one along 12th Street providing primary access to the tower units and one on
Otis Street adjacent to the Otis Street plaza, providing primary access to the podium units. Off-street
bicycle parking is provided at the ground floor, accessible from Otis Street. Access to the off-street
parking and loading spaces would be via a single 15-foot, 6-inch wide curb-cut along 12t Street leading to
an off-street loading bay and a single drive garage ramp providing access to the below grade parking and
service vehicle loading. The project would include a traffic control system at the garage entrance that
would allow vehicles to proceed only when the ramp is clear of oncoming vehicles. A gate at the base of
the ramp would prohibit vehicles from accessing the ramp from below while the incoming vehicle is on
the ramp. The garage would also include a pedestrian warning system.

1 The majority of this space would be exempt from gross floor area. Each of the retail spaces in the C-3-G district are proposed to
be less than 5,000 sf. Only 650 sf of retail space in the NCT-3 district is not exempt.

2 The arts activity space would be occupied by the City Ballet School, which currently operates on the site in the 30 Otis Street
building in approximately 10,000 gsf.
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Table 2: Summary of Proposed Uses

30 Otis Street
2015-010013ENV

Proposed Uses Description Approximate Area
Retail 3 spaces 5,585 sf (650 gsf)
Arts Activities 6 studios (2 of which can be combined into a
(City Ballet School) theater) 16,600 f (11,400 gsf)
Residential 423 units
42 studios, 261 one-bedroom, 111 two- 295,400 sf (295,400 gsf)
bedroom, 9 three-bedroom
Parking and 71 auto, 3 car share
Loading 1 freight, 2 service, 2 residential loading 43,215 sf (1,650 gsf)
Bicycle Parking 361 class 1, 32 class 2 4,310 sf (0 gsf)
Open Space Private, common and publicly accessible 22,760 st

(exterior open space not included in
totals below)

Residential Lobby & Amenity |Lobbies, workshop, lounge, creative studio, co-

Space working, fitness studio, gaming theater, mail 15,550 sf (11,300 gsf)
room, reservable kitchen, bar/club
Leasing Leasing Area 1,260 (1,260 gsf)
Mechanical/Circulation 102,715 sf (83,110 gsf)
Total 484,635 sf
(404,770 gsf)

The pedestrian warning system would include wall-mounted signs or bollards with caution lights and a
voice message to alert pedestrians in the proposed 12t Street Plaza that a vehicle is progressing up the
ramp from the garage. A separate lobby entrance, ticket office, concession stand and reception area for
the City Ballet School (arts use) is proposed along 12t Street. The ballet school would occupy the northern
portion of the ground floor with four medium-sized training studios, along with two large studios that
can be combined into a 250-seat performance venue to serve as a recital hall for the ballet school, a
performance theatre for traveling dance companies, and a community theatre for other arts and
community organizations. The ballet school space would also include offices, dressing rooms, and
storage.

As shown in Figure 6, p. 12, Proposed Second Floor Plan, the second floor would be a mix of residential
amenity space, residential units, common outdoor area, and open area overlooking the ground floor
lobby with stair access. There would be 84 bicycle parking spaces, accessed from street level via Chase
Court, due to the site slope. As shown in Figure 7, p. 13, Proposed Third Floor Plan, the third floor
includes residential units and a 2,540-sf outdoor common area terrace with direct access to Chase Court.
As shown in Figure 8, p. 14, Floors 4 through 9 Typical Floor Plan, the typical fourth through ninth
floors include residential units and private balconies, and Figure 9, p. 15, Proposed 10th Floor Plan
shows the top level of the podium structure, with residential units, a fitness center, and pool deck.

The tower portion of the proposed project would start at floor 11. As shown in Figure 10, p. 16, Proposed
11th Floor Plan, the 11t floor would include residential units and a 3,670-sf outdoor common terrace, and
a podium rooftop residential bar/lounge. As shown in Figures 11 and 12, pp. 17-18, typical floor plans for

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4




Community Plan Evaluation 30 Otis Street
Initial Study Checklist 2015-010013ENV

levels 12 through 27 of the tower would consist of residential units and private balconies, and a 2,330-sf
common terrace on the 26t floor.

The proposed project would provide 71 residential parking spaces and three car-share spaces in two
basement levels (refer to Figure 13, p. 19, Proposed Basement Level 1 Plan, and Figure 14, p. 20
Proposed Basement Level 2 Plan). No off-street parking is proposed for the retail or arts activities space.
The garage entrance would be located off 12th Street. Access to the garage entrance would be provided via
a short drive aisle crossing the 12 Street Plaza. The drive aisle would provide access to both the garage
entrance and the freight loading space and would vary in width from approximately 15-foot, 6-inches to
23 feet. It would be separated from the 12t Street Plaza by bollards and differentiated paving to notify
pedestrians that it is a drive aisle. Striping would also be provided to mark designated pedestrian
crossing areas. Ten feet from the garage entry would be an 18-foot-long lane where two vehicles can
queue outside of the travel lane before entering the garage Access to the drive aisle would be provided
by a single 15-foot, 6-inch curb cut along 12t Street. The garage ramp would be a single vehicle ramp
accessed from a 10-foot garage door. The ramp would be 14-feet-wide, providing room for one car.
Access to the ramp would be monitored at both ends to limit conflicts between cars entering and exiting
the garage. A 10-foot-wide freight loading space would be located adjacent to the vehicle ramp separated
from the garage entry by landscaping and other features.

The proposed project includes 361 class 1 bicycle parking spaces that would be located between the
ground floor, basement floors, and second floor along Chase Court, which is at grade at Level 2, and 32
class 2 spaces would be located along the Otis and 12t streets frontages.? Level 1 near the Otis Street entry
would include a bicycle workshop/lounge.

The building would provide off-street loading in one freight loading space at ground level accessed from
12th Street, two service vehicle spaces (one on each floor of the below-grade garage), and two “move-
in/move-out” loading spaces on the first garage level. The proposed off-street freight loading space
would be at the northeast corner of the building, and accessed via the 15-foot, 6-inch curb cut on 12t
Street. The loading space would be accessed from a 10-foot-wide garage door adjacent to the 10-foot-wide
garage entry but separated by landscaping and other features. The freight loading space would contain a
loading dock and direct access to the freight elevator. A diesel back-up generator equipped with best
available control technology for emissions control* would be in the second basement level.

Streetscape Improvements

Improvements in the Otis and 12t streets public rights-of-way would include new publicly accessible
open spaces, and new street trees and landscaped areas. The project sponsor would remove the one
existing street tree on the Otis Street frontage, and according to Public Works Code sections 805 and 806,
would plant four to five new street trees along the Otis and 12" streets frontages. Streetscape
improvements would expand the Otis Street sidewalk from 10 feet to 12 feet wide and create a 750-
square-foot plaza in front of the podium lobby on Otis Street. In addition, the proposed project would

3 Section 155.1(a) of the Planning Code defines class I bicycle spaces as “spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for
use as long-term, overnight, and work-day bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, nonresidential occupants, and
employees” and defines class II bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for
transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”

4 The Bay Area Air Quality Management district is responsible for issuing permits for stationary sources. Back-up diesel
generators equipped with best available control technology would result in the lowest achievable emission rate.
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expand the existing 15-foot-wide sidewalk on the west side of 12t Street to create a public plaza ranging
from 25 to 34 feet wide at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue (the 12t Street Plaza).

Open Space

The proposed project would include approximately 4,064 square feet of private open space in private
terraces and balconies and 18,081 square feet of common open space. The common open space is
provided in a series of terraces located at the 2nd, 3rd, 10t and 11t floor, including approximately 6,600
square feet of open area outdoor terraces on the 11t% floor. Additional common open space is also
provided in two terraces totaling approximately 2,330 square feet on the 26floor. Privately owned public
open space (POPOs) would be provided in a 750-square-foot ground floor plaza along Otis Street as well
as in additional building set-back areas along Otis Street and adjacent to the proposed 12t Street Plaza to
be created as part of the streetscape improvements in the area.

Project Construction

The proposed project would have an estimated depth of excavation for the two-level parking
garage/basement of up to 35 feet below ground surface. Up to approximately 38,000 cubic yards of soil
would be removed from the proposed project site, and below-grade excavation would require temporary
shoring of excavation side walls. Up to 600 cubic yards of demolition debris would be removed from the
project site. The proposed project foundation is anticipated to consist of a reinforced concrete mat slab
foundation.

The project sponsor anticipates that construction would span approximately 28 months, and would be
conducted in three phases: (1) demolition, (2) excavation and shoring, and (3) construction. Demolition
would last approximately one month, excavation approximately five months, and construction
approximately 22 months. Heavy construction equipment such as front loaders, backhoes, drilling
equipment, tractors, graders and trucks would be used as well as cranes, pumps and limited use of
generators. Pile driving is not proposed as the proposed project would use a mat foundation system.
Proposed project construction would require the temporary removal of sidewalks along the Otis and 12t
streets project frontages.
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FIGURE 8: FLOORS 4 THROUGH 9 TYPICAL FLOOR PLAN
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PROJECT APPROVALS

The proposed 30 Otis Street project would require the following approvals:

Actions by the Planning Commission

Approval of an application for a Planning Code section 309 downtown project authorization for
the construction of a new building in a Downtown (C-3) Zoning District and for granting
exceptions to Planning Code section 148 for ground-level wind currents.

Approval of an in-kind improvement agreement under Planning Code section 421.3(d) for
community improvements for neighborhood infrastructure within the Market and Octavia Plan
area, and Planning Code section 424.3(c) for community improvements for the neighborhood
infrastructure within the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
(Neighborhood Infrastructure Fee).

General plan referral for sidewalk changes, and 15-foot, 6-inch curb cut.

Actions by the Zoning Administrator

Granting of variances from the Planning Code’s requirements for an awning that functions as a
wind canopy (Planning Code section 136.1) and ground floor height requirements (Planning
Code section 145.1).

Granting of an exemption from requirements to height for elevator overrun above 16 feet
(Planning Code section 260(b)(1)(B).

Granting of a modification to rear yard requirements in the NCT District (Planning Code section
134).

Actions by other City Departments

Approval of site, demolition, grading, and building permits (Planning Department and
Department of Building Inspection).

Approval of permits for streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way, including new curb
cuts on 12t Street (Department of Public Works).

Approval of project compliance with the stormwater design guidelines (San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission).

Approval of a stormwater control plan (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission).

Approval of a site mitigation plan and issuance of a certification of registration for a diesel
backup generator (San Francisco Department of Public Health).

Actions by Other Government Agencies

Approval of permit for installation, operation, and testing of a diesel backup generator (Bay Area
Air Quality Management District).

SAN FRANCISCO
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This initial study evaluates whether the environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed in
the programmatic environmental impact report (PEIR) for the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan
(Market and Octavia PEIR).5 The initial study considers 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 offsite effects in the 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 Market and
Octavia PEIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than discussed in the
PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a project-specific, focused mitigated negative declaration
or environmental impact report (EIR). If no such impacts are identified, no additional environmental
review shall be required for the project beyond that provided in the Market and Octavia PEIR and this
project-specific initial study in accordance with the CEQA guidelines sections 21083.3 and 15183.

Mitigation measures identified in the PEIR are discussed under each topic area, and measures that are
applicable to the proposed project are provided under the Mitigation Measures section at the end of this
initial study.

The Market and Octavia PEIR identified significant impacts related to shadow, wind, archeology,
transportation, air quality, hazardous materials, and geology. Mitigation measures were identified for
these impacts and reduced all of these impacts to less-than-significant levels with the exception of those
related to shadow (impacts on two open spaces: the War Memorial Open Space and United Nations
Plaza) and transportation (project- and program-level, as well as cumulative traffic impacts at nine
intersections; project-level and cumulative transit impacts on the 21 Hayes Muni line).

The proposed project would demolish the five existing buildings on the proposed project site and
construct a single mixed-use residential-over-retail and arts activities building, totaling approximately
485,000 sf (or 405,000 gsf per the San Francisco Planning Code). The proposed building would include a
250-foot-tall, 27-story tower in the southeastern portion of the site, and an 85-foot-tall, 10-story podium
extending along Otis Street. The new building would include 423 residential units, approximately 5,600 sf
of ground-floor retail space, approximately 17,000 sf of arts activities space, and approximately 23,000 sf
of open space. As discussed below in this initial study, with the exception of historic architectural
resources, construction-related transportation impacts, and cumulative wind conditions, the proposed
project would not result in new, significant environmental effects, or effects of greater severity than were
already analyzed and disclosed in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

CHANGES IN THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

Since the certification of the Market and Octavia PEIR in 2007, several new policies, regulations, statutes,
and funding measures have been adopted, passed, or are underway that affect the physical environment
and/or environmental review methodology for projects in the Market and Octavia neighborhood plan
areas. As discussed in each topic area referenced below, these policies, regulations, statutes, and funding
measures have implemented or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-than-
significant impacts identified in the PEIR. These include:

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (PEIR),
Planning Department Case No. 2003.0347E, State Clearinghouse No0.2004012118, certified April 5, 2007. Available online at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893.
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e State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for
infill projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014.

e State legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution replacing
level of service (LOS) analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis,
effective March 2016 (see “Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled” heading below).

e 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 initial study Transportation section).

e San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses near Places
of Entertainment effective June 2015 (see initial study Noise section).

e San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, effective July 2008, and
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended December
2014 (see initial study Air Quality section).

e San Francisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco
Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see
initial study Recreation section).

e Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement
Program process (see initial study Utilities and Service Systems section).

e Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see initial study Hazardous
Materials section).

Aesthetics and Parking

In accordance with CEQA section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit Oriented
Projects — aesthetics and 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, this checklist does not consider
aesthetics or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.¢ Project elevations
are included in the project description for information purposes.

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled

CEQA section 21099(b)(1) also requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop
revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts of projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA section 21099(b)(2) states that
upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts pursuant to section

¢ San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
30 Otis Street, May 10, 2017. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted), is available
for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No. 2015-010013ENV.
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21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by 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” recommending that transportation
impacts for projects be measured using a VMT metric. On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of the future
certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted OPR’s
recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation
impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). In November 2017, OPR published the text of the proposed new
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, Determining the Significance of Transportation Impacts, and will
commence a formal rulemaking process to adopt the proposed changes. (Note: the VMT metric does not
apply to the analysis of project impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as transit, walking, and
bicycling.) Therefore, impacts and mitigation measures from the Market and Octavia PEIR associated
with automobile delay are not discussed in this checklist, including PEIR Mitigation Measures D1 Traffic
Mitigation Measure for Hayes and Gough Streets Intersection (LOS C to LOS F p.m. peak hour), D2
Traffic Mitigation Measure for Hayes and Franklin Streets Intersection (LOS D to LOS F p.m. peak hour),
D3 Traffic Mitigation Measure for Laguna/Market/Hermann/Guerrero streets Intersection (LOS D to LOS
E p.m. peak hour), D4 Traffic Mitigation Measure for Market/Sanchez/Fifteenth streets Intersection (LOS
E to LOS E with increased delay p.m. peak hour), D5 Traffic Mitigation Measure for
Market/Church/Fourteenth streets Intersection (LOS E to LOS E with increased delay p.m. peak hour), D6
Traffic Mitigation Measure for Mission Street/Otis Street/South Van Ness Avenue Intersection (LOS F to
LOS F with increased delay p.m. peak hour), and D7 Traffic Mitigation Measure for Hayes Street/Van
Ness Avenue Intersection (LOS F to LOS F with increased delay p.m. peak hour). Instead, a VMT and
induced automobile travel impact analysis is provided in the Transportation section.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
1. LAND USE AND LAND USE
PLANNING—Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? ] O ]
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, O O N

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

The Market and Octavia PEIR determined that implementation of the neighborhood plan would not
result in significant impacts on land use and land use planning, and no mitigation measures were
identified. The proposed project would demolish the existing five buildings on the project site and
construct a single mixed-use residential-over-retail and arts activities building, totaling approximately
485,000 sf with a 250-foot-tall, 27-story tower and an 85-foot-tall 10-story podium that would contain 423

7 This document is available online at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/s _sb743.php.
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residential units, and approximately 5,600 sf of retail space, and approximately 17,000 sf of arts activities
space. The proposed project is within the scope of development projected under the Market and Octavia
Neighborhood Plan.

The Citywide Planning and Current Planning divisions of the department have determined that the
proposed project is permitted in the zoning districts in which the project site is located, and would be
consistent with bulk districts, density, and land uses as envisioned in the Market and Octavia Area Plan,
described below.%°

The area plan designates the portion of the project site on lots 010, 012, 013, 016 as within the C-3-G
(Downtown General Zoning District) and Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Use District, and
the portion of the project site on lot 018 as within the NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial
Transit District). Three of the lots (010, 016 and 018) are in an 85-X height and bulk district and two of the
lots (012 and 013) are in an 85/250 R-2 height and bulk district. The 85-X height and bulk district permits
buildings up to 85 feet in height with no bulk restrictions, and the 85/250-R-2 height and bulk district
permits buildings up to 250 feet in height with bulk restrictions pursuant to Planning Code section 270.

The Market and Octavia Area Plan allows for intensive commercial uses and residential towers clustered
around the intersection of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue. The proposed project is consistent with
the area plan’s goals for mixed-use, high-density development near transit. It is also consistent with the
area plan’s goals to retain arts uses and to provide neighborhood serving retail. The proposed project
would provide limited onsite parking that supports transit trips, consistent with the plan’s policies. The
building facade, street-level retail uses, and pedestrian-scale design along Otis and 12t streets are
consistent with the area plan’s design principles. The C-3-G district and Van Ness and Market Downtown
Residential Special Use District encourage the development of a transit-oriented, high-density, mixed-use
neighborhood around the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and Market Street, adjacent to downtown.
The NCT-3 zoning encourages a wide variety of ground floor retail uses with residential development
above.

The proposed project would have a floor area ratio (FAR) of 12:1 in the C-3-G district, which would
exceed the allowed base FAR of 6:1, as well as the maximum allowed FAR of 9:1. The project sponsor
would pay the fees to exceed the FAR, as allowed under Planning Code section 424. The proposed project
would also require an exception to requirements for ground-level wind currents (Planning Code section
148). The proposed project would require a variance for planning code’s requirements for an overhead
horizontal projection that functions as a wind canopy (Planning Code section 136.1) and ground floor
height requirements (Planning Code section 145.1). An exemption from requirements to height for
elevator overrun above 16 feet (Planning Code section 260(b)(1)(B)) and a modification to rear yard
requirements (Planning Code section 134) are also required. The intensification or changes in land uses at
the project site would not physically divide an established community or conflict with applicable land
use plans, policies, and regulations adopted to avoid or reduce environmental effects, beyond that
identified in the PEIR.

Because the proposed project would be consistent with the development density established in the
Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan, implementation of the proposed project would not result in

8 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and Policy
Analysis, 30 Otis Street, Case No. 2015-010013ENV. June 20, 2017.

9  San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning, 30 Otis Street,
Case No. 2015-010013ENV. July 21, 2017.
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significant impacts that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR related to land use and land
use planning, and no mitigation measures are necessary.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
2. POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, ] O ]
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing N O N
units or create demand for additional housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, ] O ]

necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

One goal of the Market and Octavia neighborhood plan is to implement citywide policies to increase the
supply of high-density housing in neighborhoods having sufficient transit facilities, neighborhood-
oriented uses, and infill development sites. The Market and Octavia PEIR analyzed a projected increase of
7,620 residents in the plan area by the year 2025 and determined that this anticipated growth would not
result in significant adverse physical effects on the environment. No mitigation measures were identified
in the PEIR.

The proposed project would remove the existing buildings on the project, which provide approximately
53,200 square feet of retail, office, industrial/PDR, and arts activities uses with an estimated 37 existing
employees.® No residential uses exist on the project site. The proposed project would construct 423 new
residential units, approximately 5,600 sf of retail, and approximately 17,000 sf of arts activities spaces. The
project would result in a net increase in housing and a net increase in jobs on the project site as follows:
an increase of 423 dwelling units and approximately 791 residents; an increase of approximately 6,600 sf
of art uses for the City Ballet School; and a decrease of approximately 2,600 sf of retail space. There would
be an increase of 80 retail employees, 17 building management and service staff, and 12 ballet school staff,
a total of 109 net new employees.!

The project would not displace existing housing units. The inclusion of 423 new dwelling units would
provide additional housing that could be used by future employees at the site. While approximately 37
existing employees from the PDR, office, and retail uses would be displaced, the project would result in
approximately 109 new employees from proposed residential, retail, and expanded arts activity uses.

10 Align Otis, LLC, communication dated October 18, 2017.

1 The Market and Octavia PEIR assumed that the plan area would have an average household size of 1.87 residents per dwelling
unit in the year 2025. Retail employment was calculated using information in the 2002 Transportation Impacts Analysis Guidelines
for Environmental Review (Transportation Guidelines).
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These direct effects of the proposed project on population and housing are within the scope of the
population and housing growth anticipated under the Market and Octavia neighborhood plan and would
not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts on the physical environment beyond
those identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

The project’s contribution to indirect effects on the physical environment attributable to population
growth are evaluated in this initial study under land use, transportation and circulation, noise, air
quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, recreation, utilities and service systems, and public services.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
3. CULTURAL RESOURCES—Would
the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the N O O
significance of a historical resource as defined in
815064.5, including those resources listed in
article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O n O
significance of an archeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those O n O

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Historic Architectural Resources

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.5(a)(1) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings
or structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or
are identified in a local register of historical resources, such as articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code. The Market and Octavia Plan PEIR analyzed the various historic resources within the
plan area and listed the identified historical resources. The PEIR noted that although development would
be allowed in the plan area, the implementation of urban design guidelines and other rules, such as
evaluation under CEQA, would reduce the overall impact on historic architectural resources to a less-
than-significant level. No mitigation measures were identified.

The proposed project would demolish the existing five buildings on the site, and construct a new 27-story
tower and 10-story podium. A historic resource evaluation'? evaluated the proposed project for potential
impacts on historic resources. The evaluation determined that one of the buildings, 14-18 Otis Street, is a
well-preserved and notable example of a 1920s industrial loft building, which contained the former Lotus
Fortune Cookie Co. Factory. The building appearseligible for individual local listing in the California
Register of Historic Resources and is considered an individual historical resource under CEQA.

12 VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting. Historic Resource Evaluation. 30 Otis Street Project. San Francisco, California.
August 8, 2016
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Therefore, demolition of the 14-18 Otis Street building would have a significant adverse effect on a
historic resource that was not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR. The focused EIR for the
proposed project will evaluate the project impacts on this historic architectural resource.

Archeological Resources

The Market and Octavia PEIR determined that implementation of the area plan could result in significant
impacts on archeological resources and identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these
potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Market and Octavia PEIR Mitigation Measure C1: Soil-
Disturbing Activities in Archeologically Documented Properties applies to properties for which a final
archeological research design and treatment plan is on file at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC)
and the planning department. Mitigation Measure C2: General Soil-Disturbing Activities applies to
properties for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the archeological
documentation is incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological
resources under CEQA. Mitigation measure C2 requires that a preliminary archeological sensitivity study be
prepared by a qualified consultant. Mitigation Measure C3: Soil-Disturbing Activities in Public Street and
Open Space Improvements applies to improvements to public streets and open spaces if those
improvements disturb soils below a depth of 4 feet bgs, and requires an archeological monitoring program.
Mitigation Measure C4: Soil-Disturbing Activities in the Mission Dolores Archeological District applies to
properties in the Mission Dolores Archeological District.

No previous archeological studies have been previously completed for the property and the proposed
project site is not within the Mission Dolores Archeological District; therefore, Mitigation Measures C1:
Soil-Disturbing Activities in Archeologically Documented Properties, and C4: Soil-Disturbing Activities
in the Mission Dolores Archeological District do not apply to the proposed project.

As a property with no previous archeological study and streetscape improvements, the proposed project
is subject to Market and Octavia PEIR Mitigation Measures C2 and C3, requiring a preliminary
archeological sensitivity study and an archeological monitoring program for excavation in public streets.
In accordance with these PEIR mitigation measures, the San Francisco Planning Department completed a
preliminary archeological review, which fulfills the requirement for preparation of a preliminary
archeological sensitivity study.’® The preliminary archeological review determined that the Colma
Formation (which has the potential to contain historic-period and prehistoric archeological resources
within the top 3 to 5 feet of the formation) is present beneath the project site at a depth of approximately
20 feet bgs. As the proposed mat slab foundation would likely extend into the Colma Formation, the
department determined that an archeological testing program would be required, as described under Project
Mitigation Measure 1: Archeological Testing Program. Under the archeological testing program, the
project sponsor would be required to engage an archeologist from the Planning Department Qualified
Archeological Consultants List to develop and implement a testing plan for archeological resources and
human remains beneath the project site (including streetscape improvements) in accordance with
planning department guidance. There are no known human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries, located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. However, because of the potential
depth of excavation, there is a possibility that previously unknown human remains could be discovered
during excavation. Under the archeological testing program, measures for the handling of those remains
would be included should an inadvertent discovery occur. Implementation of the archeological testing

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review. November 4, 2016, updated
October 24, 2017.
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program would ensure that the proposed project would not result in significant impacts not identified in
the Market and Octavia PEIR (see Project Mitigation Measure 1 at the end of this initial study for full
mitigation measure text).

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on archeological resources
that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

4. TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION—Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or O ] O

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and nonmotorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion ] O ]
management program, including but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, ] ] ]
including either an increase in traffic levels,
obstructions to flight, or a change in location,
that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design O O n
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses?

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? O O O
f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or O m O
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

The Market and Octavia PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction.
The PEIR states that in general, the analyses of pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency access, and
construction transportation impacts are specific to individual development projects, and that project-
specific analyses would need to be conducted for future development projects under the Market and
Octavia Neighborhood Plan. Accordingly, a transportation impact study and supplemental memorandum,
under planning department direction, conducted a project-level analysis of the pedestrian, bicycle,
loading, and emergency vehicle access transportation impacts of the proposed project.'#15 Based on this

14 Fehr & Peers. Final - Transportation Impact Study. 30 Otis Street Project. February 2018.
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project-level review, the department determined that the proposed project would have potentially
significant construction-related transportation impacts that are peculiar to the project or the project site
and which will be analyzed in a focused EIR.

The Market and Octavia PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from future projects within the plan area
could result in a significant impact on the 21 Hayes Muni route during the weekday p.m. hour, and
identified one transit-specific transportation mitigation measure, which is described further below in the
transit subsection. Even with mitigation, however, it was anticipated that the significant adverse
cumulative impacts on transit lines could not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Thus, the impact
was found to be significant and unavoidable.

As discussed above, under Evaluation of Environmental Effects - Automobile Delay and Vehicles Miles
Travelled, in response to state legislation that called for removing automobile delay from CEQA analysis,
the planning commission adopted resolution 19579 replacing automobile delay with a VMT metric for
analyzing transportation impacts of a project. Therefore, impacts and mitigation measures from the
Market and Octavia PEIR associated with automobile delay are not discussed in this initial study.

The Market and Octavia PEIR did not evaluate VMT or the potential for induced automobile travel. The
VMT analysis and induced automobile travel analysis presented below evaluate the project’s
transportation effects using the VMT metric.

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore, initial study checklist topic 4c is not applicable to the proposed project.

VMT Analysis

Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, 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 at
great distance from other land uses or 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 VMT ratio than the nine-county San
Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower VMT ratios than other areas of
the city. These areas of the city can be expressed geographically through transportation analysis zones
(TAZ). TAZ are used in transportation planning models for transportation analysis and other planning
purposes. TAZ vary in size from single city blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer
neighborhoods, to even larger zones in historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard.

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority uses the San Francisco Chained Activity Model
Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles and taxis for different land use types.
Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on observed behavior from the California Household
Travel Survey 2010-2012, census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county
worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. SF-CHAMP uses a synthetic
population, which is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who
make simulated travel decisions for a complete day. The transportation authority uses tour-based
analysis for office and residential uses, which examines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day,

15 Fehr & Peers. Supplemental Memorandum. 30 Otis Street 12th Street Access Alternative. February 2018.
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not just trips to and from the project. For retail uses, the transportation authority uses trip-based analysis,
which counts VMT from individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to entire chain of trips). A
trip-based approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is
likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each location
would over-estimate VMT. 1617

For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 17.2.18 For retail
development, regional average daily retail VMT per employee is 14.9. Average daily VMT for both land
uses is projected to decrease in future 2040 cumulative conditions. Refer to Table 3: Average Daily VMT,
which includes the TAZ in which the project site is located, 578.

Table 3: Average Daily VMT

Existing Cumulative 2040
Bay Area Bay Area
Bay Area ) Bay Area )
Land Use . Regional . Regional
Regional TAZ 578 Regional TAZ 578
Average Average
Average ) Average .
minus 15% minus 15%
Households
] ) 17.2 14.6 3.7 16.1 13.7 3.1
(Residential)
Employment
. 14.9 12.6 8.9 14.6 124 9.0
(Retail)

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional
VMT. The State OPR’s Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (“proposed transportation impact guidelines”) recommends screening
criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of projects that would not result in significant
impacts on VMT. If a project meets one of the three screening criteria provided (map-based screening,
small projects, and proximity to transit stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less-
than-significant for the project and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. Map-based screening is used
to determine if a project site is located within a TAZ that exhibits low levels of VMT; small projects are
projects that would generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day; and the proximity to transit stations
criterion includes projects that are within one-half mile of an existing major transit stop, have a FAR of
greater than or equal to 0.75, vehicle parking that is less than or equal to that required or allowed by the

16 To state another way: a tour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, for any
tour with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work and
a restaurant on the way back home, then both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT. A trip-based approach
allows us to apportion all retail-related VMT to retail sites without double-counting.

17 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, Appendix F,
Attachment A, March 3, 2016.

18 Includes the VMT generated by the households in the development and averaged across the household population to determine
VMT per capita.

19" Retail travel is not explicitly captured in SF-CHAMP, rather, there is a generic "Other" purpose which includes retail shopping,

medical appointments, visiting friends or family, and all other nonwork, nonschool tours. The retail efficiency metric captures
all of the "Other" purpose travel generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of employment (including retail; cultural,
institutional, and educational; and medical employment; school enrollment, and number of households) represents the size, or
attraction, of the zone for this type of “Other” purpose travel.
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planning code without conditional use authorization, and are consistent with the applicable sustainable
communities strategy. 2

VMT Analysis - Residential

As noted previously, existing average daily household VMT per capita is 3.7 for TAZ 578. This is 78
percent below the existing regional average daily VMT per capita of 17.2. Given that the project site is
located in an area where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the existing regional average, the
proposed project’s residential uses would not result in substantial additional VMT and impacts would be
less than significant. Furthermore, the project site meets the Proximity to Transit Stations screening
criterion, which also indicates that the proposed project’s residential uses would not cause substantial
additional VMT.

San Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, using the same
methodology as outlined for existing conditions, but includes residential and job growth estimates and
reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. Projected 2040 average daily household
VMT per capita is 3.1 for TAZ 578, the transportation analysis zone in which the project site is located.
This is 81 percent below the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita of 16.1.2! Given that the
project site is located in an area where VMT is greater than 15 percent below the projected 2040 regional
average, the proposed project’s residential uses would not result in substantial additional VMT.
Therefore, the proposed project’s residential uses would not contribute considerably to any substantial
cumulative increase in VMT.

VMT Analysis - Retail

As mentioned previously, existing average daily VMT per employee is 8.9 for TAZ 578. This is 40 percent
below the existing regional average daily VMT per employee of 14.9. Given that the project site is located
in an area where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the existing regional average, the proposed
project’s retail/commercial uses would not result in substantial additional VMT and impacts would be
less than significant. Furthermore, the project site meets the Proximity to Transit Stations screening criterion,
which also indicates that the proposed project’s retail uses would not cause substantial additional VMT.

Projected 2040 average daily VMT per employee is 9.0 for the TAZ 578. This is 38 percent below the
projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita of 14.6.22 Given that the project site is located in an
area where VMT is greater than 15 percent below the projected 2040 regional average, the proposed
project’s retail uses would not result in substantial additional VMT. Therefore, the proposed project’s
retail uses would not contribute considerably to any substantial cumulative increase in VMT.

Therefore, the proposed project would not cause substantial additional VMT and impacts would be less-
than-significant.

20 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
30 Otis Street. Prepared by Fehr and Peers March 6, 2017.

2t Includes the VMT generated by the households in the development and averaged across the household population to determine
VMT per capita.

2 Retail travel is not explicitly captured in SF-CHAMP, rather, there is a generic "Other" purpose which includes retail shopping,
medical appointments, visiting friends or family, and all other nonwork, nonschool tours. The retail efficiency metric captures
all of the "Other" purpose travel generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of employment (including retail; cultural,
institutional, and educational; and medical employment; school enrollment, and number of households) represents the size, or
attraction, of the zone for this type of “Other” purpose travel.
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Induced Automobile Travel Analysis

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially induce additional
automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-
flow lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. OPR’s proposed transportation impact guidelines
includes a list of transportation project types that would not likely lead to a substantial or measureable
increase in VMT. If a project fits within the general types of projects (including combinations of types),
then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant and a detailed VMT analysis is not
required.

The proposed project is not a transportation project. However, the proposed project would include
features that would alter the transportation network. These features would be sidewalk widening, on-
street loading zones, bicycle parking, and curb cuts. These features fit within the general types of projects
identified that would not substantially induce automobile travel. As the proposed project would not
substantially induce automobile travel, the project would have a less-than-significant impact. Although
the proposed project would not result in a significant loading impact, to further reduce the less-than-
significant freight loading impacts, Improvement Measure TR-1 could be implemented to lessen the effect
of loading operations in the proposed project vicinity.

Trip Generation

The proposed project would contain 423 residential units, 71 auto spaces, three car share spaces, 361 class
I'and 32 class II bicycle parking spaces between the street level and two-level garage, approximately 5,600
sf of retail space on the ground floor, and approximately 17,000 sf of performing arts space for use by the
City Ballet School.

Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and
information in transportation impact study. The proposed project would generate an estimated net total
of 4,479 person trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday daily basis, consisting of 1,223 person trips
by auto (vehicle trips), 1,746 transit trips, 960 walk trips and 548 trips by other modes. During the p.m.
peak hour, the proposed project would generate an estimated net total 710 person trips, consisting of 191
person trips by auto (158 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data for this census tract), 292
transit trips, 139 walk trips, and 88 trips by other modes.

Transit

The project site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni bus lines 6, 7,
9, 14, 21, 47, and 49, and rapid bus lines 7R, 9R, and 14R, Muni light rail lines ], K, L, M, and N, and Muni
historic streetcar F-line. The proposed project would be expected to generate 1,705 daily transit trips,
including 284 during the p.m. peak hour. Given the wide availability of nearby transit, the addition of 284
p-m. peak hour transit trips would be accommodated by existing capacity. As such, transit service
demand generated by the proposed project would not result in unacceptable levels of transit service or
cause a substantial increase in delays such that significant adverse impacts in transit service could result.

The Market and Octavia PEIR identified significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts relating to
transit delays to the 21 Hayes Muni route. This degradation of transit service would occur as a result of
changes to the configuration of Hayes Street, which were designed to enhance local vehicle circulation.
The 21 Hayes route does not run near the project site, and as stated above, the project site is well served
by other transit lines. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to this
significant cumulative transit impact.
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Pedestrians, Bicyclists, and Loading

The project-specific transportation analysis conducted for the 30 Otis Project determined that the project
impacts related to pedestrian capacity and safety, bicycle access and hazards, and commercial/freight and
passenger loading would be less than significant. While the proposed project would not create potentially
hazardous conditions affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, nor would it cause delays to
transit, the sponsor has agreed to implement two improvement measures, Develop an Active Loading
Management Plan, and Monitoring and Abatement of Queues, to further reduce these less-than-
significant impacts. See “Improvement Measures” section at the end of this document for the full text of
these improvement measures.

Construction

The project-specific transportation analysis determined that temporary project construction impacts could
result in a substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, and potential disruptions to transit, thereby resulting in potentially hazardous
conditions, which would be a significant impact. Further, the proposed project is anticipated to be under
construction at the same time as other cumulative development projects in the vicinity, resulting in a
significant cumulative construction transportation impact, to which the proposed project’s contribution
would be considerable. These construction transportation impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the operation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that
were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR related to transportation and circulation and would
not contribute considerably to transportation and circulation impacts that were identified in the Market
and Octavia PEIR. However, the department determined that the project could have project-level
construction-related transportation impacts and a considerable contribution to significant cumulative
construction-related transportation impacts. These would be significant impacts that are peculiar to the
project and the project site that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR. As such, a focused
EIR will analyze those cumulative construction-related transportation impacts.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

5. NOISE—Would the project:

a) Resultin exposure of persons to or generation of ] ] O
noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of n N O
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in n N O
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic n n O
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
e) For a project located within an airport land use N N O

plan area, or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, in an area within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the area to
excessive noise levels?

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private O O [l
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise ] ] O
levels?

The Market and Octavia PEIR noted that the background noise levels in San Francisco are elevated
primarily due to traffic noise and that some streets, such as Market Street, have higher background noise
levels. The PEIR determined that implementation of the plan would not result in significant noise impacts
during construction activities. The PEIR also determined that incremental increases in traffic-related noise
attributable to implementation of the plan would be less than significant. No mitigation measures related
to noise were identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Construction Noise

The PEIR identified an increase in the ambient noise levels during construction, dependent on the types
of construction activities and construction schedules, and noise from increased traffic associated with
construction truck trips along access routes to development sites. The PEIR determined that compliance
with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (noise ordinance), codified as article 29 of the San Francisco
Police Code, would reduce construction impacts to less-than-significant levels.

All construction activities for the proposed project (approximately 28 months) would be subject to the
noise ordinance. Construction noise is regulated by the noise ordinance, which requires construction
work to be conducted in the following manner: (1) noise levels of construction equipment, other than
impact tools, must not exceed 80 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 100 feet from the source (the
equipment generating the noise); (2) impact tools must have intake and exhaust mufflers that are
approved by the Director of Public Works or the Director of the Department of Building Inspection
(building department) to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the noise from the
construction work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the site property line by 5 dBA, the work
must not be conducted between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m., unless the Director of Public Works authorizes a
special permit for conducting the work during that period.

The building department is responsible for enforcing the noise ordinance for private construction projects
during normal business hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). The police department is responsible for enforcing the
noise ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during the construction period for the proposed
project of approximately 28 months, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by
construction noise. Times may occur when noise could interfere with indoor activities in nearby
residences and other businesses near the project site. The increase in noise in the project area during
project construction would not be considered a significant impact of the proposed project, because the
construction noise would be temporary, intermittent, and restricted in occurrence and level, as the
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contractor would be required to comply with the noise ordinance, which would reduce construction
noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Construction vibration could be felt by nearby receptors during the 28-month construction period.
However, construction vibration would be intermittent and limited to the period of construction, and
would generally be most noticeable during demolition. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site
are residential uses along Brady Street adjacent to the northwest of the project site, which have the
potential to be intermittently exposed to vibration noise levels greater than the ambient conditions.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant construction noise impacts
that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Operational Noise

The PEIR noted that plan-related land use changes would have the potential to create noise impacts
associated with projects’ fixed-location heating, ventilating, or air-conditioning equipment and other
localized noise-generating activities. The PEIR determined that existing ambient noise levels in the plan
area would generally mask noise from new onsite equipment. Therefore, the increase in noise levels from
operation of mechanical equipment would be less than significant.

The proposed project would be subject to the following interior noise standards, which are described for
informational purposes. The California Building Standards Code (Title 24) establishes uniform noise
insulation standards. The Title 24 acoustical requirement for residential structures is incorporated into
section 1207 of the San Francisco Building Code and requires these structures be designed to prevent the
intrusion of exterior noise so that the noise level with windows closed, attributable to exterior sources,
shall not exceed 45 dBA in any habitable room. The acoustical requirements of Title 24 are incorporated
into the San Francisco Green Building Code. Title 24 allows the project sponsor to choose between a
prescriptive or performance-based acoustical requirement for nonresidential uses. Both compliance
methods require wall, floor/ceiling, and window assemblies to meet certain sound transmission class or
outdoor-indoor sound transmission class ratings to ensure that adequate interior noise standards are
achieved. In compliance with Title 24, the building department would review the final building plans to
ensure that the building wall, floor/ceiling, and window assemblies would meet Title 24 acoustical
requirements. If determined necessary by the building department, a detailed acoustical analysis of the
exterior wall and window assemblies may be required.

The proposed project would include residential, retail, and arts activities uses, which are not considered
noise-generating uses and likely would not generate noise levels above the ambient levels observed in the
project vicinity, which is dominated by vehicular traffic noise. The proposed uses would also not
generate vibration or ground-borne noise levels above the ambient levels, as those are also dominated by
vehicular and transit traffic.

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within 2 miles of a public airport, or in
the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, topic 12e and f from the CEQA guidelines, Appendix G is not
applicable.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant noise impacts that were not
identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

6. AIR QUALITY—Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

X

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

X

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net N N O
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is nonattainment under an
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

X

X

The Market and Octavia PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from
temporary exposure to elevated levels of fugitive dust and diesel particulate matter during construction
of development projects under the area plan. The PEIR identified two mitigation measures that would
reduce these air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels. Market and Octavia PEIR Mitigation
Measures E1 and E2 address air quality impacts during construction. All other air quality impacts were
found to be less than significant.

Construction Dust Control

Market and Octavia PEIR Mitigation Measure El: Construction Mitigation Measure for Particulate
Emissions requires individual projects involving construction activities to include dust control measures
and to maintain and operate construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates
and other pollutants. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of
amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction
Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the dust control
ordinance is to reduce the quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and
construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize
public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the building department. Project-related
construction activities would result in construction dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities.

For projects over one-half acre, such as the proposed project, the dust control ordinance requires that the
project sponsor submit a dust control plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public
Health. The building department will not issue a building permit without written notification from the
Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific dust control plan, unless the Director
waives the requirement. The site-specific dust control plan would require the project sponsor to
implement additional dust control measures such as installation of dust curtains and windbreaks and to
provide independent third-party inspections and monitoring, provide a public complaint hotline, and
suspend construction during high wind conditions.
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The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that
construction dust impacts would not be significant. Because these requirements provide the same dust
control provisions as PEIR Mitigation Measure, E1: Construction Mitigation Measure for Particulate
Emissions, this measure related to dust control is no longer necessary to reduce construction-related dust
impacts of the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts
related to construction dust that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR and no mitigation is
required.

Criteria Air Pollutants

In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the
following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO:z), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants
because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis
for setting permissible levels. In general, the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) experiences low
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The SFBAAB is
designated as either in attainment or unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the exception of ozone,
PM:2s, and PMuo, for which these pollutants are designated as nonattainment for either the state or federal
standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single
project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in nonattainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s
individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to
cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be
considered significant.?

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) prepared the updated 2017 BAAQMD CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines),? which provide thresholds of significance for those
criteria air pollutants that the SFBAAB is in nonattainment. The city uses these thresholds of significance.

Construction

Construction activities from the proposed project would result in the emission of criteria air pollutants
from equipment exhaust, construction-related vehicular activity, and construction worker automobile
trips. Construction of the proposed project would occur over an approximately 620-working day period,
including approximately 40 days for demolition, 70 days for site preparation and grading, and a total of
approximately 510 days for the various construction elements. Construction-related criteria air pollutants
generated by the proposed project were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model and
provided within an air quality technical memorandum.?> The model was developed, including default data
(e.g., emission factors, meteorology, etc.) in collaboration with California air districts’ staff. Default
assumptions were used where project-specific information was unknown. Emissions were converted
from tons/year to pounds/day using the estimated construction duration of 620 working days. As shown
in Table 4, Daily Project Construction Emissions, unmitigated project construction emissions would be
below the threshold of significance for the construction-related criteria air pollutants.

2 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2017, pp. 2-1.

2 TIbid. Table 2-1.

%5 San Francisco Planning Department. Air Quality Technical Memorandum, 30 Otis Street, Project File 2015.010013ENV. August
16, 2017.
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Table 4: Daily Project Construction Emissions

Pollutant Emissions (Average Pounds per Day)
ROG NOx Exhaust PMuo Exhaust PM2s
Unmitigated Project Emissions 11.51 10.58 0.49 0.46
Significance Threshold 54.0 54.0 82.0 54.0
Exceeds Threshold No No No No

Emissions over threshold levels are in bold.
Source: BAAQMD 2011; San Francisco Planning Department 2017

Operation

The proposed project would generate criteria pollutant emissions associated with vehicle traffic (mobile
sources), on-site area sources (i.e., natural gas combustion for space and water heating, and combustion
of other fuels by building and grounds maintenance equipment), and energy usage. Operational-related
criteria air pollutants generated by the proposed project were also quantified using the California
Emissions Estimator Model and provided within the air quality technical memorandum. Default
assumptions were used where project-specific information was unknown.

The average daily and maximum annual emissions associated with operation of the proposed project are
shown in Table 5, Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions. Table 5 also includes the city’s
thresholds of significance. As shown in Table 5, the proposed project would not exceed the threshold of
significance for operational criteria air pollutant emissions.

Table 5: Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

ROG NOx PMio PMzs
Project Average Daily Emissions (Ibs./day) 21.8 17.8 0.45 0.43
Significance Threshold (Ibs./day) 54 54 82 54
Exceeds Threshold No No No No
Project Maximum Annual Emissions (tpy) 3.98 3.23 0.08 0.08
Significance Threshold (tpy) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Exceeds Threshold No No No No
Ibs./day = pounds per day
tpy = tons per year
Source: BAAQMD 2011; San Francisco Planning Department 2017

Based on the information above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in either
project-level or cumulative significant impacts that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR
related to violations of air quality standards or substantial increases in nonattainment criteria air
pollutants.

Health Risk

Since certification of the PEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the San
Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill
Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, article 38 (ordinance 224-14, amended December 8, 2014)
(article 38). The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone as defined in article 38 are areas that, based on modeling of all
known air pollutant sources, exceed health protective standards for cumulative PM:zs5 concentration,
cumulative excess cancer risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways.
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The project site is located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. For sensitive use projects (which include
residential development) within the air pollutant exposure zone, the ordinance requires that the project
sponsor submit an enhanced ventilation proposal for approval by the Department of Public Health that
achieves protection from PM:s (fine particulate matter) equivalent to that associated with a Minimum
Efficiency Reporting Value 13 filtration. The building department will not issue a building permit without
written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has an approved enhanced
ventilation proposal. In compliance article 38, the project sponsor has submitted an initial application to
the public health department.?

Construction

The project site is located within an identified air pollutant exposure zone and the proposed project
would require heavy-duty off-road diesel vehicles and equipment during the majority of the anticipated
28-month construction period; therefore, the ambient health risk to sensitive receptors from air pollutants
generated by construction emission exhaust is considered substantial. Thus, Project Mitigation Measure 2:
Construction Air Quality has been identified to implement the Market and Octavia PEIR Mitigation
Measure E2. Project Mitigation Measure 2: Construction Air Quality would require construction
equipment engines meeting higher emission standards (lower emissions) which reduce diesel particulate
matter exhaust from construction equipment by 89 to 94 percent compared to uncontrolled construction
equipment.?” Therefore, impacts related to health risks from project construction emissions would be less
than significant through implementation of Project Mitigation Measure 2: Construction Air Quality (see
Project Mitigation Measure 2 at the end of this initial study for full mitigation measure text).

Siting New Sources

The proposed project would include a backup diesel generator. As described in the project description,
the generator would be equipped with the best available control technology for diesel generators, which
would reduce diesel particulate matter exhaust from stationary sources by 89 to 94 percent compared to
uncontrolled stationary sources. Typically, backup generators are operated for a short duration for
periodic testing and during occasional power outages. Given the limited operation and that the generator
would be equipped with best available control technology, impacts related to health risks from siting new
sources would be less than significant.

2% Department of Public Health, Environmental Health. Application for Article 38 Compliance Assessment. 14-38 Otis; 74-98 12th
Streets. May 11, 2017.

27 PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and 0. Tier 0 off-road
engines do not have PM emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Exhaust and Crankcase
Emissions Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling — Compression Ignition has estimated Tier 0 engines between 50 hp and 100 hp to
have a PM emission factor of 0.72 g/hp-hr. and greater than 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr. Therefore,
requiring off-road equipment to have at least a Tier 2 engine would result in between a 25 percent and 63 percent reduction in
PM emissions, as compared to off-road equipment with Tier 0 or Tier 1 engines. The 25 percent reduction comes from
comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g/bhp-hr.) and Tier 1 (0.60
g/bhp-hr.). The 63 percent reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines above 175 hp for
Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-hr.) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-hr.). In addition to the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level 3 VDECSs are required and
would reduce PM by an additional 85 percent. Therefore, the mitigation measure would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675
g/bhp-hr.) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-hr.) reduction in PM emissions, as compared to equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr.)
or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-hr.).
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Odors

During construction, the various diesel-powered vehicles and equipment used onsite would create
localized odors. These odors would be temporary and are not likely to be noticeable for extended periods
of time beyond the project site. The potential for diesel odor impacts is therefore considered less than
significant. Other potential land uses associated with the proposed project, including the podium rooftop
lounge and restaurants, are not expected to produce any offensive odors that would result in odor
complaints. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant air quality impacts that were
not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS—
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either n n O
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or n n O

regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The state CEQA Guidelines were amended in 2010 to require an analysis of a project’s GHG emissions on
the environment. The Market and Octavia PEIR was certified in 2007, before the amendment of the state
CEQA Guidelines and, therefore, the PEIR did not analyze the effects of GHG emissions.

The air district has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing the impact of GHG emissions.
These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the
analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’'s GHG emissions and allow for
projects that are consistent with an adopted GHG reduction strategy to conclude that the project's GHG
impact is less than significant. The following analysis is based on air district and CEQA guidelines for
analyzing GHG emissions. As discussed below, the proposed project would not result in any new
significant impacts related to GHG emissions.

San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions? presents a comprehensive assessment of
policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy in
compliance with the air district and CEQA guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 28
percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2015 compared to 1990 levels,” exceeding the year 2020 reduction

28 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.

29 SF Environment, San Francisco’s 2015 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, June 2017. Available at https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-
footprint, accessed June 30, 2016.
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goals outlined in the air district’s 2010 Clean Air Plan,® Executive Order S5-3-05%, and Assembly Bill 32
(also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act).323 In addition, San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals
are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under Executive Orders S-3-
05,3 B-30-15,%5% and Senate Bill 32.338 Therefore, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s GHG
Reduction Strategy would not result in GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the
environment and would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations.

The proposed project would replace the existing five buildings totaling approximately 60,000 sf with a
single mixed-use building totaling approximately 485,000 sf and increase the intensity of use of the site
through the addition of 423 residential units and inclusion of retail and expanded arts activities uses.
Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of
increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential, retail, and expanded arts operations resulting in
an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction
activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions.

The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in
the GHG reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would
reduce the project’'s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, waste disposal, wood burning,
and use of refrigerants.

Compliance with the city’s transportation demand management programs, Transportation Sustainability
Fee, bicycle parking requirements, low-emission car parking requirements, and car sharing requirements
would reduce the proposed project’s transportation-related emissions. These regulations reduce GHG
emissions from single-occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with
zero or lower GHG emissions on a per capita basis.

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the city’s
Green Building Code, Stormwater Management Ordinance, Water Conservation and Irrigation

30 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Plan, April 2017. Available at http://www.baagmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-
quality-plans/current-plans, accessed June 30, 2017.

31 QOffice of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861, accessed
March 3, 2016.

32 California Legislative Information, Assembly Bill 32, September 27, 2006. Available at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-
06/bill/asm/ab _0001-0050/ab 32 bill 20060927 chaptered.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.

3 Executive Order 5-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions to
below 1990 levels by year 2020.

3 Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively
reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million MTCO:2E); by 2020, reduce
emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCO:2E); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels
(approximately 85 million MTCO:2E).

3% Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. Available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938,
accessed March 3, 2016. Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by
the year 2030.

3% San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, determine
City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 2025, reduce
GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels.

% Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced by 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030.

3 Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; institute
requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; and establish

requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
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ordinances, and Energy Conservation Ordinance, which would promote energy and water efficiency,
thereby reducing the proposed project’s energy-related GHG emissions.* Additionally, the project would
be required to meet the renewable energy criteria of the Green Building Code, further reducing the
project’s energy-related GHG emissions.

The proposed project’s waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the city’s
Recycling and Composting Ordinance, Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, and
Green Building Code requirements. These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill,
reducing GHGs emitted by landfill operations. These regulations also promote reuse of materials,
conserving their embodied energy* and reducing the energy required to produce new materials.

Compliance with the city’s Street Tree Planting requirements would serve to increase carbon
sequestration. Regulations requiring low-emitting finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds
(VOCs).#t Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG
reduction strategy.#

Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans
and regulations, and the proposed project’s contribution to GHG emissions would not be cumulatively
considerable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, which would have a significant
impact on the environment. As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact
with respect to GHG emissions and no mitigation measures are necessary.

Significant Significant No Significant
Significant Impact Impact not Impact due to Impact not
Peculiar to Project Identified in Substantial New Previously
Topics: or Project Site PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
8. WIND AND SHADOW—Would the
project:
a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects
public areas?
b) Create new shadow in a manner that n

substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities
or other public areas?

Wind

The Market and Octavia PEIR determined that new construction developed under the area plan,
including new buildings and additions to existing buildings, could result in significant impacts related to
ground-level winds. PEIR Mitigation Measure B1: Buildings in Excess of 85 Feet in Height, and PEIR
Mitigation Measure B2: All New Construction, identified in the PEIR, require individual project sponsors

3 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump and treat
water required for the project.

4 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture, and delivery of building materials to
the building site.

4 While not a GHG, VOCs are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased ground level ozone is an anticipated
effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. Reducing VOC emissions would reduce the
anticipated local effects of global warming.

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for30 Otis Street Project, July 22, 2017.
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to minimize the wind effects of new buildings developed under the area plan through site and building
design measures. The Market and Octavia PEIR concluded that implementation of PEIR Mitigation
Measures Bl and B2, in combination with existing planning code requirements, would reduce both
project-level and cumulative wind impacts to less-than-significant levels.

San Francisco Planning Code section 148, Reduction of Ground-level Wind Currents in C-3 Districts,
outlines wind reduction criteria for projects in C-3 districts and sets criteria for wind comfort and
hazards, requiring buildings to be shaped so as not to cause ground-level wind currents to exceed these
criteria. The planning code establishes a comfort criterion of 11 miles per hour (mph) in areas of
substantial pedestrian use and 7 miles per hour in public seating areas based on wind speeds measured
and averaged over a period of 1 minute (equivalent wind speed, which is an average wind speed (mean
velocity), adjusted to include the level of gustiness and turbulence). The code requires that ground level
wind speeds not exceed these comfort criteria more than 10 percent of the time year round between 7
a.m. and 6 p.m., with certain exceptions. The wind hazard criteria established by the planning code is 26
mph in public areas based on wind speeds measured and averaged over a period of 1 hour. Comparing
the two criteria and stated on the same time basis, the hazard criterion wind speed (26 mph averaged
over 1 hour) is equivalent to a 1-minute average wind speed of 36 mph, which is a speed where wind
gusts can blow people over, and therefore, are hazardous. For the purposes of evaluating impacts under
CEQA, the planning code hazard criterion is used.

Because the proposed project’s 250-foot tall tower would exceed 85-feet in height, a pedestrian wind
assessment was prepared by a qualified wind consultant for the proposed project to evaluate the
potential wind impacts of the proposed development. The preliminary study followed planning
department protocols, and conducted a wind-tunnel assessment under the existing, project, and
cumulative scenarios. Due to the potential for wind hazard exceedances in the cumulative development
scenario, a comprehensive wind assessment is being prepared. This would be a significant impact that is
peculiar to the project and the project site that was not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR. As
such, a focused EIR will analyze the wind topic.

Shadow

Planning Code section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast
additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park
Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless
that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Public open
spaces that are not under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission as well as private open
spaces are not subject to Planning Code section 295.

In the project area, public plazas and other publicly accessible spaces are protected under Planning Code
section 147, Reduction of Shadows on Certain Public or Publicly Accessible Open Spaces in C-3, SoMa
Mixed Use, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. Under section 147, new buildings over 50
feet tall in those areas (such as the proposed project) shall be shaped, consistent with the dictates of good
design and without unduly restricting the development potential of the site in question, to reduce
substantial shadow impacts on those open spaces.

The Market and Octavia PEIR analyzed shadow impacts on nearby existing and proposed open spaces
under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission as well as the War
Memorial open space and United Nations Plaza which are not. The Market and Octavia PEIR
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determined that implementation of the area plan would not result in a significant shadow impact on
section 295 open spaces at the program or project level, but could result in potentially significant
shadow impacts on non-section 295 open spaces. Market and Octavia PEIR Mitigation Measure Al:
Parks and Open Space Not Subject to Section 295, was determined to reduce but may not eliminate
significant shadow impacts on the War Memorial open space and United Nations Plaza. The PEIR
noted that potential new towers at Market Street and Van Ness Avenue could cast new shade on the
United Nations Plaza, which could result in a significant and unavoidable impact on this public open
space.

The Market and Octavia PEIR also analyzed potential shadow impacts on new and proposed parks and
open spaces. These include Hayes Green, Octavia Plaza, McCoppin Square, and Brady Park. Given that
these parks and open spaces had not been constructed at the time the PEIR was prepared, the PEIR
found that potential shadow impacts on Hayes Green, Octavia Plaza, McCoppin Square, and Brady
Park would not be significant. Thus, no mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. However, the
PEIR determined that once these parks and open spaces were constructed they would be subject to
section 295 or Market Octavia PEIR Mitigation Measure A1, as appropriate. Since the publication of the
PEIR, Hayes Green (now called Patricia’s Green), Octavia Plaza, and McCoppin Square (now called
McCoppin Hub Plaza), have been constructed. Patricia’s Green is located on Octavia Street between Fell
and Hayes streets. Octavia Plaza is located on Market Street, just west of the Central Freeway touch
down and north of Elgin Park. McCoppin Hub Plaza (McCoppin Hub) is bounded by the Central

Freeway to the west, Valencia Street to the east, and developed lots to the north and south.

The proposed project would construct a 250-foot-tall tower on the northeastern portion of the site, and an
85-foot-tall podium on the remaining lots southwest along Otis Street. The planning department prepared
a preliminary shadow fan analysis to determine whether the project would have the potential to cast new
shadow on nearby parks.*® The preliminary shadow fan did not show any potential shadows on existing
parks subject to Planning Code section 295, but the preliminary shadow fan did indicate that the
proposed project could cast shadows on the future Brady Block Park, which is not and will not be under
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission, the future Natoma & 11th Street Park that will be
subject to Section 295, as well as existing public open spaces such as McCoppin Hub. Therefore, Market
and Octavia PEIR Mitigation Measure Al is applicable to the proposed project. As discussed below, the
project sponsor has fulfilled the requirements of Market and Octavia PEIR Mitigation Measure Al.

A shadow study was prepared by a qualified expert to determine the potential shadow impacts from the
proposed project.* The shadow study consisted of quantitative analysis of the potential shadow impacts,
including shadow effects of existing surrounding buildings and cumulative projects (i.e., other proposed
development projects). According to the shadow analysis methodologies used under Planning Code
section 295, shadow conditions are described with reference to the Theoretical Available Annual Sunlight
(TAAS), which is the amount of sunlight that would be available in a park or open space in the course of
a year if there were no shadows from structures, trees, or other objects. TAAS is calculated in square foot-
hours (sth), which is an expression of sunlight or shadow calculated by multiplying the square foot area
of the park/open space by 3,721.4 (the maximum number of hours of sunlight available on an annual
basis in San Francisco during the hours covered by Planning Code section 295). The analysis was based

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Preliminary Project Assessment, 30 Otis Street, Case No. 2015-010013PPA, October 27, 2015.
4 FASTCAST. Shadow Analysis Report 30 Otis Street. February, 2 2018.
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on a “solar year” to provide a sample of representative sun angles throughout the entire calendar year.
The solar year is from June 21 through December 20. The sun angles from December 21 through June 20
mirror the solar year sun angles. The shadow study findings are summarized below.

Future Brady Block Park

The approximately 21,000-sf Brady Block Park would be part of a proposed development at 1629 Market
Street located approximately 150 feet northwest of the proposed 30 Otis project site. Because the Brady
Block Park has not yet been constructed, the potential impacts of the proposed 30 Otis Street project on
the future Brady Block Park are discussed for informational purposes. . This park would not be subject to
Planning Code section 295. The 1629 Market Street project includes four buildings that would cast
shadows on the park when constructed, resulting in annualized shading of 46.6 percent of the TAAS.
Another adjacent project at 53 Colton Street would also shade the future park. Under this future
development scenario, the Brady Block Park would be shaded during the fall, winter, and spring months
(approximately September through March) in the morning between approximately 8 a.m. and 10 a.m.,
resulting in annualized shading of 57.9 percent of the TAAS. The proposed project’s shadow would result
in a 1.85 percent increase in the TAAS on the park. The maximum new shadow cast by the proposed
project would be approximately 5,500 square feet, occurring on August 2 (May 10 mirror date) at 9:15 am,
and would last for approximately 15 minutes. The average duration of new shadow throughout the year
would be approximately 2 hours and 36 minutes. The longest duration of net new shadow would be for 3
hours and 48 minutes, and occur on August 9 and May 3. Shadows from the 30 Otis project would occur
primarily in the morning hours and affect less than one quarter of the park area. Because Brady Block
Park has not yet been constructed, future park programming and peak user periods are not currently
known; however, future peak use patterns would be expected to occur in midday to afternoon periods,
based on historic park usage for urban infill parks. For these reasons, the project’s shadow impacts would
not be considered to substantially affect the use and enjoyment of Brady Block Park..

Future Natoma and 11 Streets Park

The Natoma and 11t Streets Park would be developed on parcels that have been purchased by the
Recreation and Park Department, located along 11% Street between Minna and Natoma streets,
approximately 900 feet east of the proposed project site in the western SoMa neighborhood. The
approximately 19,600 sf park would not be developed until the current leases expire in 2024. Therefore,
the potential impacts of the proposed 30 Otis Street project on the future Natoma and 11th Streets Park
are discussed for informational purposes. The future Natoma and 11t Street Park is estimated to have
72,927,692 sth of TAAS, with a predicted shadow load of 15,160,278 sth annually, or 20.8 percent of the
TAAS. Under the future cumulative development scenario, other nearby projects would contribute a very
small amount of net new shadow on the future park. The proposed project would add 199,590 sth of
shadow on the Natoma and 11t Street Park, increasing the total percentage of TAAS by 0.27 percent. The
maximum shadow by area would be 11,984 sf (on October 4th and March 8th), at 5:47 p.m. and lasting
approximately 8 minutes. The average shadow duration would be approximately 30 minutes, and the
longest shadow duration would be 50 minutes. New shadows would be cast during the fall and spring
months (approximately September to October, and February to March) on the southeastern part of the
park during the evening hours, between approximately 5:30 p.m. and 6 p.m. Plans for Natoma and 11t
Street Park and future user patterns are not known at this time, but future peak use patterns would be
expected to occur in midday to afternoon periods based on historic park usage for urban infill parks.
Therefore, the proposed project’s shading on Natoma and 11% Street Park would not be expected to
substantially affect the use of this proposed park.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 46



Community Plan Evaluation 30 Otis Street
Initial Study Checklist 2015-010013ENV

McCoppin Hub

The potential shadow cast upon McCoppin Hub from the 30 Otis project would be extremely minimal,
occurring for approximately 7 minutes on June 21. This shadow would cover approximately 19.6 square
feet, and occur at no other time throughout the year. Therefore, the proposed project’s shading on
McCoppin Hub would not be expected to have a significant impact on the use of this open space.

Nearby public and private areas

The proposed project would also shade portions of nearby streets and sidewalks and private property at
times within the project vicinity. Shadows upon streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels commonly
expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts project-specific or
cumulative shadow impacts that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

9. RECREATION—Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and N N O
regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the
facilities would occur or be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require the ] ] O
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

c) Physically degrade existing recreational n N O
resources?

The Market and Octavia PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plan would not result in
substantial or accelerated deterioration of existing recreational resources or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that may have an adverse effect on the environment. No mitigation
measures related to recreational resources were identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Since certification of the PEIR, the voters of San Francisco passed the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe
Neighborhood Parks Bond, providing the Recreation and Park Department an additional $195 million to
continue capital projects for the renovation and repair of parks, recreation, and open space assets. An
update of the ROSE of the General Plan was adopted in April 2014. The amended ROSE provides a 20-year
vision for open spaces in the city. It includes information and policies about accessing, acquiring,
funding, and managing open spaces in San Francisco. The amended ROSE identifies locations where
proposed open space connections should be built, specifically streets appropriate for potential “living
alleys.” In addition, the amended ROSE identifies the role of both the Better Streets Plan and the Green
Connections Network in open space and recreation. Green Connections are streets and paths that connect
people to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront, while enhancing the ecology of the street environment.
Two routes identified within the Green Connections Network cross the Market and Octavia Plan Area:
Marina Green to Dolores Park (Route 15) and Bay to Beach (Route 4).
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The planning code requires a specified amount of new usable open space (either private or common) for
each new residential unit. Some developments are also required to provide privately owned, publicly
accessible open spaces. The planning code open space requirements would help offset some of the
additional open space needs generated by increased residential population to the project area. The
proposed project would meet the Planning Code requirements and would include approximately 23,000
st of open space. The proposed project also would include construction, through an in-kind agreement, of
a new plaza at 12 Street and South Van Ness Avenue proposed by the city as part of its proposed Market
Street Hub rezoning.*>

Because the proposed project would not degrade recreational facilities and would be within the
development density projected under the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan, there would be no
additional impacts on recreation beyond those analyzed in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS—Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of [ O O
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new [ O O
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new ] ] ]
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve O O O
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or require new or expanded water
supply resources or entitlements?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater O N O
treatment provider that would serve the project
that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted O O O
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes O O O
and regulations related to solid waste?

4 City and County of San Francisco. Planning Department 2017. The Market Hub Project. Available at http://sf-
planning.org/market-street-hub-project. Accessed on October 12, 2017.
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The Market and Octavia PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population under the area plan
would not result in a significant impact on the provision of water, wastewater collection and treatment,
or solid waste collection and disposal. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Since certification of the PEIR, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) adopted the 2010
UWMP in June 2011. The UWMP update includes city-wide demand projections to the year 2035,
compares available water supplies to meet demand and presents water demand management measures
to reduce long-term water demand. Additionally, the UWMP update includes a discussion of the
conservation requirement set forth in Senate Bill 7 passed in November 2009 mandating a statewide 20
percent reduction in per capita water use by 2020. The UWMP includes a quantification of the SFPUC's
water use reduction targets and plan for meeting these objectives. The UWMP projects sufficient water
supply in normal years and a supply shortfall during prolonged droughts. Plans are in place to institute
varying degrees of water conservation and rationing as needed in response to severe droughts.

The SFPUC is also in the process of implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program, which is a
20-year, multi-billion dollar citywide upgrade to the city’s sewer and stormwater infrastructure to ensure
a reliable and seismically safe system. The program includes planned improvements that will serve
development in the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan area including at the Southeast Treatment
Plant, the Central Bayside System, and green infrastructure projects such as the Wiggle Neighborhood
Green Corridor.46

As the proposed project is consistent with the development density established under the Market and
Octavia Neighborhood Plan, there would be no additional impacts on utilities and service systems
beyond those analyzed in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
11. PUBLIC SERVICES—Would the
project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts n n O

associated with the provision of, or the need for,
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any public
services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other services?

The Market and Octavia PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population under the area plan
would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or need for new
or physically altered public services, including fire protection, police protection, and public schools. No
mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

4 SFPUC, Green Infrastructure Projects, June 2017. Available at http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=671, accessed June 30, 2017.
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As the proposed project is consistent with the development density established under the Market and
Octavia Neighborhood Plan, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts on
the physical environment associated with the provision of public services beyond those analyzed in the
Market and Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would
the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly n n O
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian N N O
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally N N O
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any n N O
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances n O O
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat n n O
Conservation Plan, Natural ~ Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

As discussed in the Market and Octavia PEIR, the Market and Octavia plan area is in a developed urban
environment that does not provide native natural habitat for any rare or endangered plant or animal
species. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the Plan Area that could be
affected by the development anticipated under the area plan. In addition, development envisioned under
the Market and Octavia Neighborhood Plan would not substantially interfere with the movement of any
resident or migratory wildlife species. For these reasons, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the
area plan would not result in significant impacts on biological resources, and no mitigation measures
were identified.
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The project site is located within the Market and Octavia plan area and therefore, does not support
habitat for any candidate, sensitive or special status species. As such, implementation of the proposed
project would not result in significant impacts on biological resources not identified in the Market and
Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously

Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Would the
project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential O O O
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as O O O

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the

State Geologist for the area or based on

other substantial evidence of a known

fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and

Geology Special Publication 42.)
ii)  Strong seismic groundshaking? H O O
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including H O O

liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? H O O

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of O O O
topsoil?

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is H O O
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or offsite  landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in O O O
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code, X
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting O O O
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

f)  Change substantially the topography or any H O O

unique geologic or physical features of the site?

The Market and Octavia PEIR did not identify any significant operational impacts related to geology,
soils, and seismicity. Although the PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plan would indirectly
increase the population that would be exposed to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, seismic
groundshaking, liquefaction, and landslides, the PEIR noted that new development is generally safer
than comparable older development due to improvements in building codes and construction techniques.
Compliance with applicable codes and recommendations made in project-specific geotechnical analyses
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would not eliminate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to acceptable levels given the seismically
active characteristics of the Bay Area.

The Market and Octavia PEIR identified a potential significant impact related to soil erosion during
construction. The PEIR found that implementation of Mitigation Measure G1: Construction-Related Soils
Mitigation Measure, which consists of construction best management practices (BMPs) to prevent erosion
and discharge of soil sediments into the storm drain system, would reduce any potential impacts to less-
than-significant levels.

Subsequent to the certification of the Market and Octavia PEIR, the Board of Supervisors amended the
San Francisco Public Works Code adding section 146, Construction Site Runoff Control,# which requires
all construction sites, regardless of size to implement BMPs to prevent construction site runoff discharges
into the city’s combined stormwater/sewer system. Construction sites that disturb 5,000 sf or more of
ground surface are required to apply for a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit from the SFPUC and
submit an erosion and sediment control plan that includes BMPs to prevent stormwater runoff and soil
erosion during construction.

Because the proposed project would involve land-disturbing activities, the construction contractor is
required to implement BMPs in compliance with these regulations. For this reason, PEIR Mitigation
Measure G1: Construction-Related Soils Mitigation Measure, is no longer necessary to reduce any
potential impacts of surface runoff and sedimentation. Compliance with these city requirements would
ensure that the proposed project would not have a significant effect related to soil erosion that was not
identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project.#s The geotechnical investigation
relied on several available geotechnical studies and test boring results from the site and in the immediate
vicinity to determine subsurface conditions at the site, and to provide recommendations. The
geotechnical investigation determined that the site is underlain by approximately 9 to 12 feet of fill
material, consisting of very loose to medium dense sand and silty sand with debris and rubble fragments.
The fill is underlain by loose to dense sand (dune sand), to a depth of approximately 20 feet bgs. The
dune sand is anticipated to be underlain by up to 7 feet of medium dense clayey sand and medium stiff to
very stiff sandy clay and clay with sand (marsh deposit). Finally, dense to very dense sand, clayey sand,
and silty sand (Colma Formation) is anticipated to the maximum depth explored in the vicinity
(approximately 130 feet). Groundwater has previously been encountered at depths of approximately 14 to
17 feet bgs, however, due to fluctuations in the groundwater table caused by seasonal rainfall as well as
excavation and dewatering activities at nearby construction sites, groundwater could be encountered at
shallower depths. The proposed project site is not in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. There are
no known active earthquake faults that run underneath the project site or in the project vicinity; the
closest active fault to the project site is the San Andreas Fault, which is approximately 11 miles to the
west. The proposed project site is located on geological units with moderate to high liquefaction
potential; it is not in a landslide zone.

4 Added by Ordinance No. 260-13, File No. 103814, Effective December 14, 2013.
4% Rollo & Ridley Geotechnical Engineers and Scientists. 2016. Geotechnical Report Feasibility Study. 30-40 Otis Street, San
Francisco, California. June 22, 2016.
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Project construction would require excavation to a depth of up to 35 feet bgs for a two-level garage and
foundations, requiring the removal of up to approximately 38,000 cubic yards of soil. The geotechnical
report indicates that if excavations reach a depth of at least 20 to 25 feet bgs, dune sand and marsh
deposits are capable of supporting the proposed building with the use of a shallow foundation system.

The project is required to conform to the San Francisco Building Code, which ensures the safety of all new
construction in the city. The building department will review the project-specific geotechnical report
during its review of the building permit for the project. In addition, the building department may require
additional site specific soils report(s) through the building permit application process, as needed. The
requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application pursuant to the
building department’s implementation of the building code would ensure that the proposed project
would have no significant impacts related to soils, seismic or other geological hazards.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to geology and
soils that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY—Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste O O O
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or O O O

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern O O O
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or offsite?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of O O O
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or offsite?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would O O O
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? O O O
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard O ] ]
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
authoritative flood hazard delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area O O 0
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk O O O

of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

j)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk O O O
of loss, injury or death involving inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

The Market and Octavia PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not result in
a significant impact on hydrology and water quality, including the combined sewer system and the
potential for combined sewer outflows. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

The project site is completely covered by the existing buildings or paved. The proposed building would
occupy the entire site and there would not be any change in the amount of impervious surface coverage,
which in turn could increase the amount of stormwater runoff. In accordance with the city’s Stormwater
Management Ordinance (Ordinance No. 64-16) and Public Works Code section 147, the proposed project
would be subject to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Stormwater Management
Requirements and Design Guidelines, incorporating low impact design approaches and stormwater
management system into the project which would reduce peak stormwater discharges. To achieve this,
the proposed project would implement and install appropriate stormwater management systems that
would manage stormwater on-site and limit demand on both collection system and wastewater facilities
resulting from stormwater discharges. The project would include a non-potable water collection system
that would be located in the basement. As a result, the proposed project would not increase stormwater
runoff and would not result in flooding, substantial erosion, or siltation.

The proposed project would be constructed in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local
regulations governing water quality and discharges into surface and underground bodies of water.
Runoff from the project site would drain into the city’s combined stormwater/sewer system, ensuring that
such runoff is properly treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant before being discharged
into San Francisco Bay. As a result, the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

Stormwater runoff during construction must comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance
(Ordinance No. 260-13) and the Public Works Code section 146. Construction activities that disturb 5,000
square feet or more, such as the project, must submit an erosion and sediment control plan to the SFPUC
for review and approval prior to construction. The plan would outline the best management practices to
be implemented during construction to prevent the discharge of sediment, non-stormwater, and waste
runoff from the project site.

The proposed project site is not located within a 100-year Flood Hazard Zone, ¥ a dam failure area, or a
tsunami hazard area.’ No mudslide hazards exist on the proposed project site, nor is it located near any

% Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2007. Draft Special Flood Hazard Areas (San Francisco). September 21.
50 City of San Francisco. 2012. General Plan. Community Safety Element, October 2012, Map 6.
5t Ibid, Map 5.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 54



Community Plan Evaluation 30 Otis Street
Initial Study Checklist 2015-010013ENV

landslide-prone areas.®> A seiche is an oscillation of a waterbody, such as a bay, which may cause local
flooding. A seiche could occur in the San Francisco Bay due to seismic or atmospheric activity. However,
the proposed project site is located approximately 1.75 miles from San Francisco Bay, and thus, would not
be subject inundation due to a seiche. The proposed project would not significantly alter the site
topography or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in on- or offsite
flooding beyond current conditions.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to hydrology
and water quality that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS—Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the O O O
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the O O O
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous O O O
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of O ] ]
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use O O O
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private O O O
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere | [l [l
with an adopted emergency response plan or

emergency evacuation plan?

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk O O O
of loss, injury, or death involving fires?

2 Ibid, Map 4.
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The Market and Octavia PEIR found that impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would
primarily originate from construction-related activities. Demolition or renovation of existing buildings
could result in exposure to hazardous building materials such as asbestos, lead, mercury, or
polychlorinated biphenyls. In addition, the discovery of contaminated soils and groundwater at a
construction site could result in exposure to hazardous materials during construction. The PEIR
identified a significant impact associated with soil disturbance during construction for sites in areas of
naturally occurring asbestos. The PEIR found that compliance with existing regulations and
implementation of Mitigation Measure F1: Program- or Project-Level Mitigation Measures for Hazardous
Materials, which would require implementation of construction best management practices to reduce
dust emissions and tracking of contaminated soils beyond the site boundaries by way of construction
vehicles’ tires, would reduce impacts associated with construction-related hazardous materials to less-
than-significant levels.

As discussed under topic 6, Air Quality, subsequent to the certification of the Market and Octavia PEIR,
the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the construction dust control ordinance. The regulations
and procedures set forth by the construction dust control ordinance would ensure that construction dust
impacts would not be significant. The project site is not located in an area of naturally occurring asbestos,
however, construction activities in such areas would also be subject to regulation under the State
Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measures for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining
Operations, which is implemented in San Francisco by the air district. Mandatory compliance with these
regulations makes PEIR Mitigation Measure F1 no longer necessary to reduce the construction-related
impacts from release of hazardous materials in dust. The proposed project would not result in significant
impacts related to construction dust.

Hazardous Building Materials

The Market and Octavia PEIR determined that future development in the plan area may involve
demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building materials, which could
expose workers or the community to hazardous building materials if improperly handled. The proposed
project would demolish the five existing buildings on the project site, which all were constructed prior to
1980 and therefore could potentially contain hazardous building materials. Hazardous building materials
addressed in the PEIR include asbestos and lead-based paints. The air district regulates the demolition
and renovation of buildings that may contain asbestos. The air district must be notified of all demolitions
and renovation of 100 sf of asbestos and requires abatement of asbestos-containing materials in
accordance with applicable regulations prior to the start of demolition or renovation activities. Pursuant
to state law, building department will not issue a demolition permit until asbestos abatement has been
completed. California’s health and safety code and San Francisco building code section 3407 requires
compliance with work practices for all pre-1979 buildings undergoing additions, alterations, or
demolition that may disturb or remove lead-based paints to minimize or eliminate the risk of lead
contamination of the environment. California law requires that fluorescent lamps and tubes (which
contain mercury) be recycled or disposed of at a hazardous waste disposal facility.5 In addition, electrical
equipment such as transformers and light ballasts that may contain polychlorinated biphenyls or DEHP
(a toxic phthalate) must be removed and disposed of properly.>* Required compliance with applicable

5 CCR Title 22, section 66261.50 et seq.
54 CCR Title 22, section 67426.1 et seq.
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federal, state, and local regulations would ensure that the proposed project would not result in any
significant impacts related to hazardous building materials that were not identified in the Market and
Octavia PEIR.

Soil and Groundwater Contamination

Since certification of the PEIR, article 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, was
expanded to include properties throughout the city where there is potential to encounter hazardous
materials, primarily industrial zoning districts, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks,
sites with historic bay fill, and sites in close proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks. The
over-arching goal of the Maher Ordinance is to protect public health and safety by requiring appropriate
handling, treatment, disposal and when necessary, remediation of contaminated soils that are
encountered in the building construction process. Projects that disturb 50 cubic yards or more of soil that
are located on sites with potentially hazardous soil or groundwater are subject to this ordinance.

The proposed project construction would involve excavation of up to 38,000 cubic yards of soil on a
project site with potential subsurface contamination resulting from past and present auto repair uses. .
Therefore, the project is subject to the Maher Ordinance, which is administered and overseen by the
Department of Public Health. The Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a
qualified professional to prepare a phase I environmental site assessment (phase I ESA) that meets the
requirements of Health Code section 22.A.6 to evaluate the potential for site contamination and level of
exposure risk associated with the project. Based on that information, the project sponsor may be required
to conduct soil and/or groundwater sampling and analysis. Where such analysis reveals the presence of
hazardous substances in excess of state or federal standards, the project sponsor is required to submit a
site mitigation plan to the health department or other appropriate state or federal agency(ies), and to
remediate any site contamination in accordance with an approved site mitigation plan prior to the
issuance of any building permit.

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor has submitted a Maher Application to the
health department for oversight of site investigation and cleanup. As required, a phase I ESA and phase II
subsurface investigation have been conducted to assess the potential for site contamination. The phase I
ESA determined that, based on the historical presence of approximately six underground storage tanks
(USTs), historical site usages including auto repair facilities, tire companies, electronics manufacturing,
and other commercial uses, there is a potential for contaminated soil and/or groundwater to be present
onsite.”® The phase I ESA also concluded that based on the historic age of buildings present on the site,
potential for lead-based paint and asbestos containing materials to be present within construction
materials exists. In response to the recommendations in the phase I ESA, a phase II environmental
investigation collected soil, soil vapor, and groundwater samples at the site to determine the presence of
subsurface hazardous materials.5

Seven exploratory borings were advanced to depths of 20 to 25 feet bgs from various locations at the site
to test for soil and groundwater conditions. Two additional soil vapor probes were also advanced to
approximately 5 feet bgs. Based on the findings of the phase II investigation, elevated levels of lead,
mercury, total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel, total petroleum hydrocarbons as oil, polycyclic

%  Cornerstone Earth Group. 2015. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. 74, 90 and 98 12th Street, and 14, 18, 30, and 32 Otis
Street, San Francisco, California. May 12, 2015.

5%  Cornerstone Earth Group. 2015. Preliminary Soil, Soil Vapor, and Ground Water Quality Evaluation Report. 12th Street and Otis
Street, San Francisco, California.
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aromatic hydrocarbon benzol[a]pyrene, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon benzo[b]flouranthene were
present in soils above their respective residential environmental screening levels,” with the primary
constituent of concern being lead detected in the fill material. While contaminants were detected above
laboratory reporting limits in groundwater and soil vapor, no concentrations were present above
residential environmental screening levels, and no further investigation or action at the site was required.
The Phase II report indicated that contaminated soils would require removal and disposal at a class I
hazardous materials facility at the time of excavation.

The Phase II report indicates that the existing USTs would require removal from the site prior to
construction activities. Localized areas of impacted materials could be encountered at that time. The
health department will require a site-specific health and safety plan, a dust control plan, and a site
mitigation plan that presents protocols for properly managing/disposing the impacted fill material and
USTs during excavation.

The proposed project would be required to remediate potential soil and/or groundwater contamination
described above in accordance with article 22A of the Health Code. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in any significant impacts related to hazardous materials in soil or groundwater that
were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

Fire Hazards and Emergency Response

In San Francisco, fire safety is ensured through the provisions of the San Francisco Building and Fire
Codes. During the review of the building permit application, the building and fire departments will
review the project plans for compliance with all regulations related to fire safety. Compliance with fire
safety regulations would ensure that the proposed project would not impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires.

Airport Hazards

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impact related to airport or airstrip
hazards that were not identified in the Market and Octavia PEIR.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant project-specific or cumulative
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials that were not identified in the Market and Octavia
PEIR.

7 Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs),
Interim Final, February 2016. ESLs provide conservative screening levels below which concentrations of contaminants are not
considered to pose a chemical threat.
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY
RESOURCES—Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known O O O
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally O O O
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?

c) Encourage activities which result in the use of O O O
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use
these in a wasteful manner?

The Market and Octavia PEIR did not analyze the area plan’s effects on mineral and energy resources,
and no mitigation measures were identified. The project site is not a designated mineral resource
recovery site, and implementation of the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of
any mineral resources. The PEIR determined that the area plan would facilitate the construction of both
new residential units and commercial buildings. Development of these uses would not result in use of
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner or in the context of energy use throughout
the city and region. The energy demand for individual buildings would be typical for such projects and
would meet, or exceed, current state and local codes and standards concerning energy consumption,
including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations enforced by the building department.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to mineral and
energy resources.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST
RESOURCES:—Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or O O O
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural
use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, O O O
or a Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause ] O] O]
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or
timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526)?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of ] O O
forest land to nonforest use?
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
e) Involve other changes in the existing O O O

environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to
nonagricultural use or forest land to nonforest
use?

No agricultural resources exist in the Market and Octavia Area Plan. Therefore, the Market and Octavia
PEIR did not analyze the area plan’s effects on agriculture and forest resources, and no mitigation
measures were identified. The project site is not zoned for or occupied by agricultural uses, forest land, or
timberland, and implementation of the proposed project would not convert agricultural uses, forest land,
or timberland to nonagricultural or nonforest uses.

For these reasons, the proposed project would have no impacts related to agriculture and forest
resources.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

Archeological Resources
Project Mitigation Measure 1: Archeological Testing Program (Implementing Market Octavia PEIR
Mitigation Measure C2 and C3)

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site,
the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the
services of an archeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified Archeological
Consultants List maintained by the planning department archeologist. The project sponsor shall contact
the department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological
consultants on the Qualified Archeological Consultants List. The archeological consultant shall undertake
an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to
conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.
The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction
of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified
herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered
draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data
recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a
maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant
level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5
(a) and (c).

Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological site58 associated with
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group an
appropriate representative59 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative
of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of
the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the
site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated
archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) shall be provided to the
representative of the descendant group.

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for
review and approval an archeological testing plan. The archeological testing program shall be conducted
in accordance with the approved archeological testing plan. The archeological testing plan shall identify
the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected
by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The
purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or

% By the term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of
burial.

% An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any
individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the
California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of
America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department
archeologist.
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absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource
encountered on the site constitutes a historical resource under CEQA.

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a
written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the archeological
consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the
archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that
may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an
archeological data recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the
prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a
significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant
archeological resource; or

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that
interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines
that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program
shall minimally include the following provisions:

e The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope
of the archeological monitoring program reasonably prior to any project-related soils
disturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant
shall determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any
soils- disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading,
utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site
remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities
pose to potential archeological resources and to their depositional context.

o The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence
of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an
archeological resource.

e The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation
with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could
have no effects on significant archeological deposits.

e The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis.

e If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity
of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily
redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities_and equipment until the
deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an
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archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate
evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The
archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and
significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this
assessment to the ERO.

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall
submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO.

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in
accordance with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP.
The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the
proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is
expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the
expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should
be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed
project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources
if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:
e Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and
operations.

o Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact
analysis procedures.

o Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and
deaccession policies.

o Interpretive Program. Consideration of an onsite/offsite public interpretive program during the
course of the archeological data recovery program.

o Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource
from vandalism, looting, and nonintentionally damaging activities.

e Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.

e  Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any
recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities.

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply
with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the
City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage
Commission, who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Public Resources Code section
5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not beyond 6
days of discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of human
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remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines.
section 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal,
recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated
or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure
compels the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. The archeological
consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human remains and associated or unassociated
burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as specified in
the treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the
archeological consultant and the ERO.

FARR. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft FARR to the ERO that evaluates the historical
significance of any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical
research methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s)
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate
removable insert within the final report.

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archeological
Site Survey NWIC shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR
to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound,
one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any
formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series)b and/or documentation for nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest
in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content,
format, and distribution than that presented above.

Air Quality
Project Mitigation Measure 2: Construction Air Quality (Implementing Market Octavia PEIR
Mitigation Measure E2)

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following
A. Engine Requirements.

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total hours
over the entire duration of construction activities shall have engines that meet or exceed
either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or California Air Resources Board (ARB)
Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3
Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy. Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4
Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement.

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall
be prohibited.

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for
more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the
applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g.,
traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The Contractor shall post legible and
visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the
construction site to remind operators of the two-minute idling limit.

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment, and require that such workers and
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operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer
specifications.

B. Waivers.

1.

The Planning Department’s ERO or designee may waive the alternative source of power
requirement of subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible
at the project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must submit
documentation that the equipment used for onsite power generation meets the
requirements of Subsection (A)(1).

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of subsection (A)(1) if: a particular
piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the
equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating
modes; installation of the equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility
for the operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that
is not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the waiver, the
Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the table

below.
Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule
Compliance Engine Emission . .
Alternative Standard Emissions Control
1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS
2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS
3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel*

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements
cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative
1. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment
meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance
Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road
equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet
Compliance Alternative 3.

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS.

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site construction activities, the

SAN FRANCISCO

Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for

review and approval. The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the Contractor will meet

the requirements of Section A.

1.

The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description
of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. The
description may include, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer,
equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating),
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For
VDECS installed, the description may include: technology type, serial number, make,
model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour
meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, the
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description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used.

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Plan have been
incorporated into the contract specifications. The Plan shall include a certification
statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the Plan.

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site during
working hours. The Contractor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible
sign summarizing the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect
the Plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how to
request to inspect the Plan. The Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a
visible location on each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way.

D. Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor shall submit quarterly
reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan. After completion of construction
activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, including the start and
end dates and duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in
the Plan.

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

Transportation
Project Improvement Measure 1: Develop an Active Loading Management Plan

The project sponsor will develop an active loading management plan that incorporates the following

elements:

Coordinated Service Deliveries

Building management should work with delivery providers (UPS, FedEx, DHL, USPS, etc.) to
coordinate regular delivery times, and retail tenants will be required to schedule their deliveries.
Management shall instruct all delivery services that trucks will not stop on the 12t Street loading
driveway, but rather will pull all the way into the 12% Street loading zone. The project will
consider including an unassisted delivery system (i.e., a range of delivery systems that eliminate
the need for human intervention at the receiving end) into the site design, particularly for when
the receiver site (e.g., retail space) is not in operation. Examples could include the receiver site
providing a key or electronic fob to loading vehicle operators, which enables the loading vehicle
operator to deposit the goods inside the business or in a secured area that is separated from the
business.

Managed Move-In/Move-Out Operations

Building management will be responsible for coordinating and scheduling all move-in and move-
out operations. To the extent possible for the Proposed Project, moves that use 15-foot box trucks
or smaller, building management will direct drivers to use the move-in/move-out loading space
on the first basement level.

Managed Usage of 12" Street Loading Zone

In order to minimize the potential for conflicts at the loading zone entrance and driveway,
building management will provide a spotter to be used when a vehicle is actively using the
loading area. When the loading zone is not in use, the loading zone door will be closed to signal
that the area is inactive, and so that students do not enter the loading area.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 66



Community Plan Evaluation 30 Otis Street
Initial Study Checklist 2015-010013ENV

e Managed Garbage and Recycling Operations
Building management willensure that garbage and recycling bins be cleared from the curbside
after garbage and recycling has occurred. They will also ensure that the loading space and
driveway be kept free of debris, garbage, and garbage bins.

Project Improvement Measure 2: Monitoring and Abatement of Queues

As an improvement measure to reduce the potential for queuing of vehicles accessing the Project site, it
will be the responsibility of the project sponsor to ensure that recurring vehicle queues or vehicle conflicts
do not occur adjacent to the site. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more vehicles blocking any portion
of adjacent sidewalks or travel lanes for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily and/or
weekly basis.

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

Suggested abatement methods include, but are not limited to the following: redesign of facility to
improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; employment of parking attendants to facilitate
parking lot ingress and egress.

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, determines that a recurring queue or conflict may be
present, the Planning Department will notify the project sponsor in writing. Upon request, the
owner/operator will hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no
less than seven days. The consultant will prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Planning
Department for review. If the Planning Department determines that a recurring queue or conflict does
exist, the project sponsor will have 90 days from the date or the written determination to abate the
recurring queue or conflict.
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INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco

Environmental Planning Division

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson
Principal Environmental Planner: Christopher Kern
Senior Environmental Planner: Julie Moore
Principal Preservation Planner: Pilar LaValley
Preservation Planner: Eiliesh Tuffy
Principal Transportation Planner: Wade Weitgrefe
Senior Transportation Planner: Lana Russell
Archeologist: Allison Vanderslice
Wind Technical Planner: Michael J. Li

Consultants

TRC (Prime Environmental Consultant)

505 Sansome Street, Suite 1600

San Francisco, CA 94111

Project Director: Michael Rice

Project Manager: Pete Choi

Fehr & Peers (Transportation)
332 Pine Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94104

Eric Womeldorff

Matt Goyne

Ver Planck Historic Preservation Consulting (Historic Architecture)
57 Post Street, Suite 512

San Francisco, CA 94104

Chris Ver Planck
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34 Corte Madera Avenue

Mill Valley, CA 94941

Adam Noble

BMT Fluid Mechanics Ltd. (Wind)
81 Prospect Street

Brooklyn, NY 11201

Max Lee

Project Sponsor

Align Otis, LLC

255 California Street, Suite 525
San Francisco, CA 94111

Jessie Stuart

Project Sponsor Attorneys
Pelosi Law Group

12 Geary Street, 8th Floor

San Francisco, CA, 94108
Alexis Pelosi

Project Architects

Gould Evans

95 Brady Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Steve Brezovec
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MARK FARRELL

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

POLICE DEPARTMENT

HEADQUARTERS
1245 3R Street
San Francisco, California 94158

WILLIAM SCOTT

MAYOR CHIEF OF POLICE
February 5, 2018
The Honorable Mark Farrell The Honorable London Breed
Mayor President
City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102 San Francisco, CA 94102
The Honorable L. Julius M. Turman Director Sheryl Davis
President San Francisco Human Rights Commission
Police Commission 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 800
1245 3rd Street San Francisco, CA 94102

San Francisco, CA 94158

Dear Mayor Farrell, Supervisor Breed, Commissioner Turman and Director Davis:

RE: Fourth Quarter of 2017 Report in Compliance with Administrative Code 96A .

In compliance with the City and County of San Francisco’s Administrative Code Sec.
96A, Law Enforcement Reporting Requirements, the attached report includes the
following information:

Sec. 96A.3.

(a) For Encounters:

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

The total number,;

The total number broken down by race or ethnicity, age, and sex;

The total number of searches performed broken down by race or ethnicity,
age, and sex;

The total number of each type of search performed;

For each type of search performed, the total number broken down by race
or ethnicity, age, and sex;

The total number of each type of disposition, and the total number for
each disposition broken down by race or ethnicity, age, and sex; and

The data for Encounters required to be reported by this subsection (a)
shall be reported separately for Detentions and Traffic Stops;

(b) Use of Force

1.
2.

3.

The total number of Uses of Force; ‘

The total number of Uses of Force that resulted in death to the person on
whom an Officer used force; and

The total number of Uses of Force broken down by race or ethnicity, age,
and sex.



SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT
ADMIN. CODE SEC. 96A —2017 4™ QUARTER REPORT
PAGE 2

(c) Arrests:
1. The total number; and
2. The total number broken down by race or ethnicity, age, and sex.

(d) Reason for Encounters.

(f) Department of Police Accountability:

o The total number of complaints received during the reporting period
that it characterizes as allegations of bias based on race/ethnicity,
gender or gender identity.

o The total number of complaints closed during the reporting period
that were characterized as allegations of bias based on
race/ethnicity, gender, or gender identity.

o The total number of each type of disposition for such complaints.

In addition to the above classifications, the data extracted is also categorized by
district stations.

As part of our commitment to transparency, the Department has also reported on
all bias-related complaints received by the Department, and forwarded to the
Department of Human Resources, (DHR), for investigation.

Our goal is to provide the information required of Administrative Code Sec. 96A
not only as a means to build trust through transparency, but more importantly, as
a tool to analyze patterns of behavior that may impact our standing with the
community.

This report, and the attached executive summary will be posted online at
sanfranciscopolice.org.

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at (415)
837-7000.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM SCOTT
Chief of Police

Attachments:
Executive Summary
2017 Fourth Quarter Administrative Code 96A Report
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2017 QUARTER 4 DATA SUMMARY

e (Calls for Service: 212,805

e (alls resulting in Use of Force: 262 (0.12%)

e Suspects Observed and Reported to SFPD: 8,679
e Total Encounters: 37,916

o Total Detentions: 14,841
o Total Traffic Stops: 23,075

e Total Uses of Force: 633

e 358 officers used force on 331 subjects resulting in a total of 633 uses of force.
e Total Arrests: 5,017

e Total Searches: 9,186 (24% of Total Encounters)

e Department of Police Accountability bias related complaints received: 3



TOTAL CALLS FOR SERVICE

October

November

December

Total - Q4

2017

73,654

68,810

70,341

212,805

October

Calls for Service

October 1 - December 31, 2017

November

December

Data Source

: San Francisco Department of Emergency Management




SUSPECTS OBSERVED AND REPORTED TO SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT

[sUSPECTS by Race/Ethnicity  8,679Suspects
October 1to December31,2017 .
DESCRIPTION _ |oCTOBER|NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total - Q4| % of Total Suspects
Asian or Pacific Islander 146 117 141 404 4.7%
Black 1,360 1,212 1,222 3,794 43.7%
Hispanicor Latin 427 349 363 1,139 13.1%
Native American 9 3 4 16 0.2%
White 580 540 510 1,630 18.8%
Others 647 554 495 1,696 19.5%
. Total | 3169 | 2775 | 2735 | 8679 |  1000%
SUSPECTS by Race/Ethnicity
October 1 - December 31, 2017

50.0%

45.0%

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0% : E

Asian or Pacific Hispanic or Native White Others
Islander Latin American

Note: Suspect data is extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search criteria
includes results in which Person Type = “Suspect.” Records with Unknown Race/Ethnicity data are not included.



2017 Quarter 4 Summary Statistics by District
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2017 Quarter 4 Summary Statistics by District, continued
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ENCOUNTERS

SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, CHAPTER 96A

To comply with Chapter 96A reporting requirements, the required information must be reported separately for
Detentions and Traffic Stops. San Francisco Police Department is currently collecting information on all police
encounters, which includes self-initiated and dispatched contacts (not a Chapter 96A requirement). In the
following tables, in addition to reporting Detentions and Traffic Stops in distinct data sets, self-initiated and
dispatched calls have been separated for further analysis. The eStop data collection program began January 3,
2017.

The requirements of 96A are used to organize and structure this report.

After a brief description of overall Citywide Calls for Service in Quarter 4 2017, overall totals for Detentions
and Traffic Stops are presented. Next, the report is presented in two parts. First all Detentions will be reported,
followed by all Traffic encounters. Both Self-Initiated and Dispatched activity is reported. Each of the required
metrics are broken out by Race/ethnicity, Age and Gender. Note the color scheme used, below.

Detentions Traffic Stops

Self-Initiated Dispatched Self-Initiated Dispatched




SEC. 96A.3.(a)(7) THE DATA FOR ENCOUNTERS REQUIRED TO BE REPORTED BY
THIS SUBSECTION (a) SHALL BE REPORTED SEPARATELY FOR DETENTIONS AND

TRAFFIC STOPS.
TOTAL ENCOUNTERS - - 37,916 Total Encounters
0ctober1 December 31 2017 - ... ______ _ @
-+ | %ofTotal
Encounters Descrlptlon - DEC [ Total | .
, S .| Encounters
Detentlons Self-Initiated Actlwty 2,392 7,371 19.4%
Detentions - Dlspatched Call"”f‘ 2,541 7,470 19.7%
Total Detentions . 4933 | 14841 | 391%
Traffic Stops - Self—lmtlated Actnvnty 7,965 21,943 57.9%
Traffic Stop ) d Call 376 _ _1_{_]_.32 3.0%
Total Traffic Stops 41 | 23,075 0.9¢

e 7% of the 23,075 Traffic Stops were passengers.

70.0%

Total Encounters

October 1 - December 31, 2017

60.0%

50.0% -

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

Detentions

3 Self-Initiated

Traffic Stops

*Petention: An interaction between an officer and an individual in which the officer detains the individual.

*Traffic Stop: An interaction between an officer and an individual driving a vehicle, in which the Officer
orders the individual to stop the vehicle. Bicyclists are also included here. Passengers may or may not be the

subject of interaction.



SEC. 96A.3.(a)(7) THE DATA FOR ENCOUNTERS REQUIRED TO BE REPORTED BY
THIS SUBSECTION (a) SHALL BE REPORTED SEPARATELY FOR DETENTIONS AND

TRAFFIC STOPS.

TOTAL SEARCHES ,
October1- December 31, 2017

. - 9,186Total :S‘gfa“rches_

Total Search by Self-Initated and DISpatched for ... %of Total
Detentions and Traffic Stops - OCT NOV  DEC TOTAL  Search
Total Searches by Self-Initiated Detentions 852 762 2,451 27%

Total Searches for Detentions

Total Searches for Traffic Stops

Total Searches by Dlspatched Detentlons o

Total Searches by Self-Initiated Trafﬁc Stops
Total Searches by Dispatched Traffic Stops.

43%

Total Searches by Self-Initated and Dispatched
for Detentions and Traffic Stops
October1 - December31,2017

,,,,,,

Self Initated

Detention

Dispatched

- Traffic Stops

10




DETENTIONS

SEC. 96A.3 (a) (2) DETENTIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY

DETENTIONS by Race/Ethmc't - Se
Octoberl Decem er 31 20 7

RACE

| NOVEMBER

DECEMBER |

_%ofTotal

, - - OCTOBER Total- Q4

Asian or Pacific Islander 107 81 99 287 3.9%
Black 854 870 823 2,547 34.6%
Hispanic 368 397 356 1,121 15.2%
Native American 6 7 5 18 0.2%
White 992 1,040 995 3,027 41.1%
Unknown 143 114 114 371 5.0%
Total 2470 | 2509 2,392 7371 | 100.0%

October

RACE

DETENTIONS by Race/Ethnicity - Dispatched
'December 31,2017
- - OCTOBER

. DECEMBER

_Total-Q3 |

- . NOVEMBER %ofTotal =~
Asian or Pacific IsIander 167 167 179 513 6.9%
Black 882 732 831 2,445 32.7%
Hispanic 391 334 397 1,122 15.0%
Native American 8 6 3 17 0.2%
White 1,042 945 1,002 2,989 40.0%
Unknown 125 130 129 384 5.1%
Total 2,615 2314 | 251 | 7470 1100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.

45.0%

Self-initiated and Dispatched Detentions
by Race/Ethnicity

October 1 - December 31, 2017

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%
20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Asian or Pacific
Islander

Black

Hispanic

@ Self-Initiated

Native American

= Dispatched

White

Unknown
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (2) DETENTIONS BY AGE

DETENTIONS by Age - Self-Initiated

October 1 - December 31, 2017 - - _ - .
AGE o ' OCTOBER | NOVEMBER DECEMBER Total - Q4 % of Total
Under 18 44 35 31 110 1.5%
18-29 723 722 670 2,115 28.7%
30-39 679 741 646 2,066 28.0%
40-49 476 500 478 1,454 19.7%
50-59 383 350 420 1,153 15.6%
60+ 165 161 147 473 6.4%
Total 2,470 2,509 2,392 7,371 1100.0%
DETENTIONS by Age - Dispatched
October 1 - December 31,2017 | . .
AGE : o OCTOBER -NOVEMBER DECEMBER Total - Q4 % ofTotal
Under 18 97 71 94 262 3.5%
18-29 669 660 703 2,032 27.2%
30-39 767 667 763 2,197 29.4%
40-49 535 444 488 1,467 19.6%
50-59 413 336 361 1,110 14.9%
60+ 134 136 132 402 5.4%
Total 2,615 2,314 2,541 7,470 . 100.0%
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
Self-Initiated and Dispatched Detentions
by Age
October 1 - December 31, 2017

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0% e L e

15.0% =

10.0%

0.0% ot - E S - ,’ i
Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+
£ Self-Initiated Dispatched
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (2) DETENTIONS BY GENDER

DETENTIONS by Gender - Se
October 1- December 31, 2017

GENDER" OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | %ofTotal
FEMALE 408 394 362 1,164 15.8%
MALE 2,050 2,105 2,023 6,178 83.8%
UNKNOWN 12 10 7 29 0.4%
Total 2470 2,509 2392 7371 | 100.0%

October 1 - December 31, 2017

OCTOBER

NOVEMBER

. DECEMBER

Total-Q4

" %ofTotal

GENDER

FEMALE 613 530 590 1,733 23.2%
MALE 1,998 1,776 1,943 5,717 76.5%
UNKNOWN 4 8 8 20 0.3%
Total | . 2615 | 2314 2,541 7470 | 1000% |

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.

Self-Initiated and Dispatched Detentions

by Gender
October 1 - December 31, 2017

90.0%
80.0%

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%
30.0%

20.0%

10.0%
0.0%

Female

Male

rz Self-Initiated

= Dispatched

Unknown
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (3) TOTAL SEARCHES PERFORMED BY RACE/ETHNICITY, AGE,
GENDER FOR DETENTIONS

SEC. 96A.3 (a) (3) TOTAL SEARCHES PERFORMED BY RACE/ETHNICITY

Total Searches Performed By Race/Ethnlaty For Self-lnltlated Detentlons .
October 1 December 31, 2017

NOVEMBER |

DECEMBER

RACE  OCTOBER Total - Q4 % of Total
Asian or Pacific Islander 59 23 42 124 5.1%
Black 310 330 275 915 37.3%
Hispanic 172 196 163 531 21.7%
Native American 2 2 0 4 0.2%
White 260 259 245 764 31.2%
Unknown 34 42 37 113 4.6%
Total 837 852 762 2,451 100.0%
Total Searches Performed By Race/ Ethmcuty For Dlspatched Detentlons - _
October 1 December 31,2017 -
RACE , r OCTOBER NOVEMBER  DECEMBER Total - Q4 % of Total
Asian or Pacific Islander 82 94 103 279 7.1%
Black 459 458 457 1,374 34.9%
Hispanic 226 212 224 662 16.8%
Native American 4 3 1 8 0.2%
White 457 507 469 1,433 36.4%
Unknown 60 52 69 181 4.6%
Total 1,288 1,326 1,323 3,937 100.0%
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
Self-Initiated and Dispatched Detentions
Total Searches Performed By Race/Ethnicity
October 1 - December 31, 2017

40.0% - ~

35.0% o i

30.0% -

25.0% - - i ‘,

20,0% e , - ;

15.0% . L

10.0%

5.0% — o ‘
0.0% E Jf : - L
Asian or Pacific Black Hispanic Native American White Unknown
Islander
1 Self-Initiated  © Dispatched
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (3) TOTAL SEARCHES PERFORMED BY AGE FOR DETENTIONS

October :,l':"-:\December;Bl,k 201

AGE _ OCTOBER | NOVEMBER DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | %ofTotal
Under 1 29 14 18 61 2.5%
18-29 293 319 280 892 36.4%
30-39 228 260 217 705 28.8%
40-49 157 167 143 467 19.1%
50-59 99 77 83 259 10.6%
60+ 31 15 21 67 2.7%
Total 837 852 762 2451 | 100.0%

AGE | oOcToBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER Total-Q4 | %ofTotal
Under 18 57 48 51 156 4.0%
18-29 368 398 373 1,139 28.9%
30-39 374 411 430 1,215 30.9%
40-49 248 239 228 715 18.2%
50-59 189 172 183 544 13.8%
60+ 52 58 58 168 4.3%
Total . 1,288 1,326 1323 23,937 100.0%
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
Self-Initiated and Dispatched Detentions
Total Searches Performed By Age
October 1 - December 31,2017

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0% -

10.0%

5.0% :
0.0% bl L i L 'k B
Under 18 18-29 30-39 50-59 60+
2 Self-Initiated Dispatched
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (3) TOTAL SEARCHES PERFORMED BY GENDER FOR DETENTIONS

Total Searches Performed By Gender For Self—lnltrated Detentlons
October 1- December 31, 2017 ' .

GE'NDER " _ OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER Total-Q4 | %ofTotal
FEMALE 89 94 85 268 10.9%
MALE 745 756 676 2,177 88.8%
UNKNOWN 3 2 1 6 0.2%
Total 837 852 762 2,451 100.0%
Total Searches Performed By Gender For Dlspatched Detentlons k

Octoberl December 31,2017 . -

GENDER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER | Total- Q4 % of Total
FEMALE 230 248 219 697 17.7%
MALE 1,056 1,073 1,100 3,229 82.0%
UNKNOWN 2 5 4 11 0.3%
Total 1,288 1,326 1,323 3,937 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.

* Self-Initiated and Dispatched Detentions
Total Searches Performed By Gender
October 1 - December 31, 2017

100.0%
50.0%
80.0% .
70.0% - '
60.0% ' ;
50.0% R
40.0% " !

30.0%

20.0%
10.0%
0.0% -

Female Male Unknown

= Self-Initiated  © Dispatched
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (4) TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED FOR

DETENTIONS

Types of Search Performed- Self-
|October 1- December 31, 2017

Initiated Detentions

| OCTOBER .

NOVEMBER | DECEMBER

- Total-Q4

% of Total

STOP SEARCH DESCRIPTION.

Search Incident to Arrest 370 327 315 1,012 41.3%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 242 295 266 803 32.8%
Search with consent 49 36 35 120 4.9%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 131 147 103 381 15.5%
Probable Cause Search 43 39 43 125 5.1%
Vehicle Inventory 2 8 0 10 0.4%
Total 837 852 762 2,451 - 100.0%

r1-December 31, 201

Types of Search Performed - Dispatched Detentions

'NOVEMBER |- DECEMBER

. Y%of Total

STOP.SEARCH DESCRIPTION . OCTOBER . Total-Q4

Search Incident to Arrest 572 588 627 1,787 45.4%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 577 596 576 1,749 44.4%
Search with consent 35 a7 38 120 3.0%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 66 55 43 164 4.2%
Probable Cause Search 37 37 37 111 2.8%
Vehicle Inventory 1 3 2 6 0.2%
Total 1,288 136 | 1323 | 3837 1100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.

Types of Search Performed - Detentions Stops Resulting in Searches
October 1 - December 31, 2017

50.0%
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0% .
0.0% :

Search Incident to Arrest  Reasonable Suspicion to

Search

Search with consent

L Y
Probation/Parole/PRCS Probable Cause Search
Search Condition

Vehicle Inventory
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (§) TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY
RACE/ETHNICITY FOR DETENTIONS

SEARCHES by Race/Ethmcnty forSelf-Inlttate Detenx kons

= = 1 = = | o |%stehnd
DESCRIPTION . . | OCTOBER | NOVEMBER| DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | Category |  Total
Search Incident to Arrest 370 327 315 1,012 100.0% 41.3%
Asian or Pacific Islander 28 7 19 54 5.3% 2.2%
Black 135 128 106 369 36.5% 15.1%
Hispanic 63 77 73 213 21.0% 8.7%
Native American 1 0 0 1 0.1% 0.0%
White 123 99 104 326 32.2% 13.3%
Unknown 20 16 13 49 4.8% 2.0%
Vehicle Inventory 2 8 0 10 100.0% 0.4%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Black 1 4 0 5 50.0% 0.2%
Hispanic 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 1 4 0 5 50.0% 0.2%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 242 295 266 803 100.0% 32.8%
Asian or Pacific Islander 15 12 15 42 5.2% 1.7%
Black 81 103 100 284 35.4% 11.6%
Hispanic 60 75 60 195 24.3% 8.0%
Native American 0 1 0 1 0.1% 0.0%
White 76 93 81 250 31.1% 10.2%
Unknown 10 11 10 31 3.9% 1.3%
Search with consent 49 36 3S 120 100.0% 4.9%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 2 2 1.7% 0.1%
Black 18 13 10 41 34.2% 1.7%
Hispanic 14 11 6 31 25.8% 1.3%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 16 10 11 37 30.8% 1.5%
Unknown 1 2 6 9 7.5% 0.4%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 131 147 103 381 100.0% 15.5%
Asian or Pacificlslander 7 2 1 10 2.6% 0.4%
Black 64 68 39 171 44.9% 7.0%
Hispanic 26 22 17 65 17.1% 2.7%
Native American 1 1 0 2 0.5% 0.1%
White 31 45 38 114 29.9% 4.7%
Unknown 2 9 8 19 5.0% 0.8%
Probable Cause Search 43 39 43 125 100.0% S.1%
Asian or Pacificlslander 9 2 5 16 12.8% 0.7%
Black 11 14 20 45 36.0% 1.8%
Hispanic 9 11 7 27 21.6% 1.1%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 13 8 11 32 25.6% 1.3%
Unknown 1 4 0 5 4.0% 0.2%
GrandTotal = G .-837 852 Ci7620 2,451 - 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to roundmg
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TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR
DETENTIONS Contd.

SEARCHES by Race/Ethmuty for Dlspatched Detentuons .
‘Octoberl December31 2017 ...
- %of %ofGrand
DESCRIPTION . | . |NOVEME _Category | Total
Search Incident to Arrest 572 588 627 1,787 100.0% - 45.4%
Asian or PacificIslander 35 50 50 135 7.6% 3.4%
Black 215 223 225 663 37.1% 16.8%
Hispanic 100 91 105 296 16.6% 7.5%
Native American 1 1 1 3 0.2% 0.1%
White 192 201 211 604 33.8% 15.3%
Unknown 29 22 35 86 4.8% 2.2%
Vehicle Inventory 1 3 2 6 100.0% 0.2%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Black 0 2 1 3 50.0% 0.1%
Hispanic 1 0 0 1 16.7% 0.0%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 0 1 1 2 33.3% 0.1%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 577 596 576 1,749 100.0% 44.4%
| Asian or Pacific Islander 42 36 44 122 7.0% 3.1%
Black 183 193 185 561 32.1% 14.2%
Hispanic 107 95 109 311 17.8% 7.9%
Native American 2 2 0 4 0.2% 0.1%
White 218 242 208 668 38.2% 17.0%
Unknown 25 28 30 83 4,7% 2.1%
Search with consent 35 47 38 120 100.0% 3.0%
| Asian or Pacific Islander 0 2 4 6 5.0% 0.2%
I Black 14 16 15 45 37.5% 1.1%
Hispanic 5 7 3 15 12.5% 0.4%
Native American 1 0 0 1 0.8% 0.0%
White 14 ) 21 13 48 40.0% 1.2%
Unknown 1 1 3 5 4.2% 0.1%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition| 66 55 43 164 100.0% 4.2%
Asian or Pacific Islander 3 2 2 7 4.3% 0.2%
| Black 32 20 21 73 44.5% 1.9%
Hispanic 6 10 3 19 11.6% 0.5%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 21 22 16 59 36.0% 1.5%
Unknown 4 1 1 6 3.7% 0.2%
Probable Cause Search 37 37 37 111 100.0% 2.8%
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 4 3 9 8.1% 0.2%
Black 15 4 10 29 26.1% 0.7%
Hispanic 7 9 4 20 18.0% 0.5%
| Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 12 20 20 52 46.8% 1.3%
Unknown 1 0 0 1 0.9% 0.0%
GrandTotal  ~ - o il 988! 21,326 1323 3,937 -] 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR

DETENTIONS, Contd.

i Search Incidentto Arrest Vehicle Inventory
|
: 40.0% 60.0%
[ 350% | 50.0%
| 30.03%
| 25.0% 40.0%
| 20.0% 30.0%
1 15.0% 20.0% "
| 10.8%
5.0% 10.0% "
0.0% 00% -
Asian or Bhck Hispanic Native White Unknown As@n or Black Hispanic Native White Unknown
Pacific American Pacific American
Isander Istander
& Seff-Initiated € Dispatched & Sef-Initlated  E Dispatched
Reasonable Suspicion to Search Search w/consent
45,0% — 45.0%  -—-memee o e e  — e <o
40.0% e e e 40.03 —---—-rmmmmm
35.0% 35.0%
30.0% 30.035
25.0% 25.0%
20.0% 10X S —
15.03¢ 15.0%
10.0% 10.0%
5.0% 5.0% ——-pm
0.0% S 0.05% -
Asinor Bhck Hispanic Nat ive White Unknown Asian or Black Hispanic Native White Unknown
Pacific Amerizan Pacific American
Islander Isbinder
& Sdf-Initeted = Dispatched  Self-initiated = Dispatched
Probation/Parole/PRCSSearch Probable Cause Search
50.0 e 50.0% ——
45.0% 45.04%
40.03¢ 40.0%
35.0%¢ T 35.0%
30.0%¢ i 30.0%
25.0% 25.0% e
20.0% 20.0%
15.0% 15.00
10.0% 10.0%
5.0% e 5.0%
oon mabE B 0.0% - e —
Asian or Black Native Asian or Black Hispanic Native White Unknown
Pacific American Padific American
Islander Isknder
© Self-Initated & Dispatched & Selfinitiated £ Dispatched
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (5) TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY AGE FOR

DETENTIONS
SE S by Ag:
DESCRIPTION
Search Incident to Arrest 370 41.3%
Under 18 9 6 8 23 23% | 0.9%
18-29 130 116 116 362 35.8% | 14.8%
30-39 110 % 88 294 291% | 12.0%
40-49 60 71 60 191 189% | 7.8%
50-59 a4 32 34 110 109% | 45%
60+ 17 6 9 32 3.2% 1.3%
Vehicle Inventory 2 8 0 10 100.0% 0.4%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 00% | 0.0%
18:29 0 2 0 2 200% | 01%
30-39 1 3 0 4 400% |  02%
40-49 1 2 0 3 300% | 0.1%
50-59 0 1 0 1 100% | 0.0%
60+ 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 242 295 266 803 100.0% 32.8%
Under 18 15 7 9 31 3.9% | 13%
18-29 76 115 89 280 34.9% | 11.4%
30-39 50 83 76 209 260% |  85%
40-49 56 55 52 163 203% |  6.7%
50-59 35 29 32 % 12.0% | 3.9%
60+ 10 6 8 24 3.0% 1.0%
|Search with consent - 49 36 35 120 100.0% 4.9%
| Under18 1 1 1 3 25% | 01%
| 18-29 15 13 13 41 342% | 17%
| 30-39 15 14 1 40 333% | 16%
| 40-49 11 5 7 23 192% | 0.9%
| 50-59 | s 2 3 10 83% | 0.4%
60+ 2 1 0 3 2.5% 0.1%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 131 147 103 381 100.0% 15.5%
| Under 18 | 3 0 0 3 08% | 0.1%
| 18-29 | &7 56 46 159 417% | 65%
30-39 S 55 37 137 36.0% |  56%
40-49 | 18 28 15 61 16.0% | 2.5%
50-59 | 6 5 18 47% | 07%
60+ 2 0 3 0.8% 0.1%
Probable Cause Search a3 39 a3 125 100.0% 5.1%
Under 18 | 1 0 0 1 08% | 0.0%
18-29 15 17 16 48 384% | 2.0%
30-39 7 9 5 21 168% | 0.9%
40-49 1 6 9 26 208% | 11%
50-59 9 6 9 24 192% | 1.0%
60+ 0 1 4 5 4.0% 0.20%
Grand Total 837 - 852 |io7e2n 241 | - | 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY AGE FOR TOTAL

DETENTIONS, Contd.

October1- December31 2017

SEARCHES by Age for Dispatched Detentlons

NOVEMBER

DECEMBER | Total-Qa |

% o"f,_Gkran d

DESCRIPTION __ _ DBER To
Search Incident to Arrest 5§72 588 627 1,787 100.0% 45.4%
Under 18 40 24 28 92 5.1% 2.3%
18-29 161 184 186 531 29.7% 13.5%
30-39 177 181 200 558 31.2% 14.2%
40-49 91 100 85 276 15.4% 7.0%
50-59 78 74 95 247 13.8% 6.3%
60+ 25 25 33 83 4.6% 2.1%
Vehicle Inventory 1 3 2 6 100.0% 0.2%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
18-29 1 2 2 5 83.3% 0.1%
30-39 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
40-49 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
50-59 0 1 0 1 16.7% 0.0%
60+ 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 577 596 576 1,749 100.0% 44.4%
Under 18 14 22 23 59 3.4% 1.5%
18-29 163 169 152 484 27.7% 12.3%
30-39 156 186 182 524 30.0% 13.3%
40-49 130 114 121 365 20.9% 9.3%
50-59 91 76 78 245 14.0% 6.2%
60+ 23 29 20 72 4.1% 1.8%
Search with consent 35 47 38 120 100.0% 3.0%
Under 18 1 1 0 2 1.7% 0.1%
18-29 9 18 11 38 31.7% 1.0%
30-39 8 11 11 30 25.0% 0.8%
40-49 5 6 11 22 18.3% 0.6%
50-59 10 10 2 22 18.3% 0.6%
60+ 2 1 3 6 5.0% 0.2%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition| 66 55 43 164 100.0% 4.2%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
18-29 25 13 15 53 32.3% 1.3%
30-39 21 25 20 66 40.2% 1.7%
40-49 13 11 4 28 17.1% 0.7%
50-59 6 4 13 7.9% 0.3%
60+ 1 2 1 4 2.4% 0.1%
Probable Cause Search 37 37 37 111 100.0% 2.8%
Under 18 2 1 0 3 2.7% 0.1%
18-29 9 12 7 28 25.2% 0.7%
30-39 12 8 17 37 33.3% 0.9%
40-49 9 8 7 24 21.6% 0.6%
50-59 4 7 5 16 14.4% 0.4%
60+ 1 1 1 3 2.7% 0.1%
Grand Total 1,288 1,326 41,323 3,937 ‘- i 100.0% "

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY AGE FOR TOTAL
DETENTIONS, Contd.

Search Incident to Arrest Vehicle Inventory
40.0% 90.0%
35.0% 80.0%%
30.0% ‘ 70.0%
25.0% 60.0%
20.0% 50.0%
40.0%
15.0% 30.0%
10.0% 20.0%
5.0% 10.0%
0.0% - 0.0% - _—
Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49
5 Selfinitiated  :Dispatched @ Self-Initiated & Dispatched
Reasonable Suspicion to Search " Searchw/consent
40.0%  eren QOB <o eme oo ee e e et e et "
35.0% 35.0%
30.0% 30.0% —————
25.0% e e o PN e A
20.0% 20.0%%
¢ 15.0% O
10.0% e 10.0%
5.0% [, —
0.0% : — S RN 0.0%% o R 2.
Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+
z Selfinitiated 12 Dispatched i Self-Initiated i Dispatched
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search - Probable Cause Search
45.0% 45.0% R
40.0% . 40.0%
35.0% 35.0%
30.0% 30.0%
25.0% 25.0%
20.0% . 20.0%
15.0% - U . 15.0%
10.0% 10.0%
5.0% 5.0%
0.0% e E B . e R 0.0% - bk -
Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+
i Self-Initiated 7 Dispatched i Self-Initiated & Dispatched
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (5) TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY GENDER FOR

DETENTIONS

- December31, 2017

SEARCHES by,Genderfor Self-lnltlated Detentlons

% of Grand

. ~ % of

DESCRIPTION OCTOBER |NOVEMBER [ DECEMBER: | Total - Q4 | Category Total =
Search Incident to Arrest 370 327 315 1,012 100.0% 41.3%
FEMALE 48 46 43 137 13.5% 5.6%
MALE 320 280 272 872 86.2% 35.6%
UNKNOWN 2 1 0 3 0.3% 0.1%
Vehicle Inventory 2 8 0 10 100.0% 0.4%
FEMALE 0 2 0 2 20.0% 0.1%
MALE 2 6 0 8 80.0% 0.3%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 242 295 266 803 100.0% 32.8%
FEMALE 22 26 30 78 9.7% 3.2%
MALE 220 269 236 725 90.3% 29.6%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Search with consent 49 36 35 120 100.0% 4.9%
FEMALE 4 7 2 13 10.8% 0.5%
MALE 45 29 33 107 89.2% 4.4%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 131 147 103 381 100.0% 15.5%
FEMALE 10 8 3 21 5.5% 0.9%
MALE 120 138 99 357 93.7% 14.6%
UNKNOWN 1 1 1 3 0.8% 0.1%
Probable Cause Search 43 39 43 125 100.0% 5.1%
FEMALE 5 5 7 17 13.6% 0.7%
MALE 38 34 36 108 86.4% 4.4%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Grand Total 837 852 762 . 2,851 i 100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.




TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY GENDER FOR DETENTIONS,

Contd.

SEARCHES by Gender for Dlspatched Detentlons
October 1- December 31, 2017 ' ~

% of

% of Grand

DESCRIPTION . | OCTOBER |NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total 46;4 Category _Total
Search Incident to Arrest B 572 588 627 1,787 100 0% 45 4%
FEMALE 112 130 121 363 20.3% 9.2%
MALE 458 457 504 1,419 79.4% 36.0%
UNKNOWN 2 1 2 5 0.3% 0.1%
Vehicle Inventory 1 3 2 6 100.0% 0.2%
[FEMALE 0 1 1 2 33.3% 0.1%
MALE 1 2 1 4 66.7% 0.1%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 577 596 576 1,749 100.0% 44.4%
!FEMALE 99 88 78 265 15.2% 6.7%
| MALE 478 504 496 1,478 84.5% 37.5%
UNKNOWN 0 4 2 6 0.3% 0.2%
Search with consent 35 a7 38 120 100.0% 3.0%
|[FEMALE 5 13 a4 22 18.3% 0.6%
MALE 30 34 34 98 81.7% 2.5%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probation/Parole /PRCS Search Condition 66 S5 43 164 100.0% 4.2%
FEMALE 5 4 2 11 6.7% 0.3%
MALE 61 51 41 153 93.3% 3.9%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probable Cause Search 37 37 37 111 100.0% 2.8%
FEMALE 9 12 13 34 30.6% 0.9%
MALE 28 25 24 77 69.4% 2.0%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Grand Total 1,288 | 1326 | 1,323 3937 | | 100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.




TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY GENDER FOR DETENTIONS,

Contd.

| 60.05

Vehicle Inventory

= seif-iritisted pztched

160.0% E— —
50.03% | 50.0%
BO.0% 70.0%
34
70.0% £0.0%
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0.0% e - 008 -
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (6) TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR
DETENTIONS

DISPOSITION of Self-tnitiated Detentions

BY RACEJETHNCITY

. L . %of | %ofGrand
Description: OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | :: Total- Q4 : ;| Category Total
Citation 857 825 874 2,556 100% 34.7%
Asian or Pacific Islander 30 19 38 87 3% 1.2%
Black 289 288 305 882 35% 12.0%
Hispanic 112 92 96 300 12% 4.1%
|Native American 3 1 5 9 0% 0.1%
White 367 393 393 1,153 45%

Unknown 56 32 37 125 5%

|Field Interview 72 97 83 252 100%

Asian or Pacific Islander 1 6 4 11 4%

Black 27 20 35 82 33%

Hispanic 12 34 19 65 26%

Native American 0 1 0 1 0%

White I 32 33 24 89 35%

Unknown 0 3 1 4 2%

Tn Custody Arrest 285 293 281 859 100% 117%
Asian or Pacific Islander 17 6 8 31 4% 0.4%
Black 108 119 106 333 39% 4.5%
Hispanic | 45 73 68 186 22% 2.5%
Native American | 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
White 102 82 87 271 32% 3.7%
Unknown 13 13 12 38 4% 0.5%
Ticident Report 50 89 46 185 100% 2.5%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 3 4 8 4% 0.1%
Black 17 43 13 73 39% 1.0%
Hispanic 11 11 7 29 16% 0.4%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
White 21 26 20 67 36% 0.9%
Unknown 0 6 2 8 4% 0.1%
Wiental Health Detention 30 36 42 108 100% 15%
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 3 S 10 9% 0.1%
Black 6 13 16 35 32% 0.5%
Hispanic 3 5 2 10 9% 0.1%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
White 19 13 19 51 47% 0.7%
Unknown 0 2 0 2 2% 0.0%
NG Furthier Action 260 272 276 808 100% 11.U%
Asian or Pacitic Islander 11 10 6 27 3% 0.4%
Black 82 98 79 259 32% 3.5%
Hispanic 41 37 35 113 14% 1.5%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
White 106 109 142 357 44% 4.8%
Unknown 20 18 14 52 6% 0.7%
Released per PCB49(B] 96 69 69 234 100% 3.2%
Asian or Pacific Islander 20 2 7 29 12% 0.4%
Black 36 35 37 108 46% 1.5%
Hispanic 18 13 10 41 18% 0.6%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
White 21 15 15 51 22% 0.7%
Unknown 1 4 5 2% 0.1%
RWS Arrest 31 7 15 53 100% 0.7%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 0 2 3 6% 0.0%
Black 9 1 2 12 23% 0.2%
Hispanic 8 1 9 18 34% 0.2%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
White 8 S 2 15 28% 0.2%
Unknown 5 0 0 S 9% 0.1%
Warning 789 821 706 2,316 100% 31.4%
Asian or Pacific Islander 24 32 25 81 3% 1.1%
Black 280 253 230 763 33% 10.4%
Hispanic 118 131 110 359 16% 4.9%
Native American 3 S 0 8 0% 0.1%
White 316 364 293 973 42% 13.2%
Unknown 48 36 48 132 6% 1.8%
Total: : 2,470 | 02,5090 | 2,392 7,371 SaE o 100%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF BISPOSITION BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR DETENTIONS,
Contd.

DISPOSITION of Dispatched Detentions

BY RACE/ETHNCITY . ,

: : han : % of " [%ofGrand
Description : OCTOBER /|NOVEMBER| DECEMBER | Total- Q4| Category Total
Citation 247 208 228 683 100.0% 9.14%
Asian or Pacific Islander 15 9 16 40 5.9% 0.54%
Black 97 73 74 244 35.7% 3.27%
Hispanic 32 26 34 92 13.5% 1.23%
Native American 1 0 0 1 0.1% 0.01%
White 90 86 95 271 39.7% 3.63%
Unknown 12 14 9 35 5.1% 0.47%
Field Interview 87 60 71 218 100.0% 2.92%
Asian or Pacific Islander 8 0 S 13 6.0% 0.17%
Black 31 19 24 74 33.9% 0.99%
Hispanic 11 7 10 28 12.8% 0.37%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
White 36 31 30 97 44.5% 1.30%
Unknown 1 3 2 6 2.8% 0.08%
In Custody Arrest 464 476 524 1,464 100.0% 19.60%
Asian or Pacific Islander 30 44 46 120 8.2% 1.61%
Black 176 198 209 583 39.8% 7.80%
Hispanic 85 68 89 242 16.5% 3.24%
Native American 0 1 1 2 0.1% 0.03%
White 152 153 147 452 30.9% 6.05%
Unknown 21 12 32 65 4.4% 0.87%
[ncident Report 137 99 117 353 100.0% 4.73%
Asian or Pacific Islander 9 10 7 26 7.4% 0.35%
Black 56 35 40 131 37.1% 1.75%
Hispanic 17 26 18 61 17.3% 0.82%
Native American 1 0 1 2 0.6% 0.03%
White 49 24 42 115 32.6% 1.54%
Unknown 5 4 9 18 5.1% 0.24%
Mental Health Detention 239 237 238 714 100.0% 9.56%
Asian or PacificIslander 23 23 18 64 9.0% 0.86%
Black 62 57 62 181 25.4% 2.42%
Hispanic 25 25 37 87 12.2% 1.16%
Native American 3 2 0 5 0.7% 0.07%
White 117 114 110 341 47.8% 4.56%
Unknown 9 16 11 36 5.0% 0.48%
NG Further Action 578 522 590 1,690 100.0% 22.62%
Asian or Pacific Islander 44 34 48 126 7.5% 1.69%
Black 187 140 190 517 30.6% 6.92%
Hispanic 91 78 77 246 14.6% 3.29%
Native American 1 2 0 3 0.2% 0.04%
White 224 224 244 692 40.9% 9.26%
Unknown 31 44 31 106 6.3% 1.42%
Released per PC 849(b) 180 173 157 511 100.0% 6.84%
Asian or Pacific Islander 10 8 12 30 5.9% 0.40%
Black 65 58 57 180 35.2% 2.41%
Hispanic 34 30 25 89 17.4% 1.19%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
White 60 61 55 176 34.4% 2.36%
Unknown 11 17 8 36 7.0% 0.48%
RWS Arrest 43 42 58 143 100.0% 1.91%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 3 1 S 3.5% 0.07%
Black 12 9 7 28 19.6% 0.37%
Hispanic 11 12 17 40 28.0% 0.54%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
White 17 15 30 62 43.4% 0.83%
Unknown 2 3 3 8 5.6% 0.11%
Warning 640 496 558 1,694 100.0% 22.68%
Asian or Pacific Islander 27 36 26 89 5.3% 1.19%
Black 196 143 168 507 29.9% 6.79%
Hispanic 85 62 90 237 14.0% 3.17%
Native American 2 1 1 4 0.2% 0.05%
White 297 237 249 783 46.2% 10.48%
Unknown 33 17 24 74 4.4% 0.99%
Total = 2,615 2,314 2,541 |:7,470 S 100%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR DETENTIONS,

Contd.

Citation

 Self-Initated 1z Dispatched

Field Interview

# SedfInitated @ Dispatched

In Custody Arrest

=i Selfnitated  # Dispatched

Incident Report

Mental Health Detention

No Further Action

% Selfinitated &y Dispatched

Asianor  Black White Uninown
Pacific

Iskander

Hispanic Native
American

zself-Initated = Dispatched

45% 50% -
40% 60% 45%
3s% A e
50%
30%
4034
25% 8
20% 30%
15%
20%
10%
53¢ 10%
o% 0% ”
Asianor  Blacl Hispanic Native ~ White Unknown
Pacific American
& tslander
Al
(\d‘
&
4 Sedf-Initated iz Dispatched = Self-Initated = Dispatched & Self-Initated = Dispatched
Released per PC 849(b
p (b) RWS Arrest Warning
s0%% S0% . . O A

# Self-Initated  1¥ Dispatched

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (6) TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY AGE FOR DETENTIONS

DISPOSITION of Self-Initiated Detentions ; , ;
BY AGE - - ‘ .
October 1 - December 31,2017 . - »

; o : % of. % of Grand
DESCRIPTION G OCTOBER | NOVEMBER { DECEMBER | - Total - Q4" | Category Total:
Citation 857 825 874 2,556 100.0% 34.68%

Under 18 S5 1 0 6 0.2% 0.08%
18-29 184 152 159 495 19.4% 6.72%
30-39 212 217 210 639 25.0% 8.67%
40-49 169 174 184 527 20.6% 7.15%
50-59 193 180 229 602 23.6% 8.17%
60+ 94 101 92 287 11.2% 3.89%
Field Interview 72 97 83 252 100.0% 3.42%
Under 18 0 1 4 5 2.0% 0.07%
18-29 38 45 40 123 48.8% 1.67%
30-39 18 21 14 53 21.0% 0.72%
40-49 7 13 12 32 12.7% 0.43%
50-59 6 8 8 22 8.7% 0.30%
60+ 3 9 5 17 6.7% 0.23%
In Custody Arrest 285 293 281 859 100.0% 11.65%
Under 18 5 6 10 21 2.4% 0.28%
18-29 102 106 109 317 36.9% 4.30%
30-39 82 91 74 247 28.8% 3.35%
40-49 48 59 53 160 18.6% 2.17%
50-59 35 27 24 86 10.0% 1.17%
60+ 13 4 11 28 3.3% 0.38%
Incident Report 50 89 46 185 100.0% 2.51%
Under 18 6 S5 1 12 6.5% 0.16%
18-29 18 25 17 60 32.4% 0.81%
30-39 10 27 17 54 29.2% 0.73%
40-49 11 21 4 36 19.5% 0.49%
50-59 2 10 6 18 9.7% 0.24%
60+ 3 1 1 S 2.7% 0.07%
Mental Health Detention 30 36 42 108 100.0% 1.47%
Under 18 1 1 0 2 1.9% 0.03%
18-29 S 7 9 21 19.4% 0.28%
30-39 6 12 11 29 26.9% 0.39%
40-49 10 11 12 33 30.6% 0.45%
50-59 4 1 7 12 11.1% 0.16%
60+ 4 4 3 11 10.2% 0.15%
No Further Action 260 272 276 808 100.0% 10.96%
Under 18 3 4 2 9 1.1% 0.12%
18-29 84 94 73 251 31.1% 3.41%
30-39 72 81 81 234 29.0% 3.17%
40-49 55 55 64 174 21.5% 2.36%
50-59 32 27 44 103 12.7% 1.40%
60+ 14 11 12 37 4.6% 0.50%
| i per PC 849(b) 96 69 69 234 100.0% 3.17%
Under 18 11 2 3 16 6.8% 0.22%
18-29 30 21 33 84 35.9% 1.14%
30-39 21 24 15 60 25.6% 0.81%
40-49 21 12 12 45 19.2% 0.61%
50-59 9 8 6 23 9.8% 0.31%
60+ 4 2 0 6 2.6% 0.08%
RWS Arrest 31 7 15 53 100.0% 0.72%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
18-29 9 2 7 18. 34.0% 0.24%
30-39 8 3 4 15 28.3% 0.20%
40-49 8 2 2 12 22.6% 0.16%
50-59 S 0 2 7 13.2% 0.09%
60+ 1 0 0 1 1.9% 0.01%
Warning 789 821 706 2,316 | 100.0% 31.42%
Under 18 13 15 1 39 | 1% 0.53%
18-29 253 270 223 746 ] 32.2% 10.12%
30-39 250 265 220 735 31.7% 9.97%
40-49 147 153 135 435 18.8% 5.90%
50-59 97 89 94 280 12.1% 3.80%
60+ 29 29 ] 23 81 3.5% 1.10%
Total e 2,470 2,509 | 2,392 7,371 - ::100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.



TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY AGE FOR DETENTIONS, Contd.

DISPOSITION of Dispatched Detentions

BY AGE

October 1 - December 31, 2017. - .
L g o - %of %.of Grand
DESCRIPTION. = :::ii - | "OCTOBER ‘| NOVEMBER | DECEMBER |- Total - Q4: | :Category | ' :Total
Citation 247 208 228 683 100.0% 9.14%
Under 18 12 5 13 30 4.4% 0.40%
18-29 57 61 68 186 27.2% 2.49%
30-39 66 53 65 184 26.9% 2.46%
40-49 54 41 45 140 20.5% 1.87%
50-59 45 27 25 97 14.2% 1.30%
60+ 13 21 12 46 6.7% 0.62%
Field Interview 87 60 71 218 100.0% 2.92%
Under 18 4 0 0 4 1.8% 0.05%
18-29 27 - 19 19 65 29.8% 0.87%
30-39 23" 18 21 62 28.4% 0.83%
40-49 15 11 20 46 21.1% 0.62%
50-59 13 7 8 28 12.8% 0.37%
60+ 5 5 3 13 6.0% 0.17%
In Custody Arrest 464 476 524 1,464 100.0% 19.60%
Under 18 26 17 20 63 4.3% 0.84%
18-29 139 148 157 444 30.3% . 5.94%
30-39 154 144 170 468 32.0% 6.27%
40-49 67 78 70 215 14.7% 2.88%
50-59 62 65 77 204 13.9% 2.73%
60+ 16 24 30 70 4.8% 0.94%
Incident Report 137 99 117 353 100.0% 4.73%
Under 18 6 14 13 33 9.3% 0.44%
18-29 38 24 32 94 26.6% 1.26%
|_30-39 ‘ 36 28 . 30 94 26.6% 1.26%
|_40-49 22 11 20 53 15.0% 0.71%
| 50-59 24 15 15 54 15.3% 0.72%
{ 60+ 11 7 7 25 7.1% 0.33% |
|Mental Health Detention 239 237 238 714 100.0% 9.56% |
| Under 18 8 4 3 15 2.1% 0.20% |
|_18-29 60 68 64 192 26.9% 257% |
|_30-39 65 60 66 191 26.8% 2.56% |
|_40-49 52 43 50 145 20.3% 1.94% |
|_50-59 34 44 36 114 16.0% 1.53% |
| 60+ 20 18 19 57 8.0% 0.76% 1
{No Further Action 578 522 530 1,690 100.0% 22.62% |
| Under 18 11 10 13 34 2.0% 0.46% |
| 18-29 129 144 154 427 25.3% 5.72% |
|_30-39 161 154 169 484 - 28.6% 6.48% |
|_40-49 142 112 127 381 22.5% 5.10% |
|_50-59 98 72 98 268 15.9% 3.59% |
| 60+ 37 30 29 96 5.7% 1.29% |
{Released per PC 849(b) 180 174 157 511 100.0% 6.84% |
| _Under 18 15 17 14 46 9.0% 0.62% |
| 18-29 57 60 54 171 33.5% 2.29% |
| 30-39 39 45 47 131 25.6% 1.75% |
| 40-49 33 26 22 81 15.9% 1.08% |
| 50-59 31 18 17 66 12.9% 0.88%
| 60+ 5 8 3 16 3.1% 0.21%
RWS Arrest 43 42 58 143 100.0% 1.91%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
18-29 13 14 14 41 28.7% 0.55%
30-39 12 17 15 44 30.8% 0.59% |
40-49 9 9 14 32 22.4% 0.43% |
50-59 6 2 15 23 16.1% 0.31% |
60+ 3 0 0 3 2.1% 0.04% |
Warnirig 640 496 558 1,694 100.0% 22.68% |
Under 18 15 4 18 37 2.2% 0.50% |
18-29 149 122 141 412 24.3% 5.52% |
30-39 211 148 180 539 31.8% 7.22% |
40-49 141 113 120 374 22.1% 5.01% |
50-59 100 86 70 256 15.1% 3.43% |
60+ 24 23 29 76 4.5% 1.02% |
Total: S 2,615 ] 2314 ] ::.2,541 | 7,470 S 100%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober v
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY AGE FOR DETENTIONS, Contd.

Citation Field Interview In Custody Arrest
30% 60%
40%
35%
25% 50% -
305
20% A% 25%
204
15% 30%
15%
103 203 103
5% E
5% [l R— ;
on b . 1] -
: Under18 1829  30-39  40-49
o - - e B o EEEE o4 - - o B _
Under18 1829 3039 40-49 5059 60+ Under18 18-29 30-39 4049  50-59
= Sef-Initated i Dispatched @ Self-Initated ¥ Dispatched # Self-Initated ¢ Dispatched
Incident Report Mental Health Detention No Further Action
35 5% 3%
30% 304 0%
PrY p—— 5% 2%
PR S | , 2% 0%
15% - 15% 1%
R
0% - 10%
5%
5% 55
R S - PN S A Under18 1829 3039 4049 S0-59 60+
Under 18 18-29 30-39  40-49 5059 &0+ Under 18 18-29 30-39  40-49  50-59
z Self-Initated = Dispatched : = Self-Initated ¢ Bispatched f Sef-Initated 2 Dispatched
Released per PC 849(b) PC RWS Arrest Warning
40% 0% 35% —
35% 353 : 30%
3% . 30%
1 25%
25% : 25%
2%
20% 204
15%
15% 15%
10%
10% 10%
55 S% 5%
03 i L [ A— . N 1 W L o - S . 3 :
30-39 Under 18 18-29 3039 Under18 13-29 30-39  40-49  50-59
=Self-Initated = Dispatched « Self-Initated & Dispatched % SelfInitated  # Dispatched

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
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SEC. 96A.3 (2) (6) TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY GENDER

DISPOSITION of Self-Initiated Detentions.

BY GENDER

Octoberl December 31 ,017? ;, . .
DESCRIPTION L ~OCTOBER |NOVEMBER| DECEMBER Total Q4 Category | Totglf
Citation 874 825 857 2,556 100.0% 34.7%
FEMALE 147 143 143 433 16.9% 5.9%
MALE 726 677 710 2,113 82.7% 28.7%
UNKNOWN 1 S 4 10 0.4% 0.1%
Field Interview 83 97 72 252 100.0% 3.4%
|FEMALE 9 14 17 40 15.9% 0.5%
MALE 71 83 55 209 82.9% 2.8%
UNKNOWN 3 0 0 3 1.2% 0.0%
In Custody Arrest 281 293 285 859 100.0% 11.7%
|FEMALE 38 41 38 117 13.6% 1.6%
MALE 243 251 246 740 86.1% 10.0%
UNKNOWN 0 1 1 2 0.2% 0.0%
Incident Report 46 89 50 185 100.0% 2.5%
|FEMALE 6 31 10 47 25.4% 0.6%
MALE 38 58 - 40 136 73.5% 1.8%
UNKNOWN 2 0 0 2 1.1% 0.0%
Mental Health Detention 42 36 30 108 100.0% 1.47%
|FEMALE 17 14 8 39 36.1% 0.53%
|MALE 25 22 22 69 63.9% 0.94%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
No Further Action 276 272 260 808 100.0% 11.0%
|FEMALE 29 41 41 111 13.7% 1.5%
MALE 246 230 218 694 85.9% 9.4%
UNKNOWN 1 1 1 3 ) 0.4% 0.0%
Released per PC 849(b) 69 69 96 - 234 100.0% 3.2%
FEMALE 9 18 18 45 19.2% 0.6%
MALE 60 51 78 189 80.8% 2.6%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
RWS Arrest 15 7 31 53 100.0% 0.7%
FEMALE 3 0 4 7 13.2% 0.1%
MALE 12 7 26 45 84.9% 0.6%
UNKNOWN ' 0 0 1 1 1.9% 0.0%
Warning 706 821 789 2,316 100.0% 31.4%
FEMALE 104 92 129 325 14.0% 4.4%
MALE 602 726 655 1,983 85.6% 26.9%
UNKNOWN 0 3 5 8 0.3% 0.1%
TOTAL | 2392 | 2509 | 2470 | 73712 | - | 100.0%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY GENDER FOR DETENTION‘S Contd

DISPOSITION of Dlspatched Detentlons

BY GENDER

October 1- Deconber a1 2017

% of

: S % of Grand
DESCRIPTION OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER |  Total-Q4 | Category ‘Total
Citation 228 208 247 683 100.0% 9.1%
FEMALE 42 59 73 174 25.5% 2.3%
MALE 183 148 173 504 73.8% 6.7%
UNKNOWN 3 1 1 S 0.7% 0.1%
Field Interview 71 60 87 218 100.0% 2.9%
FEMALE 25 12 15 52 23.9% 0.7%
MALE 46 48 72 166 76.1% 2.2%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
In Custody Arrest 524 476 464 1,464 100.0% 19.6%
FEMALE 96 102 83 281 19.2% 3.8%
MALE 427 373 379 1,179 80.5% 15.8%
UNKNOWN 1 1 2 4 0.3% 0.1%
Incident Report 117 99 137 353 100.0% 4.7%
FEMALE 49 25 47 121 34.3% 1.6%
MALE 68 74 90 232 65.7% 3.1%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Mental Health Detention 238 237 239 714 100.0% 9.6%
FEMALE 80 79 86 245 34.3% 3.3%
MALE 157 156 153 466 65.3% 6.2%
UNKNOWN 1 2 0 3 0.4% 0.0%
No Further Action 590 522 578 1,690 100.0% 22.6%
FEMALE 136 123 137 396 23.4% 5.3%
MALE 452 399 440 1,291 76.4% 17.3%
UNKNOWN 2 0 1 3 0.2% 0.0%
Released per PC 849(b) 157 174 180 511 100.0% 6.8%
FEMALE 40 26 41 107 20.9% 1.4%
MALE 117 148 139 404 79.1% 5.4%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
RWS Arrest 58 42 43 143 100.0% 1.9%
FEMALE 11 4 7 22 15.4% 0.3%
MALE 47 38 36 121 84.6% 1.6%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Warning 558 496 640 1,694 100.0% 22.7%
FEMALE 111 100 124 335 19.8% 4.5%
MALE 446 392 516 1,354 79.9% 18.1%
UNKNOWN 1 4 0 5 0.3% 0.1%
TOTAL 2,541 2,314 2,615 7,470 - 100.0%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.




TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY GENDER FOR DETENTIONS, Contd.

Citation Field Interview In Custody Arrest
90.0% e 90.0% N
100.0% -
80.0% 80.0%
90.03%
70.0% 70.0% 80.0%
70.0%
60.0% .___ 60.0%
60.0%
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40.0% 40.0% 40.0% .
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30.0% 30.0%
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20.0% 20.0%
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10.0% — 10.0% 0.0%
FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN
0.0% - K N — 0.0% - PR S
FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN
Sdf-Initated 7 Dispatched %Sdf-Initated & Dispatched #sdf-initated € Dispatched
Incident Report Mental Health Detention No Further Action
8005 e T0.0F e e 100.0% e e e
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30.0%
20.0%
200% 0 L
10.0% 10.0%
00% ____ I e e . .. S 0.0% L - 0.0%
FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN MALE UNKNOWN FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN
k:Sdf-Initated . Dispatched uSdfdnitated  1%Dispatched « Self-Initated  ='Dispatched
RWS Arrest Warnin
Released per PC 849(b) 8
90.0% 90.0% 90.0%
80.0% - . & M P e 80.0%
70.0% 70.0% 70.0%
60.0% - 60.0% i 60.0%
50.0% - 50.0% 50.0%
40.0% - 40.0% 40.0%
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Note: RWS=Release When Sober




SEC. 96A.3(d) REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY

REASONS by Race/Ethnicity for Self—lmtlated Detentlons
October 1- December 31,2017

%of

% of Grand

DESCRIPTION OCTOBER NOVEMBER * DECEMBER Total- Q4 Category. Total
Consensual Encounter 106 143 167 416 100.0% 5.6%
Asian or Pacific Islander 5 11 4 20 4.8% 0.3%
Black 28 50 47 125 30.0% 1.7%
Hispanic 11 19 15 45 10.8% 0.6%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 59 61 96 216 51.9% 2.9%
Unknown 3 2 5 10 2.4% 0.1%
Mental Health Evaluation 56 52 65 173 100.0% 2.3%
Asian or Pacific Islander 4 4 2 10 5.8% 0.1%
Black 13 20 25 58 33.5% 0.8%
Hispanic 5 4 6 15 8.7% 0.2%
Native American 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 32 20 30 82 47.4% 1.1%
Unknown 2 4 2 8 4.6% 0.1%
Probable Cause 1,457 1,491 1,417 4,365 100.0% 59.2%
Asian or Pacific Islander 74 37 60 171 3.9% 2.3%
Black 517 531 509 1,557 35.7% 21.1%
Hispanic 194 237 220 651 14.9% 8.8%
Native American 5 5 5 15 0.3% 0.2%
White 584 613 565 1,762 40.4% 23.9%
Unknown 83 68 58 209 4.8% 2.8%
Probation or Parole 63 61 38 162 100.0% 2.2%
Asian or Pacific Islander 3 3 1 7 4.3% 0.1%
Black 23 31 17 71 43.8% 1.0%
Hispanic 15 10 4 29 17.9% 0.4%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 21 16 14 51 31.5% 0.7%
Unknown 1 1 2 4 2.5% 0.1%
Reasonable Suspicion 523 528 464 1,515 100.0% 20.6%
Asian or Pacific Islander 11 20 19 50 3.3% 0.7%
Black 170 156 146 472 31.2% 6.4%
Hispanic 96 98 80 274 18.1% 3.7%
Native American 0 2 0 2 0.1% 0.0%
White 210 224 190 624 41.2% 8.5%
Unknown 36 28 29 93 6.1% 1.3%
Traffic Violation 265 234 241 740 100.0% 10.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 10 6 13 29 3.9% 0.4%
Black 103 82 79 264 35.7% 3.6%
Hispanic 47 29 31 107 14.5% 1.5%
Native American 1 0 0 1 0.1% 0.0%
White 86 106 100 292 39.5% 4.0%
Unknown 18 11 18 47 6.4% 0.6%
TOTAL 2,470 2,509 2,392 7,371 - 100%"

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.




REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY RACE/ETHNIC!TY Contd

REASONS by Race/Ethmcnty for Dlspatched Detentlons
.October 1-December31,2017 - -

: %of

%ofGrand

DESCRIPTION' : /OCTOBER: - NOVEMBER - ' DECEMBER “'Total - Q4 Categorv : Total
Consensual Encounter 72 61 98 231 100.0% 3.1%
Asian or Pacific Islander 11 7 2 20 8.7% 0.3%
Black 18 11 25 54 23.4% 0.7%
Hispanic 7 9 20 36 15.6% 0.5%
[Native American 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 31 27 47 105 45.5% 1.4%
Unknown 5 7 4 16 6.9% 0.2%
Mental Health Evaluation 321 298 314 933 100.0% 12.5%
Asian or Pacific Islander 32 32 27 91 9.8% 1.2%
Black 83 77 71 231 24.8% 3.1%
Hispanic 37 25 38 100 10.7% 1.3%
Native American 4 2 0 6 0.6% 0.1%
White 151 144 164 459 49.2% 6.1%
Unknown 14 18 14 46 4.9% 0.6%
Probable Cause 1,269 1,160 1,226 3,655 100.0% 48.9%
Asian or Pacific Islander 68 74 86 228 6.2% 3.1%
Black 452 392 429 1,273 34.8% 17.0%
Hispanic 201 176 186 563 15.4% 7.5%
Native American 2 3 2 7 0.2% 0.1%
White 485 454 458 1,397 38.2% 18.7%
Unknown 61 61 65 187 5.1% 2.5%
Probation or Parole 17 11 6 34 100.0% 0.5%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Black 5 8 2 15 44.1% 0.2%
Hispanic 3 1 0 4 11.8% 0.1%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 8 1 4 13 38.2% 0.2%
Unknown 1 1 0 2 5.9% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion 920 766 890 2,576 100.0% 34.5%
|Asian or Pacific Islander 52 51 63 166 6.4% 2.2% |
|Black 322 237 301 860 33.4% 11.5% |
[Hispanic 141 121 153 415 16.1% 56% |
[Native American 2 1 1 4 0.2% 0.1% |
[White 361 313 326 1,000 38.8% 13.4% |
Unknown 42 43 46 131 5.1% 1.8%
Traffic Violation 16 18 7 41 100.0% 0.5%
|Asian or Pacificlslander 4 3 1 8 19.5% 0.1%
Black 2 7 3 12 29.3% 0.2%
Hispanic 2 2 0 4 9.8% 0.1%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 6 6 3 15 36.6% 0.2%
Unknown 2 0 0 2 4.9% 0.0%
TOTAL 2,615 2,314; 2,541 127,870 SER -100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY, Contd.

Consensual Encounter Mental Health Evaluation
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SEC. 96A.3(d) REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY AGE

October1- Decembe 1 201

REASONS by Age for Self-Initiated Detentnon i

o e - - %of % of Grand
DESCRIPTION:" OCTOBER - NOVEMBER DECEMBER Total-Q4 | Category | Total
Consensual Encounter 106 143 167 416 100.0% 5.6%
[Under 18 1 3 4 8 1.9% 0.1%
|18-29 34 38 48 120 28.8% 1.6%
{30-39 25 38 40 103 24.8% 1.4%
|40-49 26 31 34 91 21.9% 1.2%
|s0-59 12 17 30 59 14.2% 0.8%
60+ 8 16 11 35 8.4% 0.5%
Mental Health Evaluation 56 52 65 173 100.0% 2.3%
]Under 18 1 1 0 2 1.2% 0.0%
|18-29 10 10 12 32 18.5% 0.4%
[30-39 17 16 23 56 32.4% 0.8%
40-49 17 16 12 45 26.0% 0.6%
50-59 3 4 14 21 12.1% 0.3%
60+ 8 5 4 17 9.8% 0.2%
Probable Cause 1,457 1,491 1,417 4,365 100.0% 59.2%
Under 18 27 19 19 65 1.5% 0.9%
18-29 378 411 352 1,141 26.1% 15.5%
30-39 399 425 385 1,209 27.7% 16.4%
40-49 284 302 287 873 20.0% 11.8%
50-59 260 236 273 769 17.6% 10.4%
60+ 109 98 101 308 7.1% 4.2%
Probation or Parole 63 61 38 162 100.0% 2.2%
Under 18 | 1 1 0 2 1.2% 0.0%
18-29 | 23 28 18 69 42.6% 0.9%
30-39 | 20 14 9 43 26.5% 0.6%
40-49 | 10 8 9 27 16.7% 0.4%
50-59 ] 7 8 2 17 10.5% 0.2%
60+ 2 2 0 4 2.5% 0.1%
Reasonable Suspicion 523 528 464 1,515 100.0% 20.6%
Under 18 | 7 9 4 20 1.3% 0.3%
18-29 184 157 166 507 33.5% 6.9%
30-39 147 179 122 448 29.6% 6.1%
40-49 96 102 92 290 19.1% 3.9%
50-59 66 58 66 190 12.5% 2.6%
60+ 23 23 14 60 4,0% 0.8%
Traffic Violation 265 234 241 740 100.0% 10.0%
Under 18 7 2 4 13 1.8% 0.2%
18-29 94 78 74 246 33.2% 3.3%
30-39 71 69 67 207 28.0% 2.8%
40-49 43 41 44 128 17.3% 1.7%
50-59 35 27 35 97 13.1% 1.3%
60+ 15 17 17 49 6.6% 0.7%
TOTAL 2,470, 12,509 2,392 72,3711 Lt 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY AGE Centd.

REASONS by Age for Dlspatched Detentuons

|October 1- December 31, 2017 .. . . ‘
: . : : : % of % of Grand
DESCRIPTION “OCTOBER ' |- NOVEMBER DECEMBER = |- Total -Q4 Category Total
Consensual Encounter 72 61 98 231 100.0% 3.1%
Under 18 3 4 12 19 8.2% 0.3%
18-29 12 21 18 51 22.1% 0.7%
30-39 16 19 19 54 23.4% 0.7%
40-49 11 7 29 47 20.3% 0.6%
50-59 19 6 15 40 17.3% 0.5%
60+ 11 4 5 20 8.7% 0.3%
Mental Health Evaluation 321 298 314 933 100.0% 12.5%
Under 18 11 6 5 22 2.4% 0.3%
18-29 72 81 74 227 24.3% 3.0%
30-39 82 76 88 246 26.4% 3.3%
40-49 74 57 70 201 21.5% 2.7%
50-59 54 57 49 160 17.1% 2.1%
60+ 28 21 28 77 8.3% 1.0%
Probable Cause 1,269 1,160 1,226 3,655 100.0% 48.9%
Under 18 55 40 51 146 4.0% 2.0%
18-29 360 341 371 1,072 29.3% 14.4%
30-39 382 332 370 1,084 29.7% 14.5%
40-49 229 216 206 651 17.8% 8.7%
50-59 193 164 166 523 14.3% 7.0%
60+ 50 67 62 179 4.9% 2.4%
Probation or Parole 17 11 6 34 100.0% 0.5%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
18-29 6 4 1 11 32.4% 0.1%
30-39 6 2 1 9 26.5% 0.1%
40-49 4 3 0 7 20.6% 0.1%
50-59 1 1 2 4 11.8% 0.1%
60+ 0 1 2 3 8.8% 0.0%
|Reasonable Suspicion 920 766 890 2,576 100.0% 34.5%
Under 18 28 21 26 75 2.9% 1.0%
18-29 213 206 237 656 25.5% 8.8%
30-39 278 236 282 796 30.9% 10.7%
40-49 217 157 183 557 21.6% 7.5%
50-59 142 105 128 375 14.6% 5.0%
60+ 42 41 34 117 4.5% 1.6%
Traffic Violation 16 18 7 41 100.0% 0.5%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
18-29 6 7 2 15 36.6% 0.2%
30-39 3 2 3 8 19.5% 0.1%
40-49 0 4 0 4 9.8% 0.1%
50-59 4 3 1 8 19.5% 0.1%
60+ 3 2 1 6 14.6% 0.1%
TOTAL +2,615 2,314 2,541 7,470 - 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY AGE, Centd.

Consensual Encounter Mental Health Evaluation
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SEC. 96A.3(d) REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY GENDER

October 1 - December 31, 2017

REASONS by Genderfor Self-Initiated Detentions

% of

% of Grand

DESCRIPTION: OCTOBER: NOVEMVBER DECEMBER Total - Q4. : i Category. ‘Total
Consensual Encounter 167 143 106 416 100.0% 5.6%
FEMALE 23 23 18 64 15.4% 0.9%
MALE 144 120 87 351 84.4% 4.8%
UNKNOWN 0 0 1 1 0.2% 0.01%
Mental Health Evaluation 65 52 56 173 100.0% 2.3%
FEMALE 17 14 9 40 23.1% 0.54%
MALE 48 38 47 133 76.9% 1.80%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probable Cause 1,417 1,491 1,457 4,365 100.0% 59.2%
FEMALE 221 233 239 693 15.9% 9.4%
MALE 1,194 1,249 1,213 3,656 83.8% 49.6%
UNKNOWN 2 9 5 16 0.4% 0.2%
Probation or Parole 38 61 63 162 100.0% 2.2%
FEMALE 4 10 8 22 13.6% 0.3%
MALE 34 51 54 139 85.8% 1.9%
UNKNOWN 0 0 1 1 0.6% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion 464 528 523 1,515 100.0% 20.6%
FEMALE 67 77 93 237 15.6% 3.2%
MALE 393 450 426 1,269 83.8% 17.2%
UNKNOWN 4 1 4 9 0.6% 0.12%
Traffic Violation 241 234 265 740 100.0% 10.0%
FEMALE 30 37 41 108 14.6% 1.5%
MALE 210 197 223 630 85.1% 8.5%
UNKNOWN 1 0 1 2 0.3% 0.0%
TOTAL 2,392 2,509 2,470 17,3711 - 1100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY GENDER Cont

REASONS byGenderfor Dlspatched Detentlons
October 1 December 31, 2017 -

DESVCRIPTION‘ f-\j:l' | OCTOBER /| NOVEMBER | DECEMBER |  Total-Q4 “Category | ‘Total
Consensual Encounter 98 61 72 231 100.0% 3.09%
FEMALE 27 13 23 63 27.3% 0.84%
MALE 70 48 49 167 72.3% 2.24%
UNKNOWN 1 0 0 1 0.4% 0.01%
Mental Health Evaluation 314 298 321 933 100.0% 12.49%
FEMALE 107 97 99 303 32.5% 4.06%
MALE 206 199 221 626 67.1% 8.38%
UNKNOWN 1 2 1 4 0.4% 0.05%
Probable Cause 1,226 1,160 1,269 3,655 100.0% 48.93%
FEMALE 272 246 293 811 22.2% 10.86%
MALE 951 910 973 2,834 77.5% 37.94%
UNKNOWN 3 4 3 10 0.3% 0.13%
Probation or Parole 6 11 17 34 100.0% 0.46%
FEMALE 0 5 4 9 26.5% 0.12%
MALE 6 6 13 25 73.5% 0.33%
UNKNOWN 0 0 ’ 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
Reasonable Suspicion 890 766 920 2,576 100.0% 34.48%
FEMALE 182 161 189 532 20.7% 7.12%
MALE 705 ) 603 731 2,039 79.2% 27.30%
UNKNOWN 3 2 0 5 0.2% 0.07%
Traffic Violation 7 18 16 41 100.0% 0.55%
FEMALE 2 8 5 15 36.6% 0.20%
MALE 5 10 11 26 63.4% 0.35%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
TOTAL: i 2541 |f 2314 | 2615 | 7470 |0 -] 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR DETENTIONS BY GENDER, Centd.

Consensual Encounter
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TRAFFIC STOPS

SEC. 96A.3.(a)(7) THE DATA FOR ENCOUNTERS REQUIRED TO BE REPORTED BY
THIS SUBSECTION (a) SHALL BE REPORTED SEPARATELY FOR DETENTIONS AND

TRAFFIC STOPS.
TOTAL ENCOUNTERS - ~ 37916Total Encounters
0ctober1 December 31, 2017 - .. : -
Encounters Descrlptlon . OCT. 'NOV DEC Total % of Total.
L ~ o “Encounters
Detentlons = Self-Initiated Activity 2,470 2,509 2,392 7,371 19.4%
Detentions - Dis‘oatc'hed Call | 2615 2,314 2,541 7,470 19.7%
Total Detentions , 5085| 4,823| 4933| 14841| 39.1%
Traffic Stops - Self—lnltlatedActlwty 6,635 7,343 7,965 21,943 57.9%
E ic Stops - Dlspatched Cali 377 376 1,132 3.0%
‘ : 341 | 23075| 60.9%

al Traffic Stops

. 7% of the 23,075 Traffic Stops were passengers.

70.0%

60.0%

Total Encounters

October 1 - December 31, 2017

50.0% -~

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0% -

0.0%

Detentions

EiSelf-Initiated i Dispatched

Traffic Stops

*PDetention: An interaction between an officer and an individual in which the officer detains the individual.

*Traffic Stop: An interaction between an officer and an individual driving a vehicle, in which the Officer
orders the individual to stop the vehicle. Bicyclists are also included here. Passengers may or may not be the

subject of interaction.



SEC. 96A.3 () (2) TOTAL TRAFFIC STOPS BY RACE/ETHNICITY
TRAFFIC STOPS by Race/ Ethmcuty Self-lmtnated ‘ “

Octoberl December 31,2017 , - , . , .
RACE OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 % of Total
Asian or Pacific Islander 962 1,147 1,155 3,264 14.9%
Black 1,418 1,522 1,673 4,613 21.0%
Hispanic 1,068 1,091 1,202 3,361 15.3%
Native American 15 23 13 51 0.2%
White 2,194 2,452 2,688 7,334 33.4%
Unknown 978 1,108 1,234 3,320 15.1%
Total . L k 6,635 7,343 7,965 021,943 ‘ . 100.0%',

TTRAFFIC STOPS by Race/Ethmcnty Dlspatched

Octoberl December31 2017 ~ .-~ = =~ -
RACE L OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER Total - Q4 % of Total

Asian or Pacific Islander 40 37 40 117 10.3%
Black 116 89 119 324 28.6%
Hispanic 75 90 90 255 22.5%
Native American 1 0 0 1 0.1%

White 116 133 101 350 30.9%
Unknown 31 28 26 85 7.5%

Total ShE : - .379 377 | 376 1,132 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to roundlng

Self-Initiated and Dispatched Traffic Stops
by Race/Ethnicity
October 1 - December 31, 2017

40.0%
35.0%
30.0% -
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15.0%
10.0% - ‘ t ,
se% — b B -
i | i

0.0% e :
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (2) TOTAL TRAFFIC STOPS BY AGE

;TRAFFICSTOPS byAge Self—lnltlated‘f -
‘October 1 December 31 2017

NOVEMBER

'DECEMBER

.. Total-Q4

% of Total

AGE OCTOBER

Under 18 69 43 55 167 0.8%
18-29 2,355 2,419 2,526 7,300 33.3%
30-39 1,690 1,958 2,143 5,791 26.4%
40-49 1,159 1,425 1,505 4,089 18.6%
50-59 857 924 1,080 2,861 13.0%
60+ 505 574 656 1,735 7.9%
Total 6,635 7,343 7965 | 21,983 . 100.0%

};TRAFFIC STOPS by Ag Dlspatched
| October 1 December 31,2017

- NOVEMBER . |

DECEMBER |

Total-Q4

 %ofTotal

AGE _ OCTOBER

Under 18 14 7 12 33 2.9%
18-29 125 126 107 358 31.6%
30-39 110 89 103 302 26.7%
40-49 58 70 77 205 18.1%
50-59 50 57 47 154 13.6%
60+ 22 28 30 80 7.1%
Total 379 . 377 376 | 1,132 | 1000%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to roundlng

Self-Initiated and Dispatched Traffic Stops

by Age
October 1 - December 31, 2017
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (2) TOTAL TRAFFIC STOPS BY GENDER

IT_RAFFIC STOPS by Gender Self—lmtlated =
October 1 - December 31, 2017 ‘ . . .
| GENDER OCTOBER - NOVEMBER DECEMBER Total - Q4 % of Total
FEMALE 1,570 1,824 1,991 5,385 24.5%
MALE 5,058 5,504 5,960 16,522 75.3%
UNKNOWN 7 15 14 36 0.2%
Total 6,635 7,343 7,965 21,943 100.0%
TRAFFIC STOPS by Gender - Dlspatched _|
October 1 - December 31, 2017 . - -
GENDER OCTOBER ' NOVEMBER e DECEMBER Total- Q4 % of Total
FEMALE 93 88 96 277 24.5%
MALE 285 288 280 853 75.4%
UNKNOWN 1 1 0 2 0.2%
Total : 379 377 376 1,132 100.0%
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
Self-Initiated and Dispatched Traffic Stops
by Gender
October 1 - December 31, 2017
80.0%
70.0% E
60.0%
50.0% - -
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0.0% N
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& Self-Initiated Dispatched
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (3) TOTAL SEARCHES PERFORMED BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR

TRAFFIC STOPS

,:~Total Searches Performed By Race/Ethnluty,For SeIf-lnltlated Traff‘ ic Stops -

Total Searches Performed By Race/Ethnicity For Dispatched Traffic Stoy
_October 1 - December 31, 2017

i‘October 1- December 31 2017,

‘R‘ACE' : - OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | %ofTotal
Asian or Pacific Islander 41 33 28 102 4.4%
Black 377 409 477 1,263 54.0%
Hispanic 182 139 146 467 20.0%
Native American 1 1 2 4 0.2%
White 115 107 138 360 15.4%
Unknown 38 42 63 143 6.1%
Total 754 731 | 8a | 2339 | 1000%

49

RACE . _OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | %ofTotal
Asian or Pacific Islander 14 12 15 41 8.9%
Black 58 51 61 170 37.0%
Hispanic 30 43 42 115 25.1%
Native American 1 0 0 1 0.2%
White 36 44 29 109 23.7%
Unknown 7 9 7 23 5.0%
Total \ 146 159 154 . 459 - 100.0%
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
Self-Initiated and Dispatched Traffic Stops
Total Searches Performed By Race/Ethnicity
October 1 - December 31, 2017
50.0%
PN T J—
30.0% ]
20.0% ‘!
10.0%
0.0% , . ' 3 L
Asian or Pacific Black Rispanic Mative American White Unknown
Islander :
@ Sel-tnitiated = Dispatched




SEC. 96A.3 (a) (3) TOTAL SEARCHES PERFORMED BY AGE FOR TRAFFIC STOPS

Total Searches Performed By Age For Self-lnltlated Trafflc Stops .
October 1 - December 31 2017, '

AGE 'OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER "Total Q4 % of Total
Under 18 26 18 24 68 2.9%
18-29 417 384 438 1,239 53.0%
30-39 173 196 217 586 25.1%
40-49 86 85 117 288 12.3%
50-59 44 39 44 127 5.4%
60+ 8 9 14 31 1.3%
Total 754 73 854 2,339 . 100.0%
'Total Searches Performed By Age For Dlspatched Trafflc Stops : 4‘
October 1- Derember 31,2017 -
AGE ~ OCTOBER NOVEMBER | DECEMBER Total - Q4 % of Total
Under 18 8 6 10 24 5.2%
18-29 54 62 54 170 37.0%
30-39 45 32 40 117 25.5%
40-49 21 32 27 80 17.4%
50-59 12 23 13 48 10.5%
60+ 6 4 10 20 4.4%
Total 146 159 154 459 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to roundlng
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (3) TOTAL SEARCHES PERFORMED BY GENDER FOR TRAFFIC STOPS

GENDER ‘

. NOVEMBER

Total Searches Performed By Gender For Self—lnltlated Traff‘ c Stops ‘
October 1- December 31, 2017 .

_ DECEMBER

 Total-Q4

% of Total

OCTOBER

FEMALE 112 113 119 344 14.7%
MALE 640 618 732 1,990 85.1%
UNKNOWN 2 0 3 5 0.2%
Total 754 731 854 2,339 100.0%

Total Searches Performed By Gender For Dispat

|October 1 - December 31, 2017

GENDER _OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | %ofTotal
FEMALE 2 29 28 79 17.2%
MALE 124 129 126 379 82.6%
UNKNOWN 0 1 0 1 0.2%
Total 146 159 154 459 - 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (4) TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED FOR TRAFFIC
STOPS

Types of Search Performed - Self—lnltlated Trafflc Stops ;
October 1- December 31, 2017 . ; . ~ . .
STOP SEARCH DESCRIPTION : OCTOBER NOVEMBER | DECEMBER Total - Q4 % of Total

Search Incident to Arrest 138 135 147 420 18.0%
Vehicle Inventory 83 102 67 252 10.8%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 149 132 187 468 20.0%
Search with consent 56 49 73 178 7.6%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 229 215 265 709 30.3%
Probable Cause Search 99 98 115 312 13.3%
Total 754 731 854 2,339 | 100.0%

rypes of Search Performed - Dlspatched Trafflc Stops
ctoberi- December31 2017 . , - - - , -
STOP SEARCH DESCRIPTION o : OCTOBER NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total- Q4 % of Total

Search Incident to Arrest 61 65 68 194 42.3%
Vehicle Inventory 5 20 4 29 6.3%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 56 55 67 178 38.8%
Search with consent 3 2 4 9 2.0%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 10 13 8 31 6.8%
Probable Cause Search 11 4 3 18 3.9%
Total e ' . 48 159 154 459 | 100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.

Types of Search Performed - Traffic Stops Resulting in Searches
October 1 - December 31, 2017
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (5§) TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED, BY
RACE/ETHNICITY FOR ALL TRAFFIC STOPS

SEARCHES by Race/Ethnicity

Search Incident to Arrest 138 135 147 420 100.0% 18.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 8 8 6 22 5.2% 0.9%
Black 59 66 78 203 48.3% 8.7%
Hispanic 35 20 22 77 18.3% 3.3%
Native American 0 1 0 1 0.2% 0.0%
White 30 34 36 100 23.8% 4.3%
Unknown 6 6 5 17 4.0% 0.7%

Vehicle Inventory 83 102 67 252 100.0% 10.8%
Asian or PacificIslander 4 3 1 8 3.2% 0.3%

| Black 33 58 31 122 48.4% 5.2%
| Hispanic 29 23 17 69 27.4% 2.9%

| Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 16 13 15 44 17.5% 1.9%
Unknown 1 5 3 9 3.6% 0.4%

Reasonable Suspicion to Search 149 132 187 463 100.0% 20.0%

| Asian or Pacific Islander 3 7 7 17 3.6% 0.7%

| Black 70 73 95 238 50.9% 10.2%

| Hispanic 38 20 40 98 20.9% 4.2%

| Native American 0 0 2 2 0.4% 0.1%
White 28 25 33 86 18.4% 3.7%
Unknown 10 7 10 27 5.8% 1.2%

Search with consent 56 49 73 178 100.0% 7.6%

| Asian or Pacific Islander 1 2 2 5 2.8% 0.2%

l Black 30 19 36 85 47.8% 3.6%

| Hispanic 13 19 12 a4 24.7% 1.9%

[ Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

| White 12 1 15 28 15.7% 1.2%
Unknown 0 8 8 16 9.0% 0.7%

Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 229 215 265 709 100.0% 30.3%

| Asian or Pacific Islander 12 7 12 31 4.4% 1.3%

| Black 137 140 177 454 64.0% | 19.4%
Hispanic 42 31 26 99 14.0% 4.2%
Native American 1 0 0 1 0.1% 0.0%
White 24 27 29 80 11.3% 3.4%
Unknown 13 10 21 44 6.2% 1.9%

Probable Cause Search 99 98 115 312 100.0% 13.3%
Asian or Pacific Islander 13 6 0 19 6.1% 0.8% |
Black 48 53 60 161 51.6% 6.9%
Hispanic 25 26 29 80 25.6% 3.4%
Native American 0 0 0 0 - 0.0% 0.0%
White 5 7 10 22 7.1% 0.9%
Unknown 8 6 16 30 . 9.6% 1.3%

GrandTotal .. = 1 9754 |:& 731 84 | 2339 |- ] 1000%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED, BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR ALL
TRAFFIC STOPS, Contd.

SEARCHES by Race/Ethnlcnty for Dispatched Trafflc Stops
October 1- December 31,2017 ; '

] : - ‘ : '{ - ’ . V . | - ,%Of % of Grand
DESCRIPTION , | ocroBer | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | Category | Total
Search Inc.i.c-lent to Arrest 61 65 68 194 100.0% 42.3%

Asian or Pacificlslander 5 5 8 18 9.3% 3.9%
Black 17 20 22 59 30.4% 12.9%
Hispanic 22 13 18 53 27.3% 11.5%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 14 20 15 49 25.3% 10.7%
Unknown 3 7 5 15 7.7% 3.3%

Vehicle Inventory 5 20 4 29 100.0% 6.3%

Asian or PacificIslander 0 3 2 5 17.2% 1.1%
Black 2 6 1 9 31.0% 2.0%
Hispanic 0 7 0 7 24.1% 1.5%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 3 4 1 8 27.6% 1.7%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 56 55 67 178 100.0% 38.8%
Asian or Pacific Islander 8 4 4 16 9.0% 3.5%
Black 20 17 32 69 38.8% 15.0%
Hispanic 8 17 19 44 24.7% 9.6%
Native American 1 0 0 1 0.6% 0.2%
White 17 15 10 42 23.6% 9.2%
Unknown 2 2 2 6 3.4% 1.3%
Search with consent 3 2 4 9 100.0% 2.0%
Asian or Pacificlslander 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Black 1 0 2 3 33.3% 0.7%
Hispanic 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 2 2 2 6 66.7% 1.3%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition| 10 13 8 31 100.0% 6.8%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 1 1 3.2% 0.2%
Black 8 5 2 15 48.4% 3.3%
Hispanic 0 5 4 9 29.0% 2.0%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 0 3 1 4 12.9% 0.9%
Unknown 2 0 0 2 6.5% 0.4%
Probable Cause Search 11 4 3 18 100.0% 3.9%
Asian or Pacificlslander 1 0 0 1 5.6% 0.2%
Black 10 3 2 15 83.3% 3.3%
Hispanic 0 1 1 2 11.1% 0.4%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Grand Total 146 159 154 459 - 1100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED, BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR ALL
TRAFFIC STOPS, Centd.

i Search incidentto Arrest Vehicle Inventory
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (5) TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY AGE FOR
ALL TRAFFIC STOPS

SEARCHES by Age for Self—tnltlated Traffic Stops -
October1- December 31 2017 , -
‘ ' | ' - _%of | %ofGrand
DESCRIPTION | OCTOBER | NOVEMBER DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | Category Total -
Search Incident to Arrest T 138 135 147 420 100.0% 18.0%
Under 18 10 3 6 19 4.5% 0.8%
18-29 64 55 59 178 42.4% 7.6%
30-39 30 47 53 130 31.0% 5.6%
40-49 23 20 22 65 15.5% 2.8%
50-59 9 9 7 25 6.0% 1.1%
60+ 2 1 0 3 0.7% 0.1%
Vehicle Inventory 83 102 67 252 100.0% 10.8%
Under 18 1 4 0 5 2.0% 0.2%
18-29 44 63 32 139 55.2% 5.9%
30-39 17 15 17 49 19.4% 2.1%
40-49 12 11 8 31 12.3% 1.3%
50-59 7 8 6 21 8.3% 0.9%
60+ 2 1 4 7 2.8% 0.3%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 149 132 187 468 100.0% 20.0%
Under 18 3 6 9 18 3.8% 0.8%
18-29 75 65 81 221 47.2% 9.4%
30-39 44 35 42 121 25.9% 5.2%
40-49 16 16 31 63 13.5% 2.7%
50-59 10 8 16 34 7.3% 1.5%
60+ 1 2 8 11 2.4% 0.5%
Search with consent 56 49 73 178 100.0% 7.6%
Under 18 3 3 1 7 3.9% 0.3%
18-29 29 24 a4 97 54.5% 4.1%
30-39 15 15 17 47 26.4% 2.0%
40-49 7 4 7 18 10.1% 0.8%
50-59 2 3 4 9 5.1% 0.4%
60+ 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 229 215 265 709 100.0% 30.3%
Under 18 3 1 3 7 1.0% 0.3%
18-29 129 114 138 381 53.7% 16.3%
30-39 58 58 70 186 26.2% 8.0%
40-49 23 30 42 95 13.4% 4.1%
50-59 13 8 10 31 4.4% 1.3%
60+ 3 4 2 9 1.3% 0.4%
Probable Cause Search 99 98 115 312 100.0% 13.3%
Under 18 6 1 5 12 3.8% 0.5%
18-29 76 63 84 223 71.5% 9.5%
30-39 9 26 18 53 17.0% 2.3%
40-49 5 4 7 16 5.1% 0.7%
50-59 3 1 7 2.2% 0.3%
60+ 0 1 0 1 0.3% 0.04%
Grand Total i 754 731 | 1854 2,339 e 100.0% -

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.



TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY AGE FOR ALL TRAFFIC

STOPS, Contd.

SEARCHES by Age foanspatched Trafflc Stops .

.Octoberl December31 2017

'OCTOBER |NOVEMBER

Category |

DECEMBER | Total-Q4

% ofGrand

DESCRIPTION , Total
Search Incndent to Arrest 61 65 68 194 100.0% 42.3%

| Under 18 1 1 3 5 2.6% 1.1%

| 18-29 21 23 24 68 35.1% 14.8%

| 30-39 22 16 18 56 28.9% 12.2%

| 40-49 9 10 12 31 16.0% 6.8%

| 50-59 6 14 4 24 12.4% 5.2%
60+ 2 1 7 10 5.2% 2.2%
Vehicle Inventory 5 20 4 29 100.0% 6.3%

| Under18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

| 18-29 3 5 2 10 34.5% 2.2%
30-39 1 4 0 5 17.2% 11%
40-49 0 8 1 9 31.0% 2.0%
50-59 1 2 1 4 13.8% 0.9%
60+ 0 1 0 1 3.4% 0.2%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 56 55 67 178 100.0% 38.8%
Under 18 4 4 7 15 8.4% 3.3%
18-29 18 25 23 66 37.1% 14.4%
30-39 17 10 17 44 24.7% 9.6%
40-49 10 9 11 30 16.9% 6.5%
50-59 5 5 6 16 9.0% 3.5%
60+ 2 2 3 7 3.9% 1.5%
Search with consent 3 2 . 4 9 100.0% 2.0%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
18-29 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
30-39 2 1 2 5 55.6% 11%
40-49 1 0 2 3 33.3% 0.7%
50-59 0 1 0 1 11.1% 0.2%
60+ 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 10 13 8 31 100.0% 6.8%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

| 18-29 5 7 4 16 51.6% 3.5%

| 30-39 3 1 3 7 22.6% 1.5%

| 40-49 1 4 0 5 16.1% 1.1%

| 50-59 0 1 1 2  6.5% 0.4%

| 60+ 1 0 0 1 3.2% 02% |

[Probable Cause Search 11 4 3 18 100.0% 3.9% |

| Underi8 3 1 0 4 22.2% 0.9% |

| 18-29 7 2 1 10 55.6% 2.2%
30-39 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
40-49 0 1 1 2 11.1% 0.4% |
50-59 0 0 1 1 5.6% 0.2%
60+ 1 0 0 1 . 5.6% 0.2%
Grand Total - 146 159 1S4 459 - s 1100.0%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY AGE FOR ALL TRAFFIC

STOPS, Contd.

Search Incident to Arrest

Vehicle Inventory
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (§) TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY GENDER FOR
ALL TRAFFIC STOPS

SEARCHES by Gender for Self-Initiated TrafficStops
October 1- December 31, 2017 .
. - e - \ 1 %of [|%ofGrand
DESCRPTION | OCTOBER |NOVEMBER| DECEMBER | Total-Qa | Category | Total
Search Incident to Arrest 138 135 147 420 100.0% 18.0%
FEMALE 27 28 20 75 17.9% 3.2%
[MALE © 111 107 . 125 343 81.7% 14.7%
UNKNOWN 0 0 2 2 0.5% 0.1%
Vehicle Inventory 83 102 67 252 100.0% 10.8%
I FEMALE 21 23 18 62 24.6% 2.7%
MALE 62 79 49 190 75.4% 8.1%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 149 132 187 468 100.0% 20.0%
FEMALE 21 16 27 64 13.7% 2.7%
MALE 128 116 160 404 86.3% 17.3%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0. 0 0.0% 0.0%
Search with consent 56 49 73 178 100.0% 7.6%
FEMALE ) 8 4 8 20 11.2% - 0.9%
MALE 48 45 65 158 88.8% . 6.8%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 229 215 265 709 100.0% ' 30.3%
FEMALE 16 25 28 69 9.7% 2.9%
MALE . 211 190 237 638 90.0% 27.3%
UNKNOWN 2 0 0 2 0.3% 0.1%
Probable Cause Search 99 98 115 312 100.0% 13.3%
FEMALE 19 17 18 54 17.3% 2.3%
MALE 80 81 96 257 82.4% 11.0%
UNKNOWN 0 0 1 1 0.3% 0.0%
GrandTotal = =~ om0 | 7131 | 84 | 2339 L 1100.00%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY GENDER FOR ALL TRAFFIC

STOPS, Contd.
SEARCHES by Gender for Dlspatched Traff ic Stops
Octoberl December31 2017 ~ ' ; , _

- - - - | %of %ofGrand
DESCRIPTION OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | Category | Total
Search Incident to Arrest 61 65 68 194 100.0% 42.3%
FEMALE 10 15 10 35 18.0% 7.6%
MALE 51 49 58 158 81.4% 34.4%
UNKNOWN 0 1 0 1 0.5% 0.2%
Vehicle Inventory 5 20 4 29 100.0% 6.3%
FEMALE 1 6 3 10 34.5% 2.2%
MALE 4 14 1 19 65.5% 4.1%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion to Search 56 55 67 178 100.0% 38.8%
FEMALE 10 5 12 27 15.2% 5.9%
MALE 46 50 55 151 84.8% 32.9%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Search with consent 3 2 4 9 100.0% 2.0%
FEMALE 0 0 1 1 - 11.1% 0.2%
MALE 3 2 3 8 88.9% 1.7%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probation/Parole/PRCS Search Condition 10 13 8 31 100.0% 6.8%
FEMALE 0 1 1 2 6.5% 0.4%
MALE 10 12 7 29 93.5% 6.3%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probable Cause Search 11 4 3 18 100.0% 3.9%
FEMALE 1 2 1 4 22.2% 0.9%
MALE 10 2 2 14 77.8% 3.1%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Grand Total 146 159 21547 459 i 100.00%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL FOR EACH TYPE OF SEARCH PERFORMED BY GENDER FOR ALL TRAFFIC
STOPS, Contd.
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (6) TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY RACE/ETHNICITY

[DISPOSITION of:Self-Initiated Traff'c Stops::
BY.RACE/ETHNCITY.
October1-December31,2017
, o L o %of - | % of Grand
Description: : OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total- Q4-| Category Total
Gtation 3,957 4,576 4,915 13,448 100% 61.3%
Asian or Pacific Islander 711 881 871 2,463 18% 11.2%
Black - 503 584 615 1,702 13% 7.8%
Hispanic 539 613 686 1,838 14% 8.4%
Native American 6 13 9 28 0% 0.1%
White 1,477 1,682 1,849 5,008 37% 22.8%
Unknown 721 803 885 2,409 18% 11.0%
Field Interview 44 43 71 158 100% U./%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1 2 2 5 3% 0.0%
Black 21 30 37 88 56% 0.4%
Hispanic 11 6 10 27 17% 0.1%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
White 11 4 19 34 22% __ 0.2%
Unknown 0 1 3 4 3% 0.070
In Custody Arrest 143 143 147 433 100% 2.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 9 9 10 28 6% 0.1%
Black 63 70 70 203 47% 0.9%
Hispanic 31 - 27 21 79 18% 0.4%
Native American 0 2 0 2 0% 0.0%
|White 29 27 41 97 22% 0.4%
Unknown 11 8 5 24 6% U.17
!lncident Report S5/ 50 46 153 100% 0.7%
{Asian or Pacific islander 3 4 0 7 5% 0.0%
1Black 28 21 21 70 46% 0.3%
{Hispanic 13 10 9 32 21% 0.1%
{Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
|White 12 12 11 35 23% 0.2%
{Unknown 1 3 5 3 6% 0.0%
|MentalHealth Detention 1 5 2 8 100% 0.0%
{Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
|Black 0 1 1 2 25% 0.0%
|Hispanic 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
|Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
|White 1 3 1 5 63% 0.0%
Unknown 0 1 0 1 13% U.U7%
lNo Further Action 238 253 323 814 100% 3.7%
{Asian or Pacific Islander 17 22 24 63 8% 0.3%
{Black 103 117 135 355 44% 1.6%
|Hispanic 59 31 58 148 18% 0.7%
{Native American 0 1 0 1 0% 0.0%
{White 46 65 83 194 24% 0.9%
Unknown 13 17 23 53 7% 0.270
eleased per. 40 64 43 148 100% 0.7%
jAsian or Pacific Islander 2 3 2 7 5% 0.0%
{Black 26 36 23 85 57% 0.4%
|Hispanic 6 12 7 25 17% 0.1%
[Native American 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
|White 4 12 11 27 18% 0.1%
|Unknown 2 1 1 4 3% 0.0%
|[Rws Arrest 2 0 2 4 100% 0.0%
|Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
|Black 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
|Hispanic 1 0 0 1 25% 0.0%
|Native American 1] 0 0 1] 0% 0.0%
|White 1 0 2 3 75% 0.0%
|Unknown 0 0 0 0 0% 0.0%
Warning 2,153 2,209 2,415 6,777 100% 30.9%
Asian or Pacific Islander 219 226 246 691 10% 3.1%
Black 674 663 771 2,108 31% 9.6%
Hispanic 408 392 411 1,211 18% 5.5%
Native American 9 7 4 20 0% 0.1%
White 613 647 671 1,931 28% 8.8%
Unknown 230 274 312 816 12% 3.7%
Total . : 6,635 7,343 77.7,965 21,943 - 100% -

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.



TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY RACE/ETHN[C[TY Centd.

DISPOSITION:OF Dlspatched Tra ic.Stops
BYRACE/ETHNCITY

0ct’ober 1- December 31, 2017
: S e , : e % of | % of Grand

Description [ OCTOBER ~[NOVEMBER| DECEMBER | Total - Q4 | Category Total
Citation 98 88 78 264 100.0% 23.32%
|Asian or Pacific Islander 19 12 16 47 17.8% 4.15%
|Black 20 21 15 56 21.2% 4.95%
Hispanic 17 24 16 57 21.6% 5.04%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
White 26 25 21 72 27.3% 6.36%
|Unknown 16 6 10 32 12.1% 2.83%
|Field Interview 3 6 8 17 100.0% 1.50%
|Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 1 5.9% 0.09%
|Black 2 2 2 6 35.3% 0.53%
|Hispanic 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
|Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
|White 0 3 6 9 52.9% 0.80%
|Unknown 0 1 0 1 59% 1 0.09%
|in Custody Arrest 67 74 63 204 100.0% | 18.02%
Asian or Pacific Islander 6 5 9 20 9.8% | 1.77%
Black 22 24 19 65 319% | 5.74%
Hispanic 21 17 18 56- 27.5% [  4.95%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 1 0.00%
White 15 24 12 51 25.0% [ 4.51%
Unknown 3 4 5 12 59% 1 1.06%
Incident Report 30 35 31 96 100.0% | 8.48%
Asian or Pacific Islander 3 5 3 11 115% 1|  0.97%
[Black 11 4 9 24 25.0% 1 2.12%
Hispanic 2 9 7 18 188% 1 1.59%
Native American 1 0 0 1 10% | 0.09%
White 12 15 12 39 40.6% | 3.45%
Unknown 1 2 0 3 ~ 31% | 027%
Mental Health Deténtion 10 12 12 34 100.0% | 3.00%
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 2 2 6 17.6% 1 0.53%
Black 2 4 6 12 353% [  1.06%
Hispanic 1 2 1 4 118% | 035%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% [ 0.00%
White 4 4 2 10 294% 1 0.88%
{Unknown 1 0 1 2 59% [ 0.18%
|No Further Action 83 68 71 222 100.0% | 19.61%
{Asian or Pacific Islander 0 5 5 10 45% 1 0.88%
|Black . 30 13 19 62 27.9% | 5.48%
|Hispanic 16 9 16 41 185% 1  3.62%
|Native American 0 0 0 0 00% T 0.00%
|White 32 37 23 92 414% | 813%
Unknown 5 4 8 17 1.7% 1.50%
Released per PC 849(b) 33 29 35 97 100.0% 8.57%
|Asian or Pacific Islander 4 3 2 9 9.3% 0.80%
|Black 16 7 22 45 46.4% 3.98%
|Hispanic 10 15 6 31 32.0% 2.74%
{Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
[White 3 4 3 10 10.3% 0.88%
|Unknown 0 0 2 2 2.1% 0.18%
|RWS Arrest 1 2 2 5 100.0% 0.44%
|Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
|Black 1 0 0 1 20.0% 0.09%
|Hispanic 0 1 1 2 40.0% 0.18%
|Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
White 0 0 1 1 20.0% 0.09%
Unknown 0 1 0 1 20.0% 0.09%
Warning 54 63 76 193 100.0% 17.05%
Asian or Pacific Islander 5 5 3 13 6.7% 1.15%
{Black 12 14 27 53 27.5% 4.68%
|Hispanic 8 13 25 46 23.8% 4.06%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
White 24 21 21 66 34.2% 5.83%
Unknown 5 10 0 15 7.8% 1.33%
Total: i S 50237950 :377 :376 1,132 e 100.00%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY RACE/ETHNICITY, Centd.

Citation

s Self-Initated 1 Dispatched

Field Interview

7S —.

¥ Self-Initated . & Dispatched

45%

In Custody Arrest

# Self-Initated i Dispatched

#Self-Initated & Dispatched

& Sedf-Initated = Dispatched

Incident Report Mental Health Detention No Further Action
50% 50%
45% 0% e = e a5%
40% 60% 40%
35% 35%
30% o 30%
25% 40%
20% 0%
15%
0%
103
5o 0%
% 0% N I 3 .
Asianor  Black  Hispanic Native  White Unknown
Pacific American
Islander
w5elf-Initated = Dispatched = Sdf-Initated & Dispatched & Self-Initated < Dispatched
Released per PC 849(b :
p (b) RWS Arrest Warning
70% - - — B0%, 40%
60% - 70% 5%
4 30%
50% | 60% . B
¢ . £
25% :
0% ! S0% ’
|
30 QO% e - -
20% 30%
0% - e I
[y | 10% ¢ A N
T — — - i
& | !
& [ SN N ] DU R
Asianor  Black Hispanic Native White Unknown
Pacific American
Istander

= Seff-Initated i Dispatched

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
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SEC. 96A.3 (2) (6) TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY AGE

Note:
Note:

DISPOSITION ofSelf-Inmated Traff' ic Stops
BY AGE ~
October‘l December31 201 ‘
- e . | %of | %ofGrand
DESCRIPTION OCTOBER |NOVEMBER | DECEMBER |- Total - Q4 Categorv Total
Citation 3,957 4,576 4,915 13,448 100.0% 61.29%
Under 18 20 13 12 45 0.3% 0.21%
18-29 1,199 1,281 1,358 3,838 28.5% 17.49%
30-39 1,024 1,235 1,345 3,604 26.8% 16.42%
40-49 763 966 988 2,717 20.2% 12.38%
50-59 584 662 739 1,985 14.8% 9.05%
60+ 367 419 473 1,259 9.4% 5.74%
Field Interview 44 43 71 158 100.0% 0.72%
Under 18 1 0 6 7 4.4% 0.03%
18-29 16 31 32 79 50.0% 0.36%
30-39 14 5 16 35 22.2% 0.16%
40-49 7 4 14 25 15.8% 0.11%
50-59 6 2 0 8 5.1% 0.04%
60+ 0 1 3 4 2.5% 0.02%
In Custody Arrest 143 143 147 433 100.0% 1.97%
Under 18 6 2 5 13 3.0% 0.06%
18-29 64 57 54 175 40.4% 0.80%
30-39 39 53 53 145 33.5% 0.66%
40-49 24 20 22 66 15.2% 0.30%
50-59 8 10 10 28 6.5% 0.13%
60+ 2 1 3 6 1.4% 0.03%
Incident Report 57 50 46 153 100.0% 0.70%
Under 18 2 3 0 5 3.3% 0.02%
| 18-29 26 23 18 67 43.8% 0.31%
| _30-39 12 11 16 39 25.5% 0.18%
| 40-49 7 4 8 19 12.4% 0.09%
|_50-59 8 7 0 15 9.8% 0.07%
| 60+ 2 2 4 8 5.2% 0.04%
|Mental Health Detention 1 5 2 8 100.0% 0.04%
|_Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
1 _18-29 0 1 1 2 25.0% 0.01%
[ 30-39 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
|_40-49 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
|_50-59 1 2 0 3 37.5% 0.01%
|_60+ 0 2 1 3 37.5% 0.01%
|No Further Action 238 253 323 814 100.0% 3.71%
{_Under 18 7 1 2 10 1.2% 0.05%
| 18-29 133 116 143 392 48.2% 1.79%
|_30-39 44 64 94 202 24.8% 0.92%
|_40-49 25 41 48 114 14.0% 0.52%
| _50-59 22 20 30 72 8.8% 0.33%
| 60+ 7 11 6 24 2.9% 0.11%
{Rel d per PC 849(b) 40 64 44 148 100.0% 0.67%
| Under 18 5 7 4 16 10.8% 0.07%
| 18-29 23 34 20 77 52.0% 0.35%
| 30-39 8 10 7 25 16.9% 0.11%
| 40-49 2 10 10 22 14.9% 0.10%
50-59 2 3 2 7 4.7% 0.03%
60+ 0 0 1 1 0.7% 0.00%
RWS Arrest 2 0 2 4 100.0% 0.02%
|_Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
| _18-29 1 0 1 2 50.0% 0.01%
| 30-39 0 0 1 1 25.0% 0.00%
1_40-49 . 1 0 0 1 25.0% 0.00%
1_50-59 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
|60+ 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
|Warning 2,153 2,209 2,415 6,777 100.0% 30.88%
| Under 18 28 17 26 71 1.0% 0.32%
18-29 893 876 899 2,668 39.4% 12.16%
30-39 549 580 611 1,740 25.7% 7.93%
40-49 330 380 415 1,125 16.6% 5.13%
50-59 226 218 299 743 11.0% 3.39%
60+ 127 138 165 430 6.3% 1.96%
Total 6,635 7,343 ::1:]:4::7,965 21,943 - ::100%

RWS=Release When Sober

Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY AGE, Centd.

[DISPOSITION OF Dispatched Traffic S!ops
BY AGE

[October 1 - December 31, 2017 .
% of %.of Grand
DESCRIPTION OCTOBER | NOVEMBER: | DECEMBER | Total - Q4 Category Total
Citation 98 88 78 264 100.0% 23.32%
Under 18 1 2 2 5 1.9% 0.44%
18-29 31 30 21 82 31.1% 7.24%
30-39 28 17 21 66 25.0% 5.83%
40-49 15 15 15 45 17.0% 3.98%
50-59 16 14 9 39 14.8% 3.45%
60+ 7 10 10 27 10.2% 2.39%
Field Interview 3 6 8 17 100.0% 1.50%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
18-29 2 1 1 4 23.5% 0.35%
30-39 0 3 3 6 35.3% 0.53%
40-49 1 0 4 5 29.4% 0.44%
50-59 0 1 0 1 5.9% 0.09%
60+ 0 1 0 1 5.9% 0.09%
|!n Custody Arrest 67 74 63 204 100.0% 18.02%
| _Under 18 2 1 5 8 3.9% 0.71%
{ 18-29 27 25 19 71 34.8% 6.27%
} 30-39 22 19 16 57 27.9% 5.04%
1 40-49 8 12 12 32 15.7% 2.83%
| 50-59 5 15 6 26 12.7% 2.30%
[ 60+ 3 2 5 10 4.9% 0.88%
lincident Report 30 35 31 96 100.0% 8.48%
| Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
| 18-29 9 7 8 24 25.0% 2.12%
| 30-39 9 10 10 29 30.2% 2.56%
| 40-49 7 9 7 23 24.0% 2.03%
50-59 4 6 5 15 15.6% 1.33%
60+ 1 3 1 5 5.2% 0.44%
Mental Health Detention 10 12 12 34 100.0% 3.00%
{ Under 18 2 1 1 4 11.8% 0.35%
] 18-29 2 5 1 8 23.5% 0.71%
{ 30-39 3 2 2 7 20.6% 0.62%
| 40-49 2 0 2 4 11.8% 0.35%
| _50-59 1 3 5 9 26.5% 0.80%
1 60+ 0 1 1 2 5.9% 0.18%
{No Further Action 83 68 71 222 100.0% 19.61%
|_Under 18 4 2 1 7 3.2% 0.62%
| 18-29 22 25 13 60 27.0% 5.30%
| _30-39 26 .15 20 61 27.5% 5.39%
|_40-49 14 10 18 42 18.9% 3.71%
|_S50-59 13 8 12 33 14.9% 2.92%
| 60+ 4 8 7 19 8.6% 1.68%
|Rel d per PC 849(b) 33 29 35 97 100.0% 8.57%
|_Under 18 4 1 3 8 8.2% 0.71%
18-29 18 17 20 55 56.7% 4.86%
30-39 4 3 6 13 13.4% 1.15%
40-49 3 7 4 14 14.4% 1.24%
50-59 4 0 1 5 5.2% 0.44%
60+ 0 1 1 2 2.1% 0.18%
RWS Arrest 1 2 2 5 100.0% 0.44%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
18-29 1 1 0 2 40.0% 0.18%
30-39 0 0 1 1 20.0% 0.09%
40-49 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
50-59 0 1 1 2 40.0% 0.18%
60+ 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
Warning 54 63 76 193 100.0% 17.05%
Under 18 1 0 0 1 0.5% 0.09%
18-29 13 15 24 52 26.9% 4.59%
30-39 18 20 24 62 32.1% 5.48%
40-49 8 17 15 40 20.7% 3.53%
50-59 7 9 8 24 12.4% 2.12%
60+ 7 2 5 14 7.3% 1.24%
Total 379 377: - 376 : 1,132 = 100%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.

66



TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY AGE, Contd.

Citation Field Interview In Custody Arrest
5% BT
45%
”
30% 50
25%
40%
203
30%%
1% e
2034
itezd
595 10% )
30-39 4049 50-59
0% - - 0% -~
Under18 18-29 20-39 4049  50-59 €0+ 30-39 4049 50-59 €0+
wSeif-Initated @ Dispatched i Self-inftated @ Dispatched 1z Sef-Initated 12 Dispatched
Incident Report Mental Health Detention No Further Action
50% S f=en)
45% -
a0%
35% AT
309
250 30
20%
20%
15%
0% 10% -
5% P
o5 b
0% - - TR -
Under 18 18-29  20-39  40-49  S0-59 €0+
Under 18 1B-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 €0+ Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+
# Sef-Initated ¥ DIspatchad = Self-tniteted % Dispatched I Sefinitated ¥ Dispatched
Released per PC 849(b) PC RWS Arrest Warning
0% B 45%
A%
50% 50%
25%
40% 407k 30%
25%
30% 305 =
20%
20% 20% 15%
10%
10% 10%
5%
i I "
0% S— L. 73 - : 0% i ¥ L
Under 18 18-29 20-39 40-49 50-59 60+ Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 =0-59 63+
% Seff-Inltated = Dispatched #Selfiniteted ©2Dispatched = sdfinitated = Dispatched

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
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SEC. 96A.3 (a) (6) TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY GENDER

DISPOSITION of Self-Initiated Traffic Stops
BY GENDER ; ; '
October 1 - December 31, 2017 . _

' o , ~ ! %of ‘ %Qf Grand
DESCRIPTION OCTOBER |NOVEMBER| DECEMBER | Total - Q4 CafegOry - Total
Citation 4,915 4,576 3,957 13,448 100.0% 61.3%
FEMALE 1,259 1,119 951 3,329 24.8% 15.2%
MALE 3,651 3,450 3,005 10,106 75.1% 46.1%
UNKNOWN _5 7 1 13 0.1% 0.1%
Field Interview 71 43 44 158 100.0% 0.7%
FEMALE 16 4 10 30 19.0% 0.1%
MALE 55 39 34 128 81.0% 0.6%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
In Custody Arrest 147 143 143 433 100.0% 2.0%
FEMALE 18 25 34 77 17.8% 0.4%
MALE 128 118 109 355 82.0% 1.6%
UNKNOWN 1 0 0 1 0.2% 0.0%
Incident Report 46 50 57 153 100.0% 0.7%
FEMALE 8 9 16 33 21.6% 0.2%
MALE 36 41 41 118 77.1% 0.5%
UNKNOWN 2 0 0 2 1.3% 0.0%
Mental Health Detention 2 5 1 8 100.0% 0.04%
FEMALE 1 1 0 2 25.0% 0.01%
MALE 1 4 1 6 75.0% 0.03%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
No Further Action 323 253 238 814 100.0% 3.7%
FEMALE 74 62 67 203 24.9% 0.9%
MALE 249 191 170 610 74.9% 2.8%
UNKNOWN 0 0 1 1 0.1% 0.0%
Released per PC 849(b) 44 64 40 148 100.0% 0.7%
FEMALE 11 24 10 45 30.4% 0.2%
MALE 33 40 30 103 69.6% 0.5%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
RWS Arrest 2 0 2 ad 100.0% 0.0%
FEMALE 2 0 1 3 75.0% 0.0%
MALE 0 0 1 1 25.0% 0.0%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Warning 2,415 2,209 2,153 6,777 100.0% | 30.9%
FEMALE 602 580 481 1,663 24.5% 7.6%
MALE 1,807 1,621 1,667 5,095 75.2% 23.2%
UNKNOWN 6 8 5 19 0.3% 0.1%
TOTAL. .. . 7,965 7,343 " 6,635 21,943 e 100.0%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY GENDER, Contd.

DISPOSITION OF Dlspatched Trafflc Stops
BY GENDER
0ctober1 December 31 2017

. ‘ - . b L _'%df‘_ ‘%ofGrand
DESCRIPTION | OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | Category | Total
Citation 78 88 98 264 100.0% 23.3%
|FEMALE 21 18 29 68 25.8% 6.0%
|MALE 57 70 69 196 74.2% 17.3%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Field Interview 8 6 3 17 100.0% 1.5%
{FEMALE | 2 1 1 4 23.5% 0.4%
MALE 6 5 2 13 76.5% 1.1%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
In Custody Arrest 63 74 67 204 100.0% 18.0%
|FEMALE 9 19 10 38 18.6% 3.4%
{MALE | 54 54 57 165 80.9% 14.6%
JUNKNOWN 0 1 0 1 0.5% 0.1%
lIncident Report 31 35 30 96 100.0% 8.5%
IFEMALE {13 11 10 34 35.4% 3.0%
|MALE | 18 24 20 62 64.6% | 5.5%
[UNKNOWN [ 0 0 0 0 0.0% | 0.0%
[Mental Health Detention | 12 12 10 34 1000% |  3.0%
JFEMALE | 7 5 5 17 50.0% | 1.5%
[MALE | 5 7 5 17 500% | 15%
JUNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
[No Further Action 71 68 83 222 100.0% 19.6%
[FEMALE | 22 19 18 59 26.6% 5.2%
|MALE ] 49 49 64 162 73.0% 14.3%
[UNKNOWN 0 0 1 1 0.5% 0.1%
{Released per PC849(b) 35 29 33 97 100.0% 8.6%
|FEMALE 6 4 7 17 17.5% 1.5%
|MALE 29 25 26 80 82.5% 7.1%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
RWS Arrest 2 2 1 5 100.0% 0.4%
|FEMALE 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
IMALE 2 2 1 5 100.0% 0.4%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Warning 76 63 54 193 100.0% 17.0%
[FEMALE 16 11 13 40 20.7% 3.5%
MALE 60 52 41 153 79.3% 13.5%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
TOTAL.. | 376 | 377 | 379 | 1132 | - | 1000%

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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TOTAL OF EACH TYPE OF DISPOSITION BY GENDER, Contd.

Citation Field Interview In Custody Arrest
BJ.O0% .. — 8D.0%
50.0%
70.04% 80.03
: - 80.0%
600X —— 0.8% 70.0%
§0.0X% 60.0%
50.0% ;
S0.0% 50.05 oo [ ' == S
0.0 40.0% |
40.0% é
30.0% 30.0%
30.0%
20.05
20.0% .
0.0% 10.0%
100% 10.0% 0.0
FEMALE MALE URNKNOWN
0.054 S . R ——— 00% S SO
FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN FEMALE UNKNOWN
i:Self-Initated  v; Dispatched 1zSedfdnitated  e:Dispatched = Sgf-Initated & Dispatched
Incident Report Mental Health Detention No Further Action
*).He BO.O%e BO.OHE
B0.0% - 70.056 e 70.0% e
70.0%
60.0% o e 60.06 -
60.03%
50.0% 50.0%
£0.0%
40,0 e 40.0%
40.0%
30.0% 30.0%
30.0%
4 i 0.0
20.0% 20.0% f
;
10.0% 10.0% - : 10.0%
i
|
0.0% L ; e R 0.0% e b, sk 0.0%
FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE UNKNOWN
=5&flnitated  #;Dispatched mSelfinitated  EDispatched & 5=f initated Dispatched
RWS Arrest Warnin
Released per PC 849(b) g
80.0% e - 12003 e 90.0%
[, T — 80.0%%
100056 ————
70.0% 70.0%
60.0% 50.0%
0.0% — : 50.0%
60.0%
PT X7 —— 40.0%
3008 o 40.03% 20.0%
200% - 20.0%
| 20.0%
10.0% [ 10.0%
£
& i &
0.03 E b - 0.5 =
FEMALE MALE UNKHOWH FEMALE MALE U NOWH FOVALE MALE UHKHOWH
#Selfinitated  Dispatched #Sef-Initated & Dispatched ¥ Sedfdnitated % Dispatched

Note: RWS=Release When Sober
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SEC. 96A.3(d) REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY RACE/ETHNICITY

REASONS by Race/Ethmaty for Self—lmtlated Trafﬁc Stops -

October1- December31 2017 -
: o ; : . A - - %of % of Grand
DESCRIPTION | OCTOBER | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 [ Category [ = Total:
Consensual Encounter 15 41 21 77 100.0% 0.4%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0 3 6 9 11.7% 0.0%
Black 6 18 3 27 35.1% 0.1%
Hispanic 3 8 7 18 23.4% 0.1%
Native American 0 1 0 1 1.3% 0.0%
White 5 9 4 18 23.4% 0.1%
Unknown 1 2 1 4 5.2% 0.0%
Mental Health Evaluation 1 1 2 4 100.0% 0.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Black 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Hispanic 1 0 0 1 25.0% 0.0%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 0 1. 2 3 75.0% 0.0%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probable Cause 542 632 799 1,973 100.0% 9.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 58 78 101 237 12.0% 1.1%
Black 198 190 240 628 31.8% 2.9%
|Hispanic 101 113 150 364 18.4% 1.7%
|Native American 0 0 1 1 0.1% 0.0%
|White 125 143 166 434 22.0% 2.0%
Unknown 60 108 141 309 15.7% 1.4%
Probation or Parole 27 26 34 87 100.0% 0.4%
|Asian or Pacific Islander 4 4 0 8 9.2% 0.0%
|Black 12 9 26 47 54.0% 0.2%
|Hispanic 7 6 4 17 19.5% 0.1%
|Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
[White 4 6 4 14 16.1% 0.1%
Unknown 0 1 0 1 1.1% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion 211 190 212 613 100.0% 2.8%
|Asian or Pacific Islander | 19 16 10 45 7.3% 0.2%
|Black | 97 75 0 262 42.7% 1.2%
|Hispanic | 46 41 45 132 21.5% 0.6%
[Native American | 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
[White ! 37 45 52 134 21.9% 0.6%
Unknown 12 13 15 40 .6.5% 0.2%
Traffic Violation 5,839 6,453 6,897 19,189 100.0% 87.4%
|Asian or Pacificlslander l 881 1,046 1,038 2,965 15.5% 13.5%
I Black | 1,105 1,230 1,314 3,649 19.0% 16.6%
]Hispanic | 910 923 996 2,829 14.7% 12.9%
|Native American 15 22 12 49 0.3% 0.2%
[White 2,023 2,248 2,460 6,731 35.1% 30.7%
Unknown 905 984 1,077 2,966 15.5% 13.5%
TOTAL o 6635 | 7383 | 7965 Soonea3 | s s | 100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY RACE/ETHNICITY, Contd.

REASONS by Race/Ethnlclty for Dispatched Traffic Stops
October 1- December 31,2017

% of

: % of Grand
DESCRIPTION 'OCTOBER NOVEMBER - DECEMBER'" Total - Q4 Category Total
Consensual Encounter 4 9 10 23 100.0% 2.0%
Asian or Pacificlslander 0 1 0 1 4.3% 0.1%
Black 3 1 3 7 30.4% 0.6%
Hispanic 1 2 4 7 30.4% 0.6%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 0 4 3 7 30.4% 0.6%
Unknown 0 1 0 1 4.3% 0.1%
Mental Health Evaluation 17 11 11 39 100.0% 3.4%
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 2 1 5 12.8% 0.4%
Black 5 3 4 12 30.8% 1.1%
Hispanic 1 2 1 4 10.3% 0.4%
Native American 1 0 0 1 2.6% 0.1%
White 6 4 4 14 35.9% 1.2%
Unknown 2 0 1 3 7.7% 0.3%
Probable Cause 133 153 152 438 100.0% 38.7%
Asian or Pacificlslander 9 8 15 32 7.3% 2.8%
Black 38 41 46 125 28.5% 11.0%
Hispanic 36 33 40 109 24.9% 9.6%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 38 56 42 136 31.1% 12.0%
Unknown 12 15 9 36 8.2% 3.2%
Probation or Parole 2 2 1 5 100.0% 0.4%
Asian or Pacificlslander 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Black 2 2 1 5 100.0% 0.4%
Hispanic 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion 136 102 121 359 100.0% 31.7%
Asian or Pacific Islander 13 10 10 33 9.2% 2.9%
Black 55 21 54 130 36.2% 11.5%
Hispanic 26 23 22 71 19.8% 6.3%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 39 43 29 111 30.9% 9.8%
Unknown 3 5 6 14 3.9% 1.2%
TrafficViolation 87 100 81 268 100.0% 23.7%
Asian or Pacificlslander 16 16 14 46 17.2% 4.1%
Black 13 21 11 45 16.8% 4.0%
Hispanic 11 30 23 64 23.9% 5.7%
Native American 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
White 33 26 23 82 30.6% 7.2%
Unknown 14 7 10 31 11.6% 2.7%
TOTAL 379 377 376 1,132 - 100%°

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY RACE/ETHNICITY, Contd.

Consensual Encounter Mental Health Evaluation
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SEC. 96A.3(d) REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY AGE

REASONS by Age for Self-Initiated Traffic Stops

October 1- December 31, 2017

e : , ‘ ~ , % of % of Grand
DESCRIPTION OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER Total-Q4 Category Total
Consensual Encounter 15 41 21 77 100.0% 0.4%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
18-29 9 17 9 35 45.5% 0.2%
30-39 2 8 4 14 18.2% 0.1%
40-49 1 7 7 15 19.5% 0.1%
50-59 2 7 0 9 11.7% 0.0%
60+ 1 2 1 4 5.2% 0.0%
Mental Health Evaluation 1 1 2 4 100.0% 0.0%
Under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
18-29 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
30-39 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
40-49 0 0 1 1 25.0% 0.0%
50-59 0 1 0 1 25.0% 0.0%
60+ 1 0 1 2 50.0% 0.0%
Probable Cause 542 632 799 1,973 100.0% 9.0%
Under 18 15 11 15 41 2.1% 0.2%
18-29 224 253 278 755 38.3% 3.4%
30-39 128 165 214 507 25.7% 2.3%
40-49 92 120 172 384 19.5% 1.7%
50-59 62 59 78 199 10.1% 0.9%
60+ 21 24 42 87 4.4% 0.4%
Probation or Parole 27 26 34 87 100.0% 0.4%
Under 18 3 0 0 3 3.4% 0.0%
18-29 17 13 24 54 62.1% 0.2%
30-39 4 8 7 19 21.8% 0.1%
40-49 1 3 3 7 8.0% 0.0%
50-59 2 1 0 3 3.4% 0.0%
60+ 0 1 0 1 1.1% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion 211 190 212 613 100.0% 2.8%
Under 18 7 1 6 14 2.3% 0.1%
18-29 112 90 94 296 48.3% 1.3%
30-39 44 64 67 175 28.5% 0.8%
40-49 20 21 24 65 10.6% 0.3%
50-59 22 10 15 47 7.7% 0.2%
60+ 6 4 6 16 2.6% 0.1%
Traffic Violation 5,839 6,453 6,897 19,189 100.0% 87.4%
Under 18 44 31 34 109 0.6% 0.5%
18-29 1,993 2,046 2,121 6,160 32.1% 28.1%
30-39 1,512 1,713 1,851 5,076 26.5% 23.1%
40-49 1,045 1,274 1,298 3,617 18.8% 16.5%
50-59 769 846 987 2,602 13.6% 11.9%
60+ 476 543 606 1,625 8.5% 7.4%
TOTAL 6,635 7,343 7,965 21,943 » - 100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY AGE, Contd.

‘ REASONS by Age for Dlspatched Traffic Stops
0ctober1 December31 2017 - - - -
- ol e B o S o of '%ofGrand
DESCRIPTION | OCTOBER' | NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | Category Total
Consensual Encounter 4 9 10 23 100.0% 2.0%
Under 18 0 0 1 1 4.3% 0.1%
18-29 1 3 2 6 26.1% 0.5%
30-39 2 2 0 4 17.4% 0.4%
40-49 0 2 4 6 26.1% 0.5%
50-59 1 2 3 6 26.1% 0.5%
60+ 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Mental Health Evaluation 17 11 11 39 . 100.0% 3.4%
Under 18 - 2 1 1 4 10.3% 0.4%
18-29 8 5 1 14 35.9% 1.2%
30-39 3 1 3 7 17.9% 0.6%
40-49 2 0 1 3 7.7% 0.3%
50-59 2 2 4 20.5% 0.7%
60+ 0 2 1 3 7.7% 0.3%
Probable Cause 133 153 152 438 100.0% 38.7%
Under 18 7 1 6 14 3.2% 1.2%
18-29 45 47 a4 136 31.1% 12.0%
130-39 37 41 38 116 26.5% 10.2%
la0-49 22 30 33 85 19.4% 7.5%
50-59 15 21 18 54 12.3% 4.8%
60+ 7 13 13 33 7.5% 2.9%
Probation or Parole 2 2 1 5 100.0% 0.4%
[under 18 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
|18-29 2 0 0 2 40.0% 0.2%
[30-39 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
|40-49 0 1 1 2 40.0% 0.2%
[50-59 0 1 0 1 20.0% 0.1%
60+ 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion 136 102 121 359 100.0% 31.7%
|under 18 5 4 3 12 3.3% 1.1%
[18-29 a4 34 38 116 32.3% 10.2%
[30-39 36 25 33 94 26.2% 8.3%
|40-49 24 19 27 70 19.5% 6.2%
50-59 20 14 12 46 12.8% 4.1%
60+ 7 6 8 21 : 5.8% 1.9%
Traffic Violation 87 100 81 268 100.0% 23.7% |
Under 18 0 1 1 2 0.7% 0.2% |
18-29 25 37 22 84 31.3% 7.4% |
30-39 32 20 29 81 30.2% 7.2% |
40-49 10 18 1 39 14.6% 3.4% |
50-59 12 17 10 39 14.6% 3.4%
60+ 8 7 8 23 8.6% 2.0%
orat - | 379 | 377 | 376 | 1132 o - | 100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY AGE, Contd.

Consensual Encounter Mental Health Evaluation
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SEC. 96A.3(d) REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY GENDER

REASONS by GenderforSelf-Initiated TrafficStops
October1: December31,2017 . - .
Lo s L - = , . %of  |%ofGrand
DESCRIPTION  OCTOBER | NOVEMBER DECEMBER | Total-Q4 | Category [ Total
Consensual Encounter 21 41 15 77 100.0% 0.4%
FEMALE 3 7 5 15 19.5% 0.1%
MALE 18 31 10 59 76.6% 0.3%
UNKNOWN 0 3 0 3 3.9% 0.01%
Mental Health Evaluation 2 1 1 4 100.0% 0.0%
FEMALE 1 0 1 2 50.0% 0.01%
[MALE 1 1 0 2 50.0% 0.01%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Probable Cause 799 632 542 1,973 100.0% 9.0%
FEMALE 151 103 106 360 18.2% 1.6%
MALE 646 527 436 1,609 81.6% 7.3%
UNKNOWN 2 2 0 4 0.2% 0.0%
Probation or Parole 34 26 27 87 100.0% 0.4%
FEMALE 3 1 2 6 6.9% 0.0%
MALE 31 25 25 81 93.1% 0.4%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Reasonable Suspicion 212 190 211 613 100.0% 2.8%
FEMALE 45 36 38 119 19.4% 0.5%
MALE 167 154 171 492 80.3% 2.2%
UNKNOWN 0 0 2 2 0.3% 0.01%
Traffic Violation 6,897 6,453 5,839 19,189 100.0% 87.4%
FEMALE 1,788 1,677 1,418 4,883 25.4% 22.3%
MALE 5,097 4,766 4,416 14,279 74.4% 65.1%
UNKNOWN 12 10 5 27 0.1% 0.1%
TOTAL 7,965 7,383 16,635 21,943 e 100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY GENDER, Contd.

REASONS by Gender for Dlspatched Traffic Stops

Octoberl December31 2017 ~

%of

. % of Grand
DESCRIPTION OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER g Total‘ -Q4 .Category Total
Consensual Encounter 10 9 4 23 100.0% 2.03%
FEMALE 3 3 1 7 30.4% 0.62%
MALE 7 6 3 16 69.6% 1.41%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
Mental Health Evaluation 11 11 17 39 100.0% 3.45%
FEMALE 5 6 6 17 43.6% 1.50%
MALE 6 5 11 22 56.4% 1.94%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
Probable Cause 152 153 133 438 100.0% 38.69%
FEMALE 34 33 31 98 22.4% 8.66%
MALE 118 119 102 339 77.4% 29.95%
UNKNOWN 0 1 0 1 0.2% 0.09%
Probation or Parole 1 2 2 5 100.0% 0.44%
FEMALE 0 0 1 1 20.0% 0.09%
MALE 1 2 1 4 80.0% 0.35%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
Reasonable Suspicion 121 102 136 359 100.0% 31.71%
FEMALE 29 22 32 83 23.1% 7.33%
MALE 92 80 103 275 76.6% 24.29%
UNKNOWN 0 0 1 1 0.3% 0.09%
Traffic Violation 81 100 87 268 100.0% 23.67%
FEMALE 25 24 22 71 26.5% 6.27%
MALE 56 76 65 197 73.5% 17.40%
UNKNOWN 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.00%
TOTAL 376 377 379 1,132 e 1100%

Note: Percentage totals may not add up exactly due to rounding.
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REASONS FOR TRAFFIC STOPS BY GENDER, Centd.

Consensual Encounter Mental Health Evaluation
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USES OF FORCE

Total Uses of Force

Year to Date Comparison — Fourth Quarter Comparison -

2016 vs. 2017 2016 vs. 2017
0,
1 2905126 20y % ;lslar:/ge 2016 2017 % change
gtr 2 926 2(1)2 - 1 '570/0 October 363 218 -39.9%
Qtr 3 916 206 —22 9; November 288 280 -2.8%
r - -
Qtr 4 953 633 33 6‘; December 302 135 -55.3%
= . (J
4 Total 53 -33.69
YTD Total 3,747 | 3,054 -18.5% Q4 Tota 9 633 %

Note: Numbers for each quarter reflect data available at the time of preparation of the Q4 2017 report (January 10, 2018).

Uses of Force
Year to Date - 2016 VS. 2017
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October-December, 2017 Totals

Calls for Service: 212,805
Calls resulting in Use of Force: 262 (0.12%)
Suspects Observed and Reported to SFPD: 8,679
Number of Arrests: 5,017
TOTAL ENCOUNTERS: 37,916
o Total Detentions: 14,841
o Total Traffic Stops: 23,075
Total Uses of Force: 633
358 Officers used force on 331 subjects resulting in a total of 633
Uses of Force.

Total Uses of Force
Fourth Quarter Comparison—-2016 vs. 2017

Usesof Force | Q42016 | Q42017 |% change
Pointing of Firearms 701 425 -39%
Physical Control : 165 126 -24%
Strike by Object/Fist 48 50 4%
Impact Weapon 18 11 -39%
OC (Pepper Spray) 8 11 38%
ERIW 2 6 200%
Firearm 2 3] notcal
Other 9 1 -89%

Total 953 633 -34%

Uses of Force
Q4 - 2016vs. 2017

Pointing of Physical Control Strike by Impact Weapon OC (Pepper ERIW Firearm Other
Firearms ®bject/Fist Spray)

2042016 =Q42017




Use of Force Resulting in Death

SEC. 96A.3 (b) (2) USE OF FORCE RESULTING IN DEATH

Incident: Officer Involved Shooting resulting in death

Case# |Subject Name |Race/Sex (Date  |Time | Location

| 170—973—80’2W O'Neill, Kéita B/M’ — 12/01/2017 104Zam Fitzgeréld AVé/Grifﬁth St;
Ofghalcalt. = =~ |Officersisingforce. . [Total#ofUsesofForce
Robb’erky’k(21’1k)k’ — ' | T ~ T —

Summary of Incident; Dispatch reported a robbery/carjacking at 1800 23™ St. A short time later Officers
attempted to detain the vehicle which continued to flee. Near the intersection of Fitzgerald Ave. and
Griffith St. the subject exited the moving vehicle. The passenger side officer fired his weapon, striking
the subject who later died from his injury.

Incident: Officer Involved Shooting not resulting in death

Case# | SubjectName |Race/Sex |Date | Time I"‘L0cati’ohi‘*
m \ylb‘a‘lad'éz’,ksésar H/M ’ WW 77kI’)iamor’1d St;eetﬁ
Original Call: ,’pfc‘fikcers using force l Total # of Uses of Force
Shoot'ikng (21‘7) ‘ ; - 3 . ‘3 . .

Summary of Incident; Witness informed Officers of a suspicious vehicle possibly being broken into on
Diamond St. Upon viewing the vehicle, the closest officer ordered the occupant out of the vehicle. The
subject produced a firearm as he exited and began shooting at the officers, striking one of the officers.
The second officer returned fire, striking the subject. Both Officer and Subject were treated at SFGH for
their injuries.
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Officers Assaulted by Month

October - December 2017

Officers Assaulted by Month
2016 | 2017 |% change
October 31 31 0%
November 30 24 -20%
December 22 18 -18%
Total 83 73 -12%
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October - December 2017

The Mission District had the highest number of officers assaulted (13), and Tenderloin District had
the second highest (11). The Bayview District had the highest number of Uses of Force (112),
followed by Ingleside District (111).

USES OF FORCE
OCTOBER - DECEMBER, 2017

OFFICERS ASSAULTED
OCTOBER - DECEMBER, 2017

Officers Assaulted
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SEC. 96A.3 (b) (1) TOTAL USES OF FORCE (TYPE OF FORCE) BY
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER OF SUBJECT

Types of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Subject
October - December 2017

< W
::: . ® ’% o E : g g
L ; & B £ =8 2 m T 2 g
Race & Gender . X = o 2 = = 8 3 by %
i s =z o £ = * 1=
3 3 5 2 3 2
@ : % ~ . : "
Asian Female 10 2 0 0. 0 0 0 4] 12 2%
Asian Male 29 S 4 3 & 0 0 0 45 7%
Bizck Fernale 27 7 2 0 3 0 0 0 39 6%
Black Male 162 33 21 5 2 2 1 i 227 36%
Hispanic Female 11 3 0 Q 0 0 0 0 14 2%
Hispanic Male 79 25 10 1 0 2 2 0 119 19%
\White Female 17 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 4%
White Male 76 38 11 2 2 2 0 - 0 131 21%
Unknown Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Unknowin Male 14 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 18 3%
Unknown Race & Gender 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1%
Total 425 126 50 11 11 6 3 1 633 100%
Percent 67% 20% 8% 2% 2% 1% 0.5% 0.2% 100% :

*"Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Unknown indicates information was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect
fled and demographic information was not known).

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

Note: Due to numbers rounding, totals may not add up exactly.
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SEC. 96A.3 (b) (1) TOTAL USES OF FORCE (TYPE OF FORCE) BY
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER OF SUBJECT

Types of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Subject
October 2017

§ - ? g g ,.3:

=3 3 & ] g 2

= r £ 3 = 5 §F 2|8
Race & Gender Q A 8 'E = z ] g = %

i = &§ g & 5 A

t &8 £ 3 B 2

& ™ T = i
Asian Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Asian Male 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 6%
Btack Female 7 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 12 6%
Biack Male 55 15 6 3 2 0 0 1 82 383%
Hispanic Female 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3%
Hispani Mate 34 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 45 21%
White Femate 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 6%
\White Male 20 14 4 0 0 0 b 0 38 17%
Unknown Female 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2%
Unknown Mate 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 2%
Unknown Race & Gender 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total 149 49 12 3 4 0 0 1 218 | 100%
Percent 68% 22% 6% 1% 2% 0% 00% 05% | 100%

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Unknown indicates information was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect
fled and demographic information was not known).

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

Note: Due to numbers rounding, totals may not add up exactly.
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SEC. 96A.3 (b) (1) TOTAL USES OF FORCE (TYPE OF FORCE) BY
RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER OF SUBJECT

Types of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Subject
November 2017
Bl ©v pey
: : = A = 3
o ®« g £ 2 2 m e &

Race & Gender S a Q. 3 S g 8 2 a %
i im o - = ® 3 * 9.. :

2.2 8 < 5 : =

s ¢ 5 4 3 | 5

é B i — ; o
Asian Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1%
Asian Male 12 1 4 2 2 0 0 0 21 8%
Black Female 19 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 22 8%
Black Male 69 13 10 1 0 2 0 0 95 34%
Hispanic Female 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3%
Hispanic Male 34 11 5 1 0 2 2 0 55 20%
|[White Female 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3%
IWhite Male | 36 18 3 1 1 1 0 0 60 21%
Unknown Female 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.4%
Unknown Male 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 9 3%
Unknown Race & Gender 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total 184 56 25 5 3 5 2 0 280 100%
Percent 66% 20% 9% 2% 1% 2% 0.7% 0.0% 100% .

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Unknown indicates information was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect
fled and demographic information was not known).

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

Note: Due to numbers rounding, totals may not add up exactly.
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SEC. 96A.3 (b) (1) TOTAL USES OF FORCE (TYPE OF FORCE) BY

RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER OF SUBJECT:

Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Subject

Types of Force by

December 2017

o v

=3 o S S 5 '_3:

2 < F3 ) -] o

8, I

@ a g S a m = Q &
Race & Gender - =8 = o B = = ] z a %

u] ) & o ] g 3 * e

o 3 a g s -

(Y = [ag = o o

- o n () 3 -

3 e = 3

@ a
Asian Female 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 7%
Asian Male 7 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 11 8%
Black Female 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 4%
Black Male 38 5 5 1 0 0 1 0 50 37%
Hispanic Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Hispanic Male 11 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 19 14%
White Female 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2%
White Male 20 6 4 1 1 1 0 0 33 24%
Unknown Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Unknown Male 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3%
Unknown Race & Gender 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total 92 21 13 3 4 1 1 0 135 100%
Percent 68% 16% 10% 2% 3% 1% 0.7% 0.0% 100%

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Unknown indicates information was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect

fled and demographic information was not known).

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

Note: Due to numbers rounding, totals may not add up exactly.




SEC. 96A.3 (b) (3) TOTAL USES OF FORCE (TYPE OF FORCE) BY AGE OF

SUBJECT
Types of Force by
Age of Subject
October - December 2017
) v . :
5 3 = 0.  F 2
: = < d = b . = =
Age 2 E = = 3 = . 2.0 1.
o ; (o) ® E = 0 ) w A
Group o A g = o = 3 % = :
J 3 3 o S» 1} g oTh
~ o o q o o ey
(] = Rag = o :
- [o 25 -n o = g
3 - a = ' o
7% bt ’ o
Under18 56 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 61 10%
18-29 181 49 2 4 5 1 0 1 263 42%
30-39 87 41 23 4 2 2 0 0 159 25%
40-49 49 19 2 1 2 0 1 0 74 12%
50-59 36 10 1 0 0 3 0 0 50 8%
60+ 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 2%
Unknown 7 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 13 2%
Total 425 126 50 11 11 6 3 1 633 | 100%
Percent 67% = 20% 8% 2% 2% 1% 05% 02% | 100% |

*”0Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Unknown indicates information was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect
fled and demographic information was not known).

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

Note: Due to numbers rounding, totals may not add up exactly.
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SEC. 96A.3 (b) (3) TOTAL USES OF FORCE (TYPE OF FORCE) BY AGE OF

SUBJECT
Types of Force by
Age of Subject
October 2017

O wn

o =g (@) - by

5 3 = a 3 2

5 % = 5 @ - =
Age T 5 T = 2 T = 2 | s o

—_— wn

Group 3 o Z. 2 ,% s § L o .

5 3 1] (%] .Y * h

© = Q ° ° g

2 3 < 3 S o

3 = Z = e 2

wn ~*
Under18 24 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 25 11%
18-29 82 24 6 2 1 0 0 1 116 53%
30-39 23 13 4 0 0 0 0 0 40 18%
40-49 12 7 0 1 1 0 0 0 21 10%
50-59 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 4%
60+ 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1%
Unknown 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 5 2%
Total 149 49 12 3 4 0 0 1 218 | 100%
Percent  68% 22% 6% 1% 2% 0% 00% 0.5% | 100%

*”0Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Unknown indicates information was not documented in report for various reasons {i.e. suspect
fled and demographic information was not known).

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

Note: Due to numbers rounding, totals may not add up exactly.
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SEC. 96A.3 (b) (3) TOTAL USES OF FORCE (TYPE OF FORCE) BY AGE OF
SUBJECT

Types of Force by
Age of Subject
November 2017

‘133. -] : : g o = . 5‘

3 = = 0 3 g o

= 3 Fos5 03 - g
he % B =2 8 B o3 g e |
Grou < ey : uo' o = g o 2 n %

kroup :‘-7_1 g : s ; g 3 % =}

o = Q- © o e py

3: = = = G P

" - :
Under 18 28 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 31 11%
18-29 59 12 11 1 2 1 0 0 86 31%
30-39 46 25 12 3 1 2 0 0 89 32%
40-49 22 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 33 12%
50-59 18 6 0 0 0 2 0 0 26 9%
60+ 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3%
Unknown 4 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 7 3%
Total 184 56 25 5 3 5 2 1 280 100%
Percent 66% 20% 9% 2% 1% 2% 0.7% 0.4% 100%

*”0Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Unknown indicates information was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect
fled and demographic information was not known).

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

Note: Due to numbers rounding, totals may not add up exactly.
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SEC. 96A.3 (b) (3) TOTAL USES OF FORCE (TYPE OF FORCE) BY AGE OF
SUBJECT

Types of Force by
Age of Subject
December 2017

3 > = o 3 o

S & g 5 B c

2 & =T £ & . = 9ol <
Age Group =4 = o) 3 s 2 5 F3 a

n o g =~ s 3 = o

Y S ® ) ] 3 * =

o - 9'_ e} b e} b

: 3§ 5 3 3 3

3 - Y = a

[7,] (ad
Under 18 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4%
18-29 40 5 1 2 0 0 0 45%
30-39 18 7 1 1 0 0 0 22%
40-49 15 1 0 1 0 1 0 15%
50-59 14 0 0 0 1 0 0 12%
60+ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1%
Unknown 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1%
Total 92 3 4 1 1 1 100%
Percent 68% 16% 10% 2% 3% 1% 0.7% 0.7% 100%

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Unknown indicates information was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect
fled and demographic information was not known).

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

Note: Due to numbers rounding, totals may not add up exactly.



Types of Force by Call Type
October - December 2017

Part | Violent 114 32 7 2 2 1 3 1| 162 25.6%
Part | Property 155 13 11 0 2 O 0 O] 181 28.6%|
Suspicious Person (311/811/601/603/646/916/917) 26 22 15 2 1 0 0 O 66 10.4%
Mental Health Related (5150/800/801) 11 15 1 1 1 3 0 O 32 5.1%
Search Warrant/Warrant Arrest 20 1 3 0O 0 O 0 O 24 3.8%
Person with a Gun (221) 67 6 3 0 0 O 0 O 76  12.0%
Person with a Knife (219) 2 2 1 1 0 2 0 O 8 1.3%
Traffic-Related 11 3 0 1 2 0 0 O 17 2.7%
Terrorist Threats (650) 5 1 0 1 0 O 0 O 7 1.1%
Restraining Order Violation 1 13 1 0 0 O 0 O 15 2.4%
Aided Case (520) 0 4 0 0 0 O 0 O 4 0.6%
Alarm/Check on well-being (100/910) 0 4 0 0 0 O 0 O 4 0.6%
Vandalism (594/595) 0 1 2 0O 1 0 0 O 4 0.6%
Death Case (802) 0 1 2 2 1 0 0 O 6 0.9%
Weapon, Carrying 13 0 0 0 0O O 0 O 13 2.1%
Homeless Related Call (915/919) 0 3 3 1 0 O 0 O 7 1.1%
Passing Call (903) 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 O 2 0.3%
Prisoner Transportation (407) 0 3 0 0 0 O 0 O 3 0.5%
Juvenile Disturbance (420) 0 2 0 0 0 O 0 O 2 0.3%
Total 425 126 50 11 11 6 3 1 633 100%

*”0Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.
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Types of Force by Call Type
October 2017

Part| Violent 55 5 1 0 2 0 0 1 64 29.4%
Part| Property 42 9 4 0 1 0 0 O 56 25.7%
Suspicious Person (311/811/601/603/646/916/917) 8 11 1 0 0 O 0 O 20 9.2%
Mental Health Related (5150/800/801) 2 2 0 0O 0 O 0 O 4 1.8%
Search Warrant/Warrant Arrest 4 0 2 0O 0 O 0 0 6 2.8%
Person with a Gun (221) 35 5 2 0 0 O 0 O 42  19.3%
Person with a Knife (219) 0 2 1 1 0 O 0 O 4 1.8%
Traffic-Related 1 3 0 0 0 O 0 O 4 1.8%
Terrorist Threats (650) 2 0 0 1 0 O 0 0 3 1.4%
Restraining Order Violation 0 8 0 0 0 O 0 0 8 3.7%
Aided Case (520) 0 2 0 0 0 O 0 O 2 0.9%
Alarm/Check on well-being (100/910) 0 1 0 0 0 O 0 O 1 0.5%
Vandalism (594/595) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0.0%
Death Case (802) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Weapon, Carrying 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Homeless Related Call (915/919) 0 1 0 1 0 O 0 O 2 0.9%
Passing Call (903) 0 0 1 0 1 O 0 O 2 0.9%
Prisoner Transportation (407) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Juvenile Disturbance (420) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Total 149 49 12 3 4 0 0 1| 218 100%

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.
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Types of Force by Call Type
November 2017

59 21.1%

w
w
el
\‘.
(9,]

Part | Violent

2 0 O 2 0
Part | Property 75 3 4 0 1 O 0 O 83 29.6%
Suspicious Person (311/811/601/603/646/916/917) 8 8 10 1 0 O 0 0 27 9.6%
Mental Health Related (5150/800/801) 8 .11 0 0O 0 3 0 O 22 7.9%
Search Warrant/Warrant Arrest 13 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 13 4.6%
Person with a Gun (221) 22 1 0 0 0 O 0 O 23 8.2%
Person with a Knife (219) 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 O 4 1.4%
Traffic-Related 7 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 7 2.5%
Terrorist Threats (650) 3 0 0 0O 0 O 0 0 3 1.1%
Restraining Order Violation 1 5 1 0 0 O 0 0§ 7 2.5%
Aided Case (520) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Alarm/Check on well-being (100/910) 0 3 0 0 0 O 0 0 3 1.1%
Vandalism (594/595) 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 O 4 1.4%
Death Case (802) 0 1 2 2 1 0 0 O 6 2.1%
Weapon, Carrying 12 0 0 0O 0 O 0 O 12 4.3%
Homeless Related Call (915/919) 0 1 1 0 0 O 0 0 2 0.7%
Passing Call (903) 0 0 0 0O 0 0O O O 0 0.0%
Prisoner Transportation (407) 0 3 0 0. 0 O 0 O 3 1.1%
Juvenile Disturbance (420) 0 2 0 0 0 O 0 O 2 0.7%
Total ) 184 56 25 5 3 5 2 0 280 100%

*”0Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.
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Types of Force by Call Type

December 2017

o

= = 3

8 5 2

o =

2 z ¢
Part | Violent 26 10 1 0 O 1 1 0 39 28.9%
Part | Property 38 1 3 0O 0 O 0 O 42  31.1%
Suspicious Person (311/811/601/603/646/916/917) 10 3 4 1 1 0 0 O 19 14.1%
Mental Health Related (5150/800/801) 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 O 6 4.4%
Search Warrant/Warrant Arrest 3 1 1 0 0 O 0 o0 5 3.7%
Person with a Gun (221) 10 0 1 0 0 O 0 O 11 8.1%
Person with a Knife (219) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Traffic-Related 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 O 6 4.4%
Terrorist Threats (650) 0 1 0 0 0 O 0 O 1 0.7%
Restraining Order Violation 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Aided Case (520) 0 2 0 0 0 O 0 O 2 1.5%
Alarm/Check on well-being (100/910) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Vandalism (594/595) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0.0%
Death Case (802) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Weapon, Carrying 1 0 0 0O 0 O 0 O 1 0.7%
Homeless Related Call (915/919) 0 1 2 0O 0 O 0 O 3 2.2%
Passing Call (903) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0.0%
Prisoner Transportation (407) 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Juvenile Disturbance (420) 0 0 0 0O 0 O 0 O 0 0.0%
Total 92 21 13 3 4 1 1 0 135 100%

*”0Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

96



Uses of Force by Reason
October - December 2017

Reason for Use qf Force Q4 2016 Q4 2017 %

; ; S Change
To effect a lawful arrest, detention, or search, or to prevent escape 701 578 -18%
To gain compliance with a lawful order 230 36 -84%
In defense of others or in self-defense 19 14 -26%
To prevent a person from injuring himself/herself, when the person
also poses an imminent danger of death or serious bodily injury to 3 4 33%
another life or
To prevent the commission of a public offense 0 1 not calc
Total 953 633 -34%

Reason for Use of Force

Q4 -2016vs. 2017

To effect a lawful arrest, To gain compliance with alavAful  In defense of others orin self-
detention, or search, or to - oider defense
prevent escape

®Q42016 ©Q42017

Toprevent a person frominjuring To prevent the commission of a
himself/herself, when the person public offense
also poses an imminent danger of
death or serious bodily injury to
anaother life or officer
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Uses of Force by Reason

October 2017
Oct Oct
Reason for Use of Force 2016 2017 |% Change

To effect a lawful arrest, detention, or search, or to prevent escape 266 204 -23%
To gain compliance with a lawful order 86 6 -93%
In defense of others or in self-defense 10 7 -30%
To prevent a person from injuring himself/herself, when the person also
poses an imminent danger of death or serious bodily injury to another life 1 1 0%
or officer
To prevent the commission of a public offense 0 0 not calc
Total 363 218 -40%

Reason for Use of Force

October - 2016vs. 2017
To effect alaveful arrest, To gain compliance vith a lavful  In defense of othersorinself To prevent a person from injuring To prevent the commission of a
detention, or search, or to order defense himself/herself, when the person public offense

prevent escape also poses an imminent danger of

death or serious bodily injury to
another life or officer

22016 82017
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Uses of Force by Reason

November 2017
Nov e Nov
: . Ll s : i of
Reason for Use of Force : ‘ 2016 2017 %

, , e ; - , Change
To effect a lawful arrest, detention, or search, or to prevent escape 203 250 23%
To gain compliance with a lawful order 80 22 -73%
In defense of others or in self-defense 4 7 75%

To prevent a person from injuring himself/herself, when the person
also poses an imminent danger of death or serious bodily injury to 1 0 -100%
another life or officer

To prevent the commission of a public offense 0 1 not calc

Total 288 280 -3%

Reason for Use of Force
November - 2016 vs. 2017

250 -

To effect a lawful arrest, To gain compliance with a lavAdul  In defense of othersor in self- To prevent a person frominjuring To prevent the commission of a
detention, or search, or to order defense himsalf/herself, when the person public offense
prevent escape also poses an imminent danger of
death or serious bodily injury to
anothar life or officer

82016 82017

99




Uses of Force by Reason

December 2017
Dec Dec
Reason for Use of Force 2016 2017 %

: : Change
To effect a lawful arrest, detention, or search, or to prevent escape 232 124 -47%
To gain compliance with a lawful order 64 8 -88%
In defense of others or in self-defense 5 0 -100%
To prevent a person from injuring himself/herself, when the person
also poses an imminent danger of death or serious bodily injury to 1 3 200%
another life or officer
To prevent the commission of a public offense 0 0 not calc
Total 302 135 -55%

250
200
150

160 --

Reason for Use of Force
December - 2016 vs, 2017

To effect alawful arrest, To gain compliance vith a lawful
detention, or search, o1 to order
prevent escape

in defense of others orin self- To prevent a person from injuring To prevent the commission of a
public offense

defense himself/herself, when the person
also poses an imminent danger of
death or serious bodily injury to
another life or officer

| 2016 ®2017
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Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Officer

Uses of Force by

Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017

Race & Gender

- Officers Using Force

Total Uses of Force

Dept. Demographic

Q4 2016 Q4 2017 Pt change| Q42016 (Q4 20174 change| Q4 2016 |Q4 2017 be changeI
Asian Female *** 10 7 -30% 19 11 -42% 43 48 12%
Asian Male *** 90 59 -34% 176 90 -49% 429 468 9%
Black Female 7 2 -71% 13 6 -54% 41 47 15%
Black Male 30 20 -33% 80 25 -69% 149 274 84%
Hispanic Female 10 8 -20% 14 15 7% 54 73 35%
Hispanic Male 65 55 -15% 141 90 -36% 277 308 11%
White Female 25 21 -16% 34 2 -94% 6 171 2750%
White Male 223 176 -21% 444 21 -95% 22 976 4336%
Other Female ** 2 1 not cal 2 37 1750% 177 8 -95%
Other Male ** 12 9 -25% 30 336 1020% 916 39 -96%
Total 474 358 -24% 953 633 -34% 2,114 2,412 14%

** Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and Native American
*** Asian includes Asian and Pacific Islander
Note: Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may resultin a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects

for the quarter.
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Uses of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Officer
October — 2016 vs. 2017

Officers Using Force Total Uses of Force Dept. Demographic
Race & Gender oct Oct % change Oct oct % change|Q4 2016/ Q42017 |% change
2016 | 2017 2016 2017
Asian Female *** 5 1 -80% 10 1 -90% 43 48 12%
Asian Male *** 42 21 -50% 64 29 -55% 429 468 9%
Black Female 2 1 -50% 4 2 -50% 41 47 15%
Black Male 17 9 -47% 29 10 -66% 149 274 84%
Hispanic Female 4 2 -50% 5 2 -60% 54 73 35%
Hispanic Male 33 25 -24% 48 35 -27% 277 308 11%
White Female 10 6 -40% 13 11 -15% 6 171 2750%
White Male 105 78 -26% 177 119 -33% 22 976 4336%
Other Female ** 1 0 -100% 1 0 -100% 177 8 -95%
Other Male ** 7 4 -43% 12 9 -25% 916 39 -96%
Total 226 147 -35% 363 218 -40% 2,114 2,412 14%

** Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and Native American
*** Asian includes Asian and Pacific Islander
Note: Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects

for the quarter.
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Uses of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Officer
November — 2016 vs. 2017

. ; : Officers Using Force “Total Uses of Force Dept. Demographic

Race & Gender goc;‘; :'o‘;‘; % change ;‘0"1‘; ;?1\; % change|Q4 2016 Q42017 |% change
Asian Female *** 4 6 50% 5 9 80% 43 48 12%
Asian Male *** 43 31 -28% 64 38 -41% 429 468 9%
Black Female 4 2 -50% 6 3 -50% 41 47 15%
Black Male 14 6 -57% 23 6 -74% 149 274 84%
Hispanic Female 4 6 50% 5 9 80% 54 73 35%
Hispanic Male 24 30 25% 37 41 11% 277 308 11%
White Female 10 14 40% 10 18 80% 6 171 2750%
White Male 88 96 9% 127 142 12% 22 976 4336%
Other Female ** 0 1 not calc 0 2 not calc 177 8 -95%
Other Male ** 7 7 0% 11 12 9% 916 39 -96%
Total 198 199 1% 288 280 -3% 2,114 2,412 14%

** Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and Native American
*** Asian includes Asian and Pacific Islander
Note: Officers and subjects may have been involved in multipleincidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects

for the quarter.




Uses of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Officer
December - 2016 vs. 2017

Officers Using Force Total Uses of Force Dept. Demographic
Race & Gender 2[:)&1(; 2[:;:(:7 % change 2[::[2 2[::1(:7 % change|Q4 2016| Q22017 (% change
Asian Female *** 4 1 -75% 4 1 -75% 43 48 12%
Asian Male *** 34 18 -47% 48 23 -52% 429 468 9%
Black Female 2 1 -50% 3 1 -67% 41 47 15%
Black Male 10 6 -40% 28 9 -68% 149 274 84%
Hispanic Female 4 3 -25% 4 4 0% 54 73 35%
Hispanic Male 33 12 -64% 56 14 -75% 277 308 11%
White Female 8 6 -25% 11 8 -27% 6 171 2750%
White Male 98 53 -46% 140 75 -46% 22 976 4336%
Other Female ** 1 0 -100% 1 0 -100% 177 8 -95%
Other Male ** 5 0 -100% 7 0 -100% 916 39 -96%
Total 199 100 -50% 302 135 -55% 2,114 2,412 14%

** Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and Native American
*** Asian includes Asian and Pacific Islander
Note: Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects

for the quarter.
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Uses of Force by
Age of Officer
Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017

Age Officers Uksing Force‘;" Total Uses of Force Dept. Demographic
: Q4 2016|Q4 2017|% change|Q4 2016{Q4 2017|% change|Q4 2016 (Q4 2017|% change
21-29 164 116 -29% 329 229 -30% 265 383 45%
30-39 210 163 -22% 451 285 -37% 636 748 18%
40-49 74 56 -24% 128 88 -31% 738 685 -7%
50-59 26 22 -15% 43 30 -30% 445 466 5%
60+ 2 1 -50% 2 1 -50% 30 30 0%
Total 474 358 -24% 953 633 -34% 2,114 | 2,312 9%

*Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects
for the quarter.
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Uses of Force by
Age of Officer

October- 2016 vs. 2017

Officers Using Force Total Uses of Force Dept. Demographic
Ree Oct | Ot |y changel—2St 1 O 1o/ hange|aa 2016|Q4 2017|% change
2016 2017 2016 2017
21-29 67 52 -22% 109 88 -19% 265 383 45%
30-39 107 60 -44% 178 86 -52% 636 748 18%
40-49 38 25 -34% 54 31 -43% 738 685 -7%
50-59 14 9 -36% 22 12 -45% 445 466 5%
60+ 0 1 not calc 0 1 not calc 30 30 0%
Total 226 147 -35% 363 218 -40% 2,114 2,312 9%

*Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects

for the quarter.
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Uses of Force by
Age of Officer
November - 2016 vs. 2017

Officers Using Force Total Uses of Force Dept. Demographic
Age : Nov Nov % change Nov Nov % change|Q4 2016 (Q4 2017 |% change
2016 2017 2016 2017 :
21-29 71 67 -6% 94 106 13% 265 383 45%
30-39 88 94 7% 145 128 -12% 636 748 18%
40-49 29 27 -7% 37 31 -16% 738 685 -7%
50-59 8 11 38% 10 15 50% 445 466 5%
60+ 2 0 -100% 2 0 -100% 30 30 0%
Total 198 | 199 [ 1% | 288 | 280 -3% 2,114 | 2,312 9%

*Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects
for the quarter.
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Uses of Force by
Age of Officer
December — 2016 vs. 2017

Officers Using Force Total Uses of Force Dept. Demographic
Age Dec | Dec 1o hangel—2¢ 1 DeC 1o tange|a 2016|Qa 2017|% change
2016 2017 2016 2017
21-29 47 52 11% 126 35 -72% 265 383 45%
30-39 61 60 -2% 128 71 -45% 636 748 18%
40-49 26 25 -4% 37 26 -30% 738 685 -7%
50-59 11 9 -18% 11 3 -73% 445 466 5%
60+ 0 1 not calc 0 0 not calc 30 30 0%
Total " 145 147 1% | 302 [ 135 -55% | 2,114 | 2,312 9%

*Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects

for the quarter.
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Uses of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Subject
Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017

‘ Number of Subjects - Total Uses of Force

Race & Gender : ~

: ‘ Q4 2016|Q4 2017|% change |Q4 2016|Q4 2017|% change
Asian Female 8 2 -75% 10 12 20%
Asian Male 36 19 -47% 67 45 -33%
Black Female 37 25 -32% 82 39 -52%
Black Male 157 128 -18% 313 227 -27%
Hispanic Female 15 6 -60% 23 14 -39%
Hispanic Male 97 - 59 -39% 202 119 -41%
White Female 18 13 -28% 29 23 -21%
White Male 90 66 -27% 184 131 -29%
Unknown Female 3 2 -33% 6 5 -17%
Unknown Male 15 11 -27% 37 18 -51%
Unknown Race & Gender 0 0 not calc 0 0 not calc
Total 476 331 -30% 953 633 -34%

*Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects
for the quarter.

* Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

SEC. 96A.3 (b) (3) Use of Force by Age of Subject, 2016 vs. 2017

Age Group Q4 2016|Q4 2017|% change
Under 18 27 21 -22%
18-29 226 144 -36%
30-39 118 83 -30%
40-49 63 41 -35%
50-59 30 26 -13%
60+ 1 7 600%
Unknown 11 9 -18%
Total* 476 331 -30%

*Total reflects the number of unique subjects, not total uses of force.



Uses of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Subject
October — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Subjects Total Uses of Force
Race & Gender Oct Oct % change Oct Oct % change
2016 2017 2016 2017

Asian Female 3 0 -100% 5 0 -100%
Asian Male 8 6 -25% 17 13 -24%
Black Female 14 9 -36% 38 12 -68%
Black Male 60 42 -30% 127 82 -35%
Hispanic Female 6 4 -33% 9 7 -22%
Hispanic Male 24 22 -8% 40 45 13%
White Female 6 5 -17% 11 12 9%
White Male 37 18 -51% 104 38 -63%
Unknown Female 1 1 0% 4 4 0%
Unknown Male 2 4 100% 8 5 -38%
Unknown Race & Gender 0 0 not calc 0 0 not calc
Total 161 111 -31% 363 218 -40%

*Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects
for the quarter.

* Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Age Group Qct Oct % change
' 2016 2017
Under 18 11 56 409%
18-29 77 22 -71%
30-39 34 13 -62%
40-49 23 6 -74%
50-59 13 2 -85%
60+ 3 8 167%
Unknown 0 4 not calc
Total 161 111 -31%
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Uses of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Subject
November — 2016 vs. 2017

= ; ‘ Number of Subjects Total Uses of Force
| Race &‘Gen’der i Nov ; Nov % change Nov Nov % change
, . , 2016 2017 : 2016 | 2017 ‘

Asian Female 3 1 -67% 3 2 -33%
Asian Male 13 7 -46% 20 21 5%
Black Female 14 12 -14% 25 22 -12%
Black Male 45 54 20% 82 95 16%
Hispanic Female 7 2 -71% 11 7 -36%
Hispanic Male 37 24 -35% 82 55 -33%
White Female 7 6 -14% 10 8 -20%
White Male 30 31 3% 47 60 28%
Unknown Female 1 1 0% . 1 1 0%
Unknown Male 3 6 100% 7 9 29%
Unknown Race & Gender 0 1 not calc 0 0 not calc
Total 160 145 -9% 288 280 -3%

*Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects
for the quarter.

* Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

, Nov Nov o
Age Group 2016 | 2017 | chanee

Under 18 10 10 0%

18-29 74 55 -26%
30-39 39 44 13%
40-49 22 17 -23%
50-59 10 12 20%
60+ 4 3 -25%
Unknown : 1 4 300%
Total 160 145 -9%
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Uses of Force by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender of Subject
December - 2016 vs. 2017

: Number of Subjects Total Uses of Force
Race & Gender Dec Dec % change Dec Dec % change
2016 2017 2016 2017

Asian Female 2 1 -50% 2 10 400%
Asian Male 15 6 -60% 30 11 -63%
Black Female 11 4 -64% 19 5 -74%
Black Male 56 34 -39% 104 50 -52%
Hispanic Female 2 0 -100% 3 0 -100%
Hispanic Male 35 13 -63% 80 19 -76%
White Female 5 2 -60% 8 3 -63%
White Male 23 17 -26% 33 33 0%
Unknown Female 1 0 -100% 1 0 -100%
Unknown Male 10 1 -90% 22 4 -82%
Unknown Race & Gender 0 0 not calc 0 0 not calc
Total 160 78 -51% 302 135 -55%

*Officers and subjects may have been involved in multiple incidents; therefore, counting unique
officers or subjects per month may result in a higher total than the count of unique officers/subjects
for the quarter.

* Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Age Group Dec Dec % change
2016 2017

Under 18 6 3 -50%
18-29 76 34 -55%
30-39 48 17 -65%
40-49 18 13 -28%
50-59 8 8 0%
60+ 4 2 -50%
Unknown 0 1 not calc
Total 160 78 -51%
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Uses of Force Incidents by

Number of Officers Involved
October - December: 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Incidents
Number of
Officers Involved | Q42016 | Q42017 |% Change

1 192 114 -40.6%

2 87 93 6.9%
3 39 27 -30.8%
4 27 13 -51.9%
5 9 8 -11.1%
6 5 4 -20.0%

7 2 2 0.0%
8 2 0 -100.0%

9 1 1 0.0%
37 1 0 -100.0%
Total 365 262 -28.2%
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Uses of Force Incidents by
Number of Officers Involved

October — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Incidents
Number of Oct Oct
Officers Involved 2016 2017 |% Change

1 65 33 -49.2%

2 31 32 3.2%
3 11 5 -54.5%
4 7 6 -14.3%
5 1 2 100.0%
6 3 1 -66.7%

7 1 1 0.0%
8 1 0 -100.0%

9 1 1 0.0%
37 1 0 -100.0%
Total 122 81 -33.6%
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Uses of Force Incidents by
Number of Officers Involved
November — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Incidents
Number of Nov Nov
Officers Involved 2016 2017 |% Change

1 65 54 71.4%
2 27 39 2.7%
3 11 11 -46.2%
4 15 6 133.3%
5 4 5 0.0%
6 0 3 -100.0%
7 1 0 -100.0%
8 1 0 -100.0%

Total 124 118 16.5%
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Uses of Force Incidents by
Number of Officers Involved
December — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Incidents
Number of Dec Dec
Officers Involved 2016 2017 |% Change

1 62 27 71.4%
2 29 22 2.7%
3 17 11 -46.2%
4 5 1 133.3%
5 4 1 0.0%
6 2 0 -100.0%
7 0 1 -100.0%

Total 119 63 16.5%

Number of Officers Involved
December - 2016 vs. 2017

5Q42016 © Q42017
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Uses of Force Incidents by
Number of Subjects Involved
October - December: 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Incidents
Number of
Subjects Involved | Q42016 | Q42017 (% Change
1 297 211 -29.0%
2 41 34 -17.1%
3 17 10 -41.2%
4 5 6 20.0%
5 3 1 -66.7%
6 1 0 -100.0%
7 0 0 not calc
13 1 0 -100.0%
Total 365 262 -28.2%

Number of Subjects Involved
Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017
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Uses of Force Incidents by

Number of Subjects Involved
October — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Incidents
Number of Oct Oct
Subjects Involved 2016 2017 |% Change

1 96 59 -38.5%
2 15 15 0.0%
3 7 6 -14.3%
4 3 1 -66.7%
5 1 0 -100.0%

Total 122 81 -33.6%
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Uses of Force Incidents by
Number of Subjects Involved
November - 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Incidents
Number of Nov Nov
Subjects Involved 2016 2017 |% Change
1 103 100 -3.4%
2 13 13 -61.1%
3 4 2 -60.0%
4 2 2 -66.7%
5 1 1 -100.0%
6 1 0 -100.0%
Total 124 118 0.9%

Number of Subjects Involved
November - 2016 vs. 2017

2Q42016 m Q4 2017
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Uses of Force Incidents by
Number of Subjects Involved
December — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Incidents
Number of Dec Dec
Subjects Involved 2016 2017 |% Change

1 98 52 24.7%

2 13 6 14.3%
3 6 2 -100.0%
4 0 3 -100.0%
5 1 0 not calc
13 1 0 not calc

. Total 119 63 16.5%

Number of Subjects Involved
December - 2016 vs. 2017
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ARRESTS
SEC. 96A.3 (C) (2) TOTAL ARRESTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017

Race and Gender Q42016 Q4 2017 % change
Asian Female 83 78 -6%
Asian Male 328 239 -27%
Asian Unknown 2 0 -100%
Black Female -490 459 -6%
Black Male 1806 1547 -14%
Black Unknown 7 5 -29%
Hispanic Female 194 163 -16%
Hispanic Male 1173 930 -21%
Hispanic Unknown 1 1 0%
White Female 354 274 -23%
White Male 1476 1153 -22%
White Unknown 2 0 -100%
Unknown Female 31 37 19%
Unknown Male 163 124 -24%
Unknown Race & Gender 27 7 -74%

Total 6,137 5,017 -18%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Race and Gender
Q4 2016 vs Q4 2017
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Note: Arrests totals do not include arrests at Airport.
Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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SEC. 96A.3 (C) (2) TOTAL ARRESTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender
October — 2016 vs. 2017

Race and Gender October-16 October-17 % change
Asian Female 25 25 0%
Asian Male 110 83 -25%
Asian Unknown 1 0 -100%
Black Female 167 149 -11%
Black Male 658 509 -23%
Black Unknown 1 1 0%
Hispanic Female 66 64 -3%
Hispanic Male 390 299 -23%
Hispanic Unknown 0 0 not cal
White Female 125 98 -22%
White Male 528 406 -23%
White Unknown 1 0 -100%
Unknown Female 8 11 38%
Unknown Male 60 37 -38%
Unknown Race & Gender 7 4 -43%
Total 2,147 1,686 -21%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Race and Gender
October 2016 vs October2017
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Note: Arrests totals do not include arrests at Airport.
Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

November — 2016 vs. 2017

SEC. 96A.3 (C) (2) TOTAL ARRESTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

Race and Gender November-16 November-17 % change
Asian Female 30 29 -3%
Asian Male 103 62 -40%
Asian Unknown 1 0 -100%
Black Female 153 158 3%
Black Male 595 518 -13%
Black Unknown 4 1 -75%
Hispanic Female 56 52 -7%
Hispanic Male 389 301 -23%
Hispanic Unknown 0 1 not cal
White Female 123 93 -24%
White Male 462 359 -22%
White Unknown 0 0 not cal
Unknown Female 7 14 100%
Unknown Male 43 43 0%
Unknown Race & Gender 10 3 -70%
Total 1,976 1,634 7%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Race and Gender
November 2016 vs November 2017

2 November-16 & November-17

Note: Arrests totals do not include arrests at Airport.
Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business [ntelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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SEC. 96A.3 (C) (2) TOTAL ARRESTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND GENDER

Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender
December — 2016 vs. 2017

Race and Gender December-16 December-17 % change
Asian Female 28 24 -14%
Asian Male 115 94 -18%
Asian Unknown 0 0 not cal
Black Female 170 152 -11%
Black Male 553 520 -6%
Black Unknown 2 3 50%
Hispanic Female 72 47 -35%
Hispanic Male 394 330 -16%
Hispanic Unknown 1 0 -100%
White Female 106 83 -22%
White Male 486 388 -20%
White Unknown 1 0 -100%
Unknown Female 16 12 -25%
Unknown Male 60 44 -27%
Unknown Race & Gender 10 0 -100%
Total 2,014 1,697 -16%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Race and Gender
December 2016 vs December 2017

B Dacember-16 g December-17

Note: Arrests totals do not include arrests at Airport.

Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report. Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and Native American.
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SEC. 96A.3 (C) (2) TOTAL ARRESTS BY AGE

Arrests by Age
Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017

Age Q4 2016 Q42017 " %change
Under 18 253 189 -25%
18-29 2,255 1,773 -21%
30-39 1,689 1446 -14%
40-49 1,056 845 -20%
50-59 619 563 -9%
60+ 264 192 -27%
Unknown 1 9 800%
Total 6,137 5,017 -18%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Age, Q4 2016 vs Q4 2017

30%

25%

50-59 60+ Unknown

| BQ42016 ®Q42017

Note: Arrests totals do not include arrests at Airport.
Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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SEC. 96A.3 (C) (2) TOTAL ARRESTS BY AGE

Arrests by Age
October — 2016 vs. 2017

Age October-16 October-17 % change
Under 18 96 69 -28%
18-29 786 587 -25%
30-39 570 487 -15%
40-49 375 281 -25%
50-59 222 200 -10%
60+ 98 59 -40%
Unknown 0 3 not calc
Total 2,147 1,686 -21%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Age, October 2016 vs October 2017

40%

Under 18 18-29

30-39
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Note: Arrests totals do not include arrests at Airport.
Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”




SEC. 96A.3 (C) (2) TOTAL ARRESTS BY AGE

Arrests by Age
November — 2016 vs. 2017

Age November-16 | November-17 % change
Under 18 74 51 -31%
18-29 711 600 -16%
30-39 569 463 -19%
40-49 342 282 -18%
50-59 202 177 -12%
60+ 77 56 -27%
Unknown 1 5 400%
Total 1,976 1,634 -17%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.
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0%

Arrests by Age, November 2016 vs November 2017

Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+

Unknown

November-16 & November-17

Note: Arrests totals do not include arrests at Airport.
Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”

127



SEC. 96A.3 (C) (2) TOTAL ARRESTS BY AGE

Arrests by Age
December — 2016 vs. 2017

Age December-16 | December-17 % change
Under 18 83 69 -17%
18-29 758 586 -23%
30-39 550 496 -10%
40-49 339 282 -17%
50-59 195 186 -5%
60+ 89 77 -13%
Unknown 0 1 not caic
Total 2,014 1,697 -16%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.
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Arrests by Age, December 2016 vs December 2017

Under 18

18-29
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E December-16

Note: Arrests totals do not include arrests at Airport.
Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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SEC. 96A.3 (f) DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY (DPA)

The Department is required to obtain information from the Department of Police Accountability
(DPA), formerly the Office of Citizens Complaints, relating to the total number of complaints for
the reporting period received by DPA that it characterizes as allegations of bias based on race or
ethnicity, gender, or gender identity. The Department also is required to include in its report the
total number of complaints DPA closed during the reporting period that were characterized as
allegations of bias based on race or ethnicity, gender, or gender identity, as well as the total
number of each type of disposition for such complaints.

Allegations of Bias based on race or ethnicity, gender, or Gender Identity received and closed by
the Department of Police Accountability (formerly the Office of Citizen Complaints).

_ Cases received involving claims of racial and/or genderbias | Q42017
Racial Bias 3
Gender Bias 0
Both Racnal and Ge nder Blas 0 ‘
‘ 3

3 Oﬂicers were named in those 3 cases.
DPA received 106 cases for the quarter, including above.
‘Total Cases Received in 2017 involving Racial or Gender Bias: 40 Cases

| Closures of cases involving claims of racial and/or gender bias |

Racial Bias
Gender Bias

Both Racnal and Gender Blas
. ~ Total . . '
‘28 Oﬁice rs were named in those 13 cases.

_ Dispositions ofthecases | Q42017
Sus tained 6
Sustained bias-related allegation 0
Closed 137
Mediated 2

Closure reasons: Unfounded, Proper Conduct, Not sustained,

No Finding, and No Finding Withdrawn.

DPA closed a total of 145 cases for the quarter, including above.
DPA closed a total of 696 cases for the year, including above.
Source: Department of Police Accountability.

The total number of dispositions for each of the allegations of bias based on race or ethnicity,
gender or gender identity.




SFPD ADDED SECTION: -RELATED COMPLAINTS RECEIVED BY SFPD, AND
INVESTIGATED BY DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES
As part of the Department’s commitment to transparency, the Department also will report on all

bias-related complaints received by the Department, and forwarded to the Department of Human
Resources (DHR) for investigation.

Bias Complaints Received and Closed by
The San Francisco Police Department and Investigated by DHR

Cases received involving claims of racial and/or genderbias | Q4 2017
Racial Bias 2
Gender Bias
Both Racial and Gender Bias
Sexual Bias
Age Bias
Gender and Sexual Bias
Race and Gender and Sexual Bias
Medical Condition
Sexual Harassment
Hostile Work Environment
-~ _Total ' -
6 employees were named in the above 6 cases
(One case cited "SFPD" as respondent)
Closures of cases involving claims of racial and/or gender bias | Q4 2017 |
Racial Bias 1

N[O = O O =S O -

;l

Gender Bias 0

Sexual Bias 0

Medical Conditon 0

Hostile Work Environment 1

Age Bias 0

_ Total ' ' 2

Dispositions of the cases . = Q42017 |

Sus tained 0

Closed 2

Closure reasons:
(2) Admin Closure, Insufficient Evidence

Source: SFPD Risk Management EEO Quarterly Report
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USE OF FORCE AND ARREST DATA
BY

POLICE DISTRICT

October - December 2017

MARIN COUNTY | SFPD DISTRICT
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Uses of Force by District
Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017

District Q4 2016 Q42017 |% Change

Co. A - Central 113 62 -45.1%
Co. B - Southern 167 84 -49.7%
Co. C- Bayview 103 112 8.7%
Co. D - Mission 131 110 -16.0%
Co. E- Northern 80 41 -48.8%
Co. F- Park 12 3 -75.0%
Co. G - Richmond 36 27 -25.0%
Co. H - Ingleside 106 111 4.7%
Co. | - Taraval 94 18 -80.9%
Co.J - Tenderloin 70 43 -38.6%
Airport 8 3 -62.5%
Outside SF 33 19 -42.4%

Total 953 633 -33.6%
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Uses of Force by District
October — 2016 vs. 2017

Oct Oct
District 2016 2017 |% Change

Co. A - Central 58 12 -79.3%
Co. B - Southern 58 24 -58.6%
Co. C- Bayview 37 34 -8.1%
Co. D- Mission 46 51 10.9%
Co. E - Northern 26 17 -34.6%
Co. F - Park 7 3 -57.1%
Co. G - Richmond 12 8 -33.3%
Co. H - Ingleside 37 27 -27.0%
Co. | - Taraval 52 13 -75.0%
Co.J - Tenderloin 13 23 76.9%
Airport 6 1 -83.3%
Outside SF 11 5 -54.5%

Total 363 218 -39.9%

Uses of Force by Police District
October - 2016 vs. 2017
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Uses of Force by District
November - 2016 vs. 2017

Nov Nov
District 2016 2017 |% Change

Co. A - Central 32 33 3.1%
Co. B - Southern 39 28 -28.2%
Co. C - Bayview 35 39 11.4%
Co. D - Mission 47 48 2.1%
Co. E- Northern 17 19 11.8%
Co. F - Park 2 0 -100.0%
Co. G- Richmond 16 19 18.8%
Co. H-Ingleside 26 63 142.3%
Co. | - Taraval 32 5 -84.4%
Co. J - Tenderloin 20 13 -35.0%
Airport 0 2 not calc
Outside SF 22 11 -50.0%

Total 288 280 -2.8%
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Uses of Force by District
December — 2016 vs. 2017

Dec Dec
District 2016 2017 |% Change

Co. A - Central 23 17 -26.1%
Co. B - Southern 70 32 -54.3%
Co. C- Bayview 31 39 25.8%
Co. D - Mission 38 11 -71.1%
Co. E- Northern 37 5 -86.5%
Co. F - Park 3 0 -100.0%
Co. G - Richmond 8 0 -100.0%
Co. H- Ingleside 43 21 -51.2%
Co. | - Taraval 10 0 -100.0%
Co.J - Tenderloin 37 7 -81.1%
Airport 2 0 -100.0%
Outside SF 0 3 not calc

Total 302 135 -55.3%
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Number of Subjects on Which Force Was Used by District
Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Subjects
District Q42016 | Q42017 |% Change

Co. A -Central 55 37 -32.7%
Co. B - Southern 78 42 -46.2%
Co. C- Bayview 51 66 29.4%
Co. D - Mission 68 51 -25.0%
Co. E-Northern 43 28 -34.9%
Co. F - Park 10 3 -70.0%
Co. G - Richmond 19 15 -21.1%
Co. H- Ingleside 52 48 -7.7%
Co. | - Taraval 28 6 -78.6%
Co.J - Tenderloin a4 24 -45.5%
Airport 5 3 -40.0%
Outside SF 20 11 -45.0%

Total 473 334 -29.4%

Note: Q4 2016 data was updated on January 10, 2018.

Number of Subjects on Which Force Was Used by District
Q4 -2016vs. 2017

=2
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Co. A- Co.B- Co.C- Co.D- Co.E- Co.F- Co. G- Co. H- Co. |- Co.J- Airport Outside SF
Central Southern Bayview Mission Northern Park  Richmond Ingleside Taraval Tenderloin
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Some subjects resisted arrest more than once in different districts throughout the city.
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Number of Subjects on Which Force Was Used by District
October — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Subjects
Oct Oct
District 2016 2017 |% Change

Co. A-Central 27 6 -77.8%
Co. B-Southern 19 11 -42.1%
Co. C- Bayview 18 22 22.2%
Co. D - Mission 24 19 -20.8%
Co. E- Northern 15 11 -26.7%
Co. F- Park 5 3 -40.0%
Co. G-.Richmond 6 6 0.0%
Co. H - Ingleside 19 10 -47.4%
Co. | - Taraval 7 3 -57.1%
Co.J - Tenderloin 10 14 40.0%
Airport 3 1 -66.7%
Outside SF 8 5 -37.5%

Total 161 111 -31.1%

Number of Subjects on Which Force Was Used by District
October - 2016 vs. 2017
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Number of Subjects on Which Force Was Used by District
November — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Subjects
Nov Nov
District 2016 2017 |% Change

Co. A - Central 15 20 33.3%
Co. B- Southern 24 12 -50.0%
Co. C- Bayview 17 22 29.4%
Co. D - Mission 24 26 8.3%
Co. E- Northern 10 13 30.0%
Co. F-Park 2 0 -100.0%
Co. G - Richmond 10 9 -10.0%
Co. H - Ingleside 15 27 80.0%
Co. | - Taraval 15 3 -80.0%
Co.J - Tenderloin 15 7 -53.3%
Airport 0 2 not calc
Outside SF 12 4 -66.7%

Total 159 145 -8.8%
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Number of Subjects on Which Force Was Used by District

December — 2016 vs. 2017

Number of Subjects
Dec Dec
District 2016 2017 |% Change

Co. A - Central 13 11 -15.4%
Co. B - Southern 35 19 -45.7%
Co. C - Bayview 16 22 37.5%
Co. D - Mission 20 6 -70.0%
Co. E- Northern 18 4 -77.8%
Co. F - Park 3 0 -100.0%
Co. G- Richmond 3 0 -100.0%
Co. H-Ingleside 18 11 -38.9%
Co. | - Taraval 6 0 -100.0%
Co.J - Tenderloin 19 3 -84.2%
Airport 2 0 -100.0%
Outside SF 0 2 not calc

Total 153 78 -49.0%

Number of Subjects on Which Force Was Used by District

December - 2016 vs. 2017
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Total Arrests by District
Q4 - 2016 vs. 2017

District Q4 2016 | Q4 2017 | % change
Co. A - Central 772 596 -23%
Co. B -Southern 946 545 -42%
Co. C - Bayview 537 488 -9%
Co. D - Mission 1026 842 -18%
Co. E - Northern 562 493 -12%
Co. F-Park 233 191 -18%
Co. G - Richmond 207 231 12%
Co. H - Ingleside 423 407 -4%
Co. | - Taraval 394 349 -11%
Co. J - Tenderloin 979 862 -12%
Qutside SF 58 13 -78%
Total 6,137 5,017 -18%

Arrests by District, Q4 2016 vs Q4 2017
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Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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Arrests by District
October — 2016 vs. 2017

District | October-16 | October-17 .| % change
Co. A - Central 269 201 -25%
Co. B - Southern 316 169 -47%
Co. C - Bayview 220 162 -26%
Co. D - Mission 319 283 -11%
Co. E - Northern 190 158 -17%
Co. F-Park 94 64 -32%
Co. G - Richmond 74 76 3%
Co. H - Ingleside 139 161 16%
Co. | - Taraval 122 124 2%
Co. J - Tenderloin 373 286 -23%
Outside SF 31 2 -94%
Total 2,147 1,686 -21%

Arrests by District, October 2016 vs October 2017

20% - - , —
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Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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Arrests by District
November - 2016 vs. 2017

District November-16 | November-17 | % change
Co. A -Central 232 199 -14%
Co. B -Southern 302 194 -36%
Co. C - Bayview 167 160 -4%
Co. D - Mission 367 275 -25%
Co. E - Northern 164 162 -1%
Co. F - Park 68 66 -3%
Co. G - Richmond 71 66 -7%
Co. H - Ingleside 153 129 -16%
Co. | - Taraval 149 92 -38%
Co. J - Tenderloin 289 286 -1%
Outside SF 14 5 -64%
Total 1,976 1,634 -17%

& November-16 & November-17

Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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Arrests by District
December - 2016 vs. 2017

District December-16.:| ‘December-17 | % change
Co. A-Central 271 196 -28%
Co. B - Southern 328 182 -45%
Co. C- Bayview 150 166 11%
Co. D - Mission 340 284 -16%
Co. E - Northern 208 173 -17%
Co. F - Park 71 61 -14%
Co. G - Richmond 62 89 44%
Co. H - Ingleside 131 117 -11%
Co. |- Taraval 123 133 8%
Co. J - Tenderloin 317 290 -9%
Outside SF 13 6 -54%
Total 2,014 1,697 -16%

Arrests by District, December 2016 vs December 2017
25%
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# December-16 & December-17

Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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Central District
(Company A)
Uses of Force
October - December 2017

Uses of Force Total
Pointing of Firearms 38
Physical Control 14
Strike by Object/Fist 9
Impact Weapon 1
OC (Pepper Spray) 0
ERIW 0
Firearm 0
Other 0

Total 62

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

*”0Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Day of Week
10000-0359
0400~Qz_59
0800-1159 . 0 0 |
1200-1559 1 .
1600-1959 |
2000-2359 |} 0 . -
GrandTotal 9 9 4 7
Percentage 15% 15% 6%  11%
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Central District
(Company A)
Uses of Force by Call Type
October - December 2017

Part | Violent 7 2 0| o0 o000} O 17 27.4%
Part | Property 21 2 14|0]0 ojojo|oO 27 43.5%
Person with a Gun (221) 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8.1%
Person with a Knife (219) 0 0 0|o0 0 0 00| O 0 0.0%
Weapon, Carrying 0 ojojJ]o|J]OoO}jo]JO|O]O 0 1 0.0%
Narcotics Arrest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Riot (404) 0 0 0]o0 0 0]0 0]0 0 0.0%
Suspicious Person (311/811/601/603/646/916/917) 2 0 2|0 0 0 o0 O 4 6.5%
Search Wamant/Warmant Arrest 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3.2%
Restraining Order Violation 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.6%
Terrorist Threats (650) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Mental Health Related (5150/800/801) 0 4 0o}o 0 0 ojJojo 4 6.5%
Homeless Related Call (915/919) 0 0 0|0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Vandalism (594/595) 0 0[0]joO 0 00O 0 0 0.0%
Alarm/Check on well-being (100/910) 0 0 0o1lo0 0 0|0 0] O 0 0.0%
Person yelling for help (918) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o|o 0 0 0.0%
Traffic-Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Field Inteniew (909) 0 0)]0]jO0 0| O 0|0 0 0 0.0%
Citizen Holding a Prisoner (405) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Disturbance Calls (415/417) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Aided Case (520) 0 oOof0jo0}]oO 0 0] 0] O0 0 0.0%
Prostitution (647B) 0 0|0]O 0|0 0|0 0 0 0.0%
Death Case (802) 0 0 0|0 040 ojJo]| O 0 0.0%
Juwvenile Disturbance (420) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Passing Call (903) 0 0 1 0] 0 0 ojJo|oO 1 1.6%
Prisoner Transportation (407) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1.6%
Total 38 14| 9| 0 1] 0 0| 0| O 62 100.0%

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.
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Central District

(Company A)
Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender
October - December 2017

Race and Gender | TOtal?f;I % I
Asian Female 9 1.51%
Asian Male 32 5.37%
Black Female 58 9.73%
Black Male 170 28.52%
Black Unknown 2 0.34%
Hispanic Female 17 2.85%
Hispanic Male 56 9.40%
Hispanic Unknown 0 0.00%
White Female 52 8.72%
White Male 177 29.70%
White Unknown 0 0.00%
Unknown/ Other Female 6 1.01%
Unknown/ Other Male 17 2.85%
Unknown/ Other Unknown 0 0.00%
Total 596 100.00%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gende
Oct-Dec 2017
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Asian Asian Black Black Black  Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic ~ White White White  Unknown/ Unknown/ Unknown/
Female Male Female Male  Unknown Female Male  Unknown Female Male  Unknown Other Other Other
Female Male  Unknown

Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report. Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and Native American.




Central District

(Company A)
Arrests by Age
October - December 2017

[Age = [ Tow | %
Under 1 27 4.5%
18-29 219 36.7%
30-39 169 28.4%
40-49 95 15.9%
50-59 65 10.9%
60+ 17 2.9%
Unknown 4 0.7%
Total 596 | 100.0%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report:

Arrests by Age
Oct-Dec 2017
250
200
150
100
50
0 - — SR .. __.
Under 18 1829 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ Unknown

Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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Central District
Shootings, Firearm Seizures, Homicides, Part 1 Violent

Crimes, Detentions, and Traffic Stops
October 1 — December 31, 2017

Shoohings (217/187 incidents)
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Southern District
(Company B)
Uses of Force
October - December 2017

Uses of Force < Total
Pointing of Firearms 55
Physical Control 19
Strike by Object/Fist 4
Impact Weapon 2
OC (Pepper Spray) 1
ERIW 3
Firearm 0
Other 0

Total 84

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

0000-0359
0400-0759
0800-1159
1200-1559
1600-1959
2000-2359
Grand Total
Percentage

5% 7% 8% 12%  15%
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Southern District
(Company B)
Uses of Force by Call Type
October - December 2017

Part I Violent 19 2 0|00 0 0 0 0 21 25.0%
Part | Property 15 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 25.0%
Person with a Gun (221) 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 10.7%
Person with a Knife (219) 2 0 0 0]0 0 0 0 0 2 2.4%
Weapon, Carrying 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 2.4%
Narcotics Arrest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Riot (404) 0 0 0 0| O 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Suspicious Person (311/811/601/603/646/916/917) 7 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 11.9%
Search Warmrant/Wamant Amrest 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2.4%
Restraining Order Violation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Terrorist Threats (650) 0 1 0 0]0 0 0 0 0 1 1.2%
Mental Health Related (5150/800/801) 2 2 0 0| O 0 0 0 0 4 4.8%
Homeless Related Call (915/919) 0 0 0 0| O 1 0 0 0 1 1.2%
Vandalism (594/595) 0 0 0 0| O 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Alarm/Check on well-being (100/910) 0 2 0 0| O 0 0] 0 0 2 2.4%
Person yelling for help (918) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Traffic-Related 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 4.8%
Field Intendew (909) 0 0 0 0| 2 0 0 0 0 2 2.4%
Citizen Holding a Prisoner (405) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Disturbance Calls (415/417) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Aided Case (520) 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Prostitution (647B) 0 0 0 0| O 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Death Case (802) 0 0 0|0 0| O 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Juwenile Disturbance (420) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Passing Call (903) 0 0 0|0 0| O 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Prisoner Transportation (407) 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3.6%
Total 5 | 19| 4 1| 2 3]0]J]0/|O 84 100.0%

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.
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Southern District
(Company B)
Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender
October - December 2017

[RaceandGender %
Asian Female 12 2.20%
Asian Male 28 5.14%
Black Female 33 6.06%
Black Male 188 34.50%
Black Unknown 2 0.37%
Hispanic Female 13 2.39%
Hispanic Male 88 16.15%
Hispanic Unknown 0 0.00%
White Female 29 5.32%
White Male 141 25.87%
White Unknown 0 0.00%
Unknown/ Other Female 1 0.18%
Unknown/ Other Male 9 1.65%
Unknown/ Other Unknown 1 0.18%
Total 545 100.00%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender
Oct-Dec 2017
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Asian Asian Black Black Black  Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic ~ White White White  Unknown/ Unknown/ Unknown/
Female Male Female Male  Unknown Female Male  Unknown Female Male  Unknown Other Other Other
Female Male  Unknown

Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report. Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and Native American.
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Southern District

(Company B)
Arrests by Age
October - December 2017
Under 18 2 0.4%
18-29 167 30.6%
30-39 176 32.3%
40-49 : 113 20.7%
50-59 68 12.5%
60+ 19 3.5%
Unknown 0 0.0%
Total 545 100.0%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Age

Oct-Dec 2017
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Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ Unknown

Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”
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Southern District

Shootings, Firearm Seizures, Homicides, Part 1 Violent

Crimes, Detentions, and Traffic Stops
October 1 — December 31, 2017

Shootings (217/187 incidents)
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Bayview District
(Company C)
Uses of Force
October - December 2017

Uses of Force " Total
Pointing of Firearms 78
Physical Control 13
Strike by Object/Fist 12
Impact Weapon 6
OC (Pepper Spray) 2
ERIW 0
Firearm 1
Other 0

Total 112

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.

*”0Other” uses of force includes use of K-9

DayofWeek  Sun N
0000-0359
0400-0759 |
0800-1159
1200-1559
1600-1959
2000-2359
Grand Total

Percentage

2 P o
8% 11%  16% 17%  100%
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Bayview District
(Company C)
Uses of Force by Call Type
October - December 2017

Part 1 Violent 16 7 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 28 23.2%
Pait | Propedy 34 & 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 £3 38.4%
Person with a Gun 221} 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 8.0%6
Person with a Knife 219} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
\Weapon, Carrying 2 0 0 0 0|0 0 0 0 2 18%
Narcotics Anest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0|0 0 0.0%
Riot (404} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 0 0.0%
Suspicious Person (311/811/601/603/645/316/917) 3 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 6.3%
Search WarrantiVarrant Amest S 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 7.12%%
Restraining Order Violation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Terorist Threats (650) 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1.8%
Idental Health Related (5150¢/800/801) & 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 6.3%
Homeless Related Call (815/913) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.9%
Vandalism {584/535) 0 0} 2 0 010 0 0 0 2 1.8%
AlarmiCheck on weli-being (100/910} 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 3.7%
Person yelling ©r help (318} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
TraficRelated 2 0 0 0 0|0 0 0 0 2 1.8%
Fiekt Interviews {909} 0 0 {0 0 0 |0 0 0 0 0 0.036
Citizen Holing 8 Prisoner (405} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Disturbance Calls (4150417} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Aided Case (520) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Prostitution (6478} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Death Case (802} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Juvenile Disturbance (420) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Passing Call (303} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Prisoner Transpoitation (407} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Total 78 1311241 2 6 0 1] 1 0 112 | 100.0%

*”Other” uses of force includes use of K-8

Note: Carotid restraint is no longer allowed as a use of force, per SFPD policy.
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Bayview District
(Company C)
Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender
October - December 2017

Race and Gender Total | %
Asian Female 7 1.43%
Asian Male 26 5.33%
Black Female 61 12.50%
Black Male 226 46.31%
Black Unknown 0 0.00%
Hispanic Female 22 4.51%
Hispanic Male 81 16.60%
Hispanic Unknown 0 0.00%
White Female 9 1.84%
White Male 41 8.40%
White Unknown 0 0.00%
Unknown/ Other Female 3 0.61%
Unknown/ Other Male 10 2.05%
Unknown/ Other Unknown 2 0.41%
Total 488 100.00%

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report.

Arrests by Race/Ethnicity and Gender
Oct-Dec 2017
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Asian Asian Black Black Black  Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic ~ White White White  Unknown/ Unknown/ Unknown/
Female Male Female Male  Unknown Female Male  Unknown Female Male  Unknown Other Other Other
Femnale Male  Unknown

Note: Arrest statistics are extracted from the Person Schema of Crime Data Warehouse via Business Intelligence tools. Search
criteria includes results in which Person Type = “Booked” or “Cited.”

Note: Unknown indicates data not provided in incident report. Includes ethnicity outside DO/ definitions and Native American.
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Bayview District

(Company C)
Arrests by Age
October - December 2017
e
Under 18 ' 36 7.4%
18-29 189 38.7%
30-39 121 24.8%
40-49 80 16.4%
50-59 46