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Delivered Via Email and Messenger 
 
President London Breed and Supervisors 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Bos.legislation@sfgov.org 
 
  
 Re: 2918 Mission Street 
  Opposition to Appeal of the Community Plan Exemption (“CPE”) 
  Planning Department Case No. 2014.0376ENV 
  Our File No.: 10193.01 

 
Dear President Breed and Supervisors: 
 
 This office represents RRTI, Inc. (“Project Sponsor”) which proposes a zero-parking, 8-
story mixed-income building with 75 affordable-by-design units in a transit-rich infill location  
currently occupied by a surface parking lot and coin operated laundromat owned by the Sponsor 
(the “Project”). The Project, located at 2918 Mission Street (the “Property”) is on one of the few 
soft sites remaining in the Mission. It is the first mixed-income project approved by the Planning 
Commission utilizing one of the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs unanimously enacted into 
law by the Board of Supervisors in June 2017, and will add much-needed housing across income 
levels on an ideal infill site.  
 
 The Project was originally scheduled for hearing in February 2018.1 After the Planning 
Department notified Supervisor Ronen’s office that the Property might have historic merit, the 
Sponsor, the Appellant, and the Supervisor agreed to continue the hearing for preservation review 
to be undertaken. As detailed in the Planning Department’s response to the appeal of the 
Community Plan Exemption (“CPE”) for 2918 Mission Street (the “Planning Department Memo”) 
and discussed in detail below, the Planning Department has completed its preservation review and 
analysis and concluded the Property is not an historic resource.  
 

                                                 
1 We submitted a letter brief in February 2018. Rather than cross-reference back to points made in that letter, this 
brief includes much of the substance from that letter. 
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 This analysis, and other technical studies done or commissioned by the Planning 
Department since February, provide further substantial evidence that the City’s use of a CPE for 
the Project is proper, and the appeal is without merit under CEQA. The Project itself was approved 
by the Planning Commission via a Conditional Use, and the CEQA process is not meant to be used 
to revisit an entitlement approval2. 
 
 1. Project Benefits 
 
 The Project provides numerous benefits to the Mission and the City at large, including: 
 

• $1.6 Million in Impact Fees. The Project will pay into a number of impact fee programs 
supporting child care, public schools, transportation, and infrastructure improvements. 
Specifically, the Project will be subject to these fees: Child Care, Eastern Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure, Schools, and the Transportation Sustainability Fee, and is estimated to pay 
$1,628,113.46 in fees. 

 
• On-Site Affordable Housing. Although the Project was conceived and proposed when the 

on-site affordability level was 12%, the City’s local affordability percentage for the Project 
increased to 14.5%. The Project is complying with the current inclusionary program by 
providing 14.5% on-site affordable units. 11% of the Project’s base units will be set aside 
for households earning no more than 50% AMI. 50% AMI is the lowest income level that 
either state or local law impose on a mixed-income project. An additional 3.5% of the base 
units will be affordable to households earning either 55% AMI if rental or 90% if for-sale.3 

  
• Affordable by Design Rental Project. In addition to providing on-site units to low income 

individuals and families, the Project’s market rate units will be “affordable by design.” The 
Project offers a range of unit types, with studios averaging 360 square feet, one bedrooms 
averaging 613 square feet, and two bedrooms averaging 833 square feet. In total, average 
unit size across types is 640 feet. These units will be more compact than typical new 
residential units—particularly the two-bedrooms—and will consequently rent or sell for 
less, passing on savings to occupants. It’s a goal of the Sponsor for the Project’s occupants 
to be people living and working in San Francisco. 

 
• Transit-Oriented Development. The Project furthers San Francisco’s transit goals in a 

number of different ways. First, it proposes zero parking spaces even though it is permitted 
to have up to 38 (a ratio of one space for every two units). The Sponsor eliminated off-

                                                 
2 As noted in a recent law review article discussing CEQA lawsuits and California’s housing crisis, “Housing can be 
built, and it is politically supported by majorities of existing residents, including those who are protective of the 
character, services, and property values in their community across the country. However, CEQA lawsuits provide 
California’s anti-housing holdouts—the political minority of as few as one anonymous party—with a uniquely 
effective litigation tool to simply say ‘no’ to change.” California Environmental Quality Act Lawsuits and 
California’s Housing Crisis, Hastings Environmental Law Journal, Winter 2018, pg. 41. 
3 See San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing 2017 Maximum Income by Household Size, available at: 
http://sfmohcd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/MOH/Asset%20Management/2017%20AMI-IncomeLimits-
HMFA_04-21-17.pdf  

http://sfmohcd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/MOH/Asset%20Management/2017%20AMI-IncomeLimits-HMFA_04-21-17.pdf
http://sfmohcd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/MOH/Asset%20Management/2017%20AMI-IncomeLimits-HMFA_04-21-17.pdf
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street parking from the Project at the request of a nearby preschool, which had safety 
concerns about cars traveling on Osage Alley—which the preschoolers cross to get to and 
from a play area. In addition, it eliminates 20 existing parking spaces, disincentivizing car 
trips within the neighborhood. Instead of car parking, the Project provides one protected 
and secure bike parking space for every unit. A 40-foot long passenger loading zone in 
front of the building will further reduce the effects of drop-offs and pickups in front of the 
building. Eliminating the current parking lot to make way for the Project should reduce 
traffic on Mission. The Property is one block away from the 24th Street Mission BART 
station, providing convenient and affordable transit for its residents throughout San 
Francisco and the larger Bay Area. It has a 99 Walk and Bike Score.  

 
 2. The Laundromat, Preservation, and Community Character 
 
  a. Preservation Review Confirms the Project Is Not an Historic Resource 
 
 Two weeks before the Project’s originally-scheduled hearing in February 2018, and 
approximately two months after the Planning Commission approved the Project in late November 
2017, the Planning Department notified the Project Sponsor that the Property might have 
preservation merit. Deferring to the Department’s decision to undertake this study, and to ensure 
that all potential environmental issues associated with the Property and Project were studied, the 
Sponsor supported a continuance.  
 
 The resulting comprehensive historic resource evaluation confirms two significant points: 
(1) the Property has a rich cultural history tied to late 20th century community-based organizations 
in the Mission that occupied the building from approximately 1973-1985; and (2) the local 
community organizations left the Property long ago, and significant interior and exterior alterations 
to the Property since then deprive it of remaining physical characteristics relating it to its past 
cultural history other than its location on Mission Street between 25th and 26th Streets. 
 
 Under CEQA, in order to be an historic resource, a property needs to retain integrity that 
enables it to illustrate significant aspects of the past. Evidence of the survival of physical 
characteristics that existed when the site had historic merit must be present. All of the interior 
finishes and tenant improvements to the building carried out by the community organizations were 
removed in the early 1990s, as was a mural painted on the side of the building. What remains—a 
coin-operated laundromat—does not convey historic integrity as an administrative hub for these 
groups. Using CEQA parlance, the Property lacks integrity of association, design, workmanship, 
feeling, and materials. The building’s presence on Mission Street surrounded by other retailers is 
not sufficient to convey historic integrity without any physical evidence of the groups themselves. 
 
 In addition, the Property is one of a series of buildings occupied over the years by the 
Mission community organizations identified in the historic study. It was not the first location (that 
was 3145 23rd Street) or the last location. These groups occupied the Property for approximately 
10 out of the 45 years of their existence. In addition, the Mission Coalition Organization—the 
parent of many other Mission community organizations--never occupied the site. To the best of 
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our knowledge, none of the other buildings these organizations used is considered an historic 
resource. 
 
  b. Community Character is Not a Germaine CEQA Issue 
 
 The Appellant also identified a potential impact on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 
that was not discussed in the CPE. The Project Sponsor recognizes the Calle 24 Latino Cultural 
District serves an important purpose in the Mission and identifies a region and community linked 
together by a shared cultural heritage. Cultural heritage assets are a significant social aspect of San 
Francisco. But CEQA does not extend to the economic or social effects of a project. It is 
noteworthy that the Property is not located in either the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District or the 
Special Use District, although it is close to both.  
 
 Under CEQA, “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment.”4 A cultural heritage asset such as the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 
is not eligible for listing on local, state, or national registers or historic properties. Any potential 
impacts on the district are therefore social and/or economic effects, and not an issue for CEQA. 
To the extent community character is considered at all in CEQA, that evaluation is limited to 
aesthetic impacts and not the direct social or economic effects of a project.5 However, in 
accordance with CEQA Section 21099(d)(1), aesthetics cannot be considered in determining if the 
Project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects because it is a residential 
infill project in a transit priority site. 
 
 In Preserve Poway v. City of Poway, 245 Cal.App.4th 560 (2016), community members 
protested vigorously against the conversion of a horse ranch into new housing, eventually 
appealing the CEQA clearance document after the housing project was approved on the grounds 
that it disrupted Poway’s “community character.” While recognizing that community character is 
an important political and policy issue, the Court of Appeal concluded that it is not an 
environmental issue under CEQA.6 CEQA could not be used to study the psychological, social, 
and economic effects of a project:  
 
 “CEQA requires decisions be informed and balanced, but it ‘must not be subverted into an 
instrument for the … delay of social [or] economic development or advancement.’ ”7 Simply, the 
potential loss of community character is not a cognizable environmental effect under CEQA. 
 
  c. Studies Confirm the Project Does Not Contribute to Gentrification 
 
 Appellant also claims the Project contributes to gentrification occurring in the Calle 24 
Latino Cultural District. The influx of new residents and business alone is not a cognizable CEQA 
effect, and there is no substantial evidence in the record showing that the Project will cause adverse 
physical environmental impacts due to gentrification or displacement of businesses or residents.  
                                                 
4 CEQA Guideline 15131(a)). 
5 Preserve Poway v. City of Poway, 245 Cal.App.4th 560, 576 (2016). 
6 Poway, 245 Cal.App.4th at 566. 
7 Id. at 581-582. 
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 In addition, at the Planning Department’s direction, an urban economist prepared a report 
studying a number of potential socioeconomic issues associated with the Project. The report 
concludes that it is unlikely commercial gentrification would result from pressure exerted on the 
existing retail base within ½ mile of the Property due to an excess of available retail supply 
compared to demand. Residential development in the Mission plays an insignificant role in 
influencing overall commercial makeup of districts like the Mission that are both neighborhood-
serving and regional destinations. Regarding housing, new homes do not result in increased 
housing costs for current residents, but instead help to both suppress existing home prices and rents 
and open up existing housing when occupants of the new homes move from current residences. 
 
 As discussed in detail in the Planning Department Memo, substantial evidence shows that 
the fundamental causes of gentrification and displacement in the Mission and elsewhere in San 
Francisco are likely related to broader economic and social trends, such as the mismatch between 
the supply and demand for housing at all levels, the strength of the regional economy, low 
unemployment, high wages, favorable climate, and a preference for urban lifestyles and shorter 
commutes. 
   
 
 3. The Project and the Zaida T. Rodriguez Early Education Center 
 
 The Project’s potential impacts on the Zaida T. Rodriguez Early Education Center were 
adequately analyzed. Appellant claims the CPE did not adequately evaluate potential impacts to 
the Zaida T. Rodriguez school adjacent to the Project site, in particular with regards to shadow, 
transportation, construction, and noise impacts. All evidence in the record indicates otherwise, 
including transportation-related analysis conducted by Fehr & Peers at the Planning Department’s 
direction since February. 
 
  a. Shadow 
 
 While Sponsor acknowledges that the Zaida T. Rodriguez Early Education Center and 
Child Development Center serve a very unique and sensitive population, net new shadow cast into 
the school grounds would not result in a significant impact under CEQA. The significance 
threshold for shadow impacts under the EN EIR is if a project creates new shadow that 
substantially affects either outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. It does not cover 
shadow on privately owned land that is not accessible to the public; otherwise, nearly every single 
infill project in the Eastern Neighborhoods would require its own EIR due to shadow cast on 
neighboring yards and open space. In addition, the EN EIR specifically notes that implementing 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan’s rezoning would cause a significant and unavoidable impact 
relating to shadow.8 
 
 Despite the Project not causing a CEQA impact relating to shadow, the Sponsor agreed to 
a shadow analysis for informational purposes. The analysis (attached as Exhibit A) indicates that 
the project would cast shadow on much of the school’s outdoor space across Osage Alley during 

                                                 
8 Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning And Area Plans EIR, pgs. 416-418 (Case No. 2004.0160E). 
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morning hours, and only minimal shadow on the playground to the south. New shadow is expected 
throughout the morning, but not in the afternoon or evening—shadows will end no later than 11:51. 
For the Child Development Center at 2950 Mission Street to the south of the Property, the Project 
is predicted to cast a small amount of new shadow onto the northernmost area of the playground 
during the morning and evening from April through August—but only before 9 am and after 4:45 
pm. 
 
  b. Transportation 
 
 The CPE also specifically addresses transportation and construction-related issues with 
regards to the Property’s neighbors, including the school. The Project proposes no off-street car 
parking, consistent with the City’s transit first policies. The vast majority of car trips to and from 
the Property will take place along Mission Street and not Osage Alley. The building is accessible 
by pedestrian and bike from Osage, two far safer forms of transit for children crossing the alley 
from one school location to the other. 
 
 In addition, during the continuance period while the preservation report was being 
prepared, Fehr & Peers also prepared a transportation analysis of the Project. The transportation 
consultants collected new data in the Mission District, including vehicle volumes at key 
intersections, and evaluated transit reliability as a result of new development. The results of this 
analysis are attached as Exhibit B.  
 
 Two conclusions emerge, both of which support the CPE’s conclusion that the Project will 
not cause a new or increased significant transportation effect. First, car volumes at key locations 
in the Mission do not exceed forecasts from the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR, and in some cases 
are actually lower than the baseline used for the EIR. Next, public transit speeds have actually 
improved along Mission Street in the last ten years. 
 
  c. Construction 
 
 Finally, the Project is required to implement two construction-related noise mitigation 
measures from the EN EIR. The EN EIR contemplated that new developments could be 
constructed near noise-sensitive receptors such as residences and schools. As detailed in the 
Planning Department Memo and CPE, a host of additional measures on top of the two project-
specific mitigations will reduce potential impacts to the school. 
 
 
 4. The CPE’s Reliance on the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR Is Appropriate 
 
 Projects consistent with development density established by an area plan EIR such as the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR (the “EN EIR”) do not require additional environmental review 
except as necessary to determine if project specific effects not identified in the EIR exist. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183 requires that projects consistent with development density established 
through an area plan EIR shall not require additional environmental review, except as necessary 
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to examine if there are project specific effects that were not disclosed as significant effects in the 
area plan level EIR. 
 
 The Project’s CPE included background documents or technical reports relating to 
transportation, archeology, geology and soils, site mitigation, air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, wind, and shadow. The careful environmental review conducted for this Project by City 
staff over the course of two years did not identify any impacts peculiar to the Project or Project 
Site that were not disclosed in the EN EIR, nor did any of the additional technical studies 
undertaken since February, including transportation, parking and loading, and preservation.  
 
  a. The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR Is Vital for All Types of Housing Projects 
 
 With two exceptions, Appellant’s overarching issue is with the Eastern Neighborhoods 
plan itself, and specifically that its EIR is stale and cannot be used for any housing project going 
forward. As the Planning Department explains in detail, there is no merit to this claim.  
 
 Just as importantly, CEQA clearance for pending projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
will be threatened or significantly delayed if the appeal is upheld. A number of affordable housing 
projects have recently relied or are expected to rely on the EN EIR for their CEQA clearance, 
including: 
 

1. 2205 Mission Street, 48 units, CPE pending; 
2. 681 Florida Street, 130 units, CPE pending; 
3. 1990 Folsom, 143 units, infill exemption based on EN EIR issued 5/16/2018; 
4. 1950 Mission Street, 157 affordable units, CPE issued July 6, 2017; 
5. 2060 Folsom Street, 136 affordable units, CPE issued June 10, 2016; 
6. 1296 Shotwell Street, CEQA clearance issued November 11, 2016, CEQA appeal upheld 

by Board of Supervisors, February 2017. 
 
  b. The Board’s Decision on 1296 Shotwell Should be Followed  
 
 This Board’s decision in 2017 denying a CEQA appeal to a density bonus project at 1296 
Shotwell is instructive and should be followed here. Like the Project, 1296 Shotwell is located in 
the Mission Street NCT, received a 20-foot height waiver to reach 85 feet along with relief from 
other code requirements as a density bonus project, and was found by the Planning Commission 
to be consistent with San Francisco’s General Plan and the Mission Area Plan.  
 
 For background, the 1296 Shotwell project is a nine-story, 69,500 gross square foot 
residential building with 94 dwelling units. Like Appellant, 1296 Shotwell’s opponent claimed the 
EN EIR was “woefully out of date” and could not be relied on anymore. It claimed the CPE 
inadequately addressed cumulative, transportation and circulation, socioeconomic impacts 
resulting in physical impacts, land use, aesthetics, and significance findings. That project’s 
opponent also similarly claimed 1296 Shotwell’s location in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 
was not properly addressed in the CPE.  
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 In February 2017 the Board of Supervisors rejected the appeal. The Board's motion made 
three specific findings relevant to this Project: 
 

1. The 1296 Shotwell project was eligible for streamlined environmental review under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183.3; 

2. The effects of the project were analyzed in the EN EIR, no new information showed that 
the project would cause effects substantially greater than those identified in the EN EIR or 
not analyzed in the EN EIR; and 

3. There are no substantial changes in project circumstances or new information of substantial 
importance that would change the conclusions of the CEQA exemption determination. 

 
 Appellant may try to distinguish 1296 Shotwell from the Project at least in part on 
affordability: 1296 Shotwell was a 100% affordable project while the Project is mixed-income. 
The implication is that a 100% affordable project does not cause or contribute to socioeconomic 
effects that would in turn result in significant impacts on the physical environment, but that a 
project that provides less affordability will. But as detailed in the Planning Department Memo, 
Appellant has not provided evidence that the Project—individually or cumulatively—causes 
gentrification or displacement that results in impacts to cultural or historic resources, health and 
safety, construction, or transportation. 
 
 Moreover, this Board rejected all other grounds for overturning the appeal of 1296 
Shotwell that did not relate to the alleged indirect impacts caused by gentrification: (1) the EN EIR 
is “woefully outdated”; (2) the cumulative impact of growth projections in the EN EIR has been 
exceeded; (3) the transportation impacts for a density bonus project were not properly analyzed; 
(4) underperforming delivery of EN Plan community benefits; and (5) inconsistency with the 
General Plan and Mission Area Plan. Each ground is also raised by Appellant as a reason to 
overturn the Project’s CPE. It would be inconsistent to deny these grounds on a similarly-situated 
project due to the socioeconomic makeup of the future building’s residents.  
 
  c. The Superior Court’s Decision on 901 16th Street is Instructive 
 
 The San Francisco Superior Court recently upheld an Eastern Neighborhoods Community 
Plan Exemption in a lawsuit filed by opponents of a mixed use project at 901 16th Street. That 
project is significantly larger than the 2918 Mission Street Project: it proposes 395 dwelling units, 
24,486 square feet of retail, and 388 off-street parking spaces. The opponents of that project—
neighbors worried about the impact to their community caused by new residents and businesses—
raised a number of objections to its CPE that mirror claims made by Appellant. A copy of this 
opinion is included as Exhibit C; the case is now on appeal, with the San Francisco City Attorney’s 
Office defending the CPE.9 
 
 Like Appellant, they claimed that the EN EIR is outdated. The court explained that EIRs 
do not have expiration dates or chronological limitations; rather, if impacts were addressed in the 

                                                 
9 Save the Hill and Grow Potrero Responsibility v. City and County of San Francisco, California Court of Appeal, 
Case No. A153549. 
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EIR certified in connection with the zoning, San Francisco cannot revisit those impacts except to 
determine if a project causes new or different impacts.10 
 
 The opponents also alleged that residential growth outpaced the EN EIR, like Appellant 
here. The Superior Court disagreed, pointing out that the opponents focused on projects in the 
“pipeline” that are just proposed or under review.11 While Appellant’s brief has not yet been filed, 
Project Sponsor expects that it will attempt to include all pipeline projects when discussing 
residential growth in the Mission, instead of identifying constructed units, or even approved 
projects that have not been constructed.  
 
 Just as importantly, the Superior Court explained that exceeding growth forecasts in the 
EN EIR does not render the EN EIR moot or jeopardize a project that received a CPE. Even if 
growth forecasts have been exceeded, Appellant must point to evidence that due to this exceedance 
the Project will cause or contribute to significant environmental impacts that were not addressed 
as significant impacts in the Plan EIR, or will be more significant than described in the Plan EIR.12 
In addition, growth forecasts in CEQA are not necessarily limited to one use type to the exclusion 
of others when evaluating impacts. Appellant has not identified evidence showing new or more 
significant impacts due to growth projections, much less any that the Project would cause or 
contribute to. 
 
 5. The Project is Consistent with Applicable Development Standards 
 
 Appellant claims that the Project is inconsistent with the General Plan and the Mission 
Area Plan. Available evidence demonstrates otherwise. The Project’s approval motion makes 
consistency findings with approximately 40 General Plan policies, including 13 Mission Area Plan 
policies.  
 
 Furthermore, the granting of a density bonus shall not require or be interpreted, in and of 
itself, to require amendments to the general plan or zoning ordinance;13 a CEQA exemption is 
proper for density bonus projects that, outside of requested waivers or concessions, comply with 
other aspects of a general plan or zoning ordinance.14 The Project here complied with the Planning 
Code except insofar as it required waivers from the height limit and other requirements to achieve 
its density bonus. These waivers do not amount to a significant environmental effect removing the 
project from eligibility for a CPE. 
 
 
 

                                                 
10Save the Hill and Grow Potrero Responsibly v. City and County of San Francisco, Order Denying Petition for Writ 
of Mandamus (Case No. CPF-16-515238), pg. 20. 
11 Save the Hill and Grow Potrero Responsibly v. City and County of San Francisco, Order Denying Petition for 
Writ of Mandamus (Case No. CPF-16-515238), pg. 23. 
12 Save the Hill and Grow Potrero Responsibly v. City and County of San Francisco, Order Denying Petition for 
Writ of Mandamus (Case No. CPF-16-515238), pg. 24. 
13 Gov. Code Section 65915(f)(5). 
14 Wollmer v. City of Berkeley, 195 Cal.App.4th 1329, 1348-1349 (2011). 
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 6. Conclusion 
 
 Requiring further environmental review to be conducted for the Project is unnecessary and 
unsupported by the law. It would discourage both this beneficial mixed-income housing project 
and similar projects in any part of the City that conduct CEQA review using a Community Plan 
Exemption, further exacerbating the shortage of housing of all income types in San Francisco. 
Appellant has not provided substantial evidence to meet its burden to overturn the City’s decision 
to issue a CPE for the Project. Therefore, we respectfully request that you deny the appeal. 
 
 Thank you. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

 
Mark Loper 

 
 
 
Exhibits 
 
cc: Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer 

Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Norman Yee 
Supervisor Jeff Sheehy 
Supervisor Hillary Ronen 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai 
Angelia Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Brent Jalipa, Legislative Clerk  
Lisa Lew, Legislative Clerk  
Julie Moore, Environmental Planner, Planning Department 
Chris Kern, Environmental Planner, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 2018-02-07 RWDI Reference No.: 1604031 

TO: Robert Tillman EMAIL: rrti@pacbell.net 

FROM: Ryan Danks EMAIL: ryan.danks@rwdi.com 

RE: Shadow Analysis 

2918 Mission Street 

San Francisco, CA 

 

Dear Mr. Tillman, 

As requested, we have conducted an analysis to understand the potential for shadowing from the 

proposed 2918 Mission Street development on two nearby schoolyards. The methodology we followed 

is the same as what is required for shadow studies on public spaces in San Francisco. 

With respect to the Zaida T. Rodriguez Child Development Center (2950 Mission Street) we make the 

following observations: 

• The proposed building is predicted to cast a small amount of new shadow onto the northern-

most area of the playground during the morning and evening from April through August. 

• No new shadows from the proposed building are predicted to fall anywhere on the 

playground between 8:59 am and 4:44 pm at any point in the year. 

• The predicted morning shadows range in duration from 1 to 92 minutes and the evening 

shadows last between 1 and 102 minutes. 

• If we ignore impacts outside of the school year (June 5 – Aug 19, per the SFUSD 2018/2019 

calendar), the longest new morning shadow lasts 85 minutes and the longest new evening 

shadow lasts 99 minutes 
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With respect to the Zaida T. Rodriguez Early Education School (421 Bartlett Street) we make the 

following observations: 

• The proposed building is predicted to cast new shadows onto this space throughout the 

morning all year. 

• No new shadows from the proposed building are predicted to occur after 11:51 am on any 

day of the year. 

• The new shadows range in duration from 143 minutes to 270 minutes and if impacts outside 

the school year are ignored, the maximum duration reduces to 266 minutes. 

Separate to this email we have included point-in-time shadow plots illustrating the location of the new 

shadow cast by the proposed building over the course of the summer and winter solstices and the 

vernal and autumnal equinoxes to provide additional context. 

We would be happy to discuss our analysis and its findings further if desired. 

Yours truly, 

RWDI 

 

Ryan Danks, B.A.Sc., P.Eng. 

Senior Engineer 

 

Frank Kriksic, BES, CET, LEED AP, C.Dir 

Senior Project Manager / Principal 

 



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

STUDY AREAS

1

Zaida T. Rodriguez Child 

Development Center Playground

Zaida T. Rodriguez Early 

Education School Playground



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

8:11 am PDT - (Sunrise +1 hour)

2

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

9:00 am PDT

3

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

10:00 am PDT

4

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

11:00 am PDT

5

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

12:00 pm PDT

6

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

1:00 pm PDT

7

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

2:00 pm PDT

8

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

3:00 pm PDT

9

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

4:00 pm PDT

10

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

5:00 pm PDT

11

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

6:00 pm PDT

12

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

MARCH 21

6:23 pm PDT - (Sunset -1 hour)

13

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

6:48 am PDT - (Sunrise +1 hour)

14

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

7:00 am PDT

15

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

8:00 am PDT

16

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

9:00 am PDT

17

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

10:00 am PDT

18

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

11:00 am PDT

19

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

12:00 pm PDT

20

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

1:00 pm PDT

21

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

2:00 pm PDT

22

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

3:00 pm PDT

23

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

4:00 pm PDT

24

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

5:00 pm PDT

25

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

6:00 pm PDT

26

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

7:00 pm PDT

27

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

JUNE 21

7:35 pm PDT - (Sunset -1 hour)

28

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

7:57 am PDT - (Sunrise +1 hour)

29

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

8:00 am PDT

30

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

9:00 am PDT

31

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

10:00 am PDT

32

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

11:00 am PDT

33

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

12:00 pm PDT

34

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

1:00 pm PDT

35

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

2:00 pm PDT

36

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

3:00 pm PDT

37

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

4:00 pm PDT

38

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

5:00 pm PDT

39

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

6:08 pm PDT - (Sunset -1 hour)

40

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

SEPTEMBER 21

6:08 pm PDT - (Sunset -1 hour)

41

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

8:22 am PST - (Sunrise +1 hour)

42

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

9:00 am PST

43

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

10:00 am PST

44

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

11:00 am PST

45

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

12:00 pm PST

46

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

1:00 pm PST

47

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

2:00 pm PST

48

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

3:00 pm PST

49

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



RWDI Project # 1604031
February 7, 2018

Shadow Analysis|

DECEMBER 21

3:55 pm PST - (Sunset -1 hour)

50

Legend

Studied Spaces

Net New Shadow

Existing Shadow

Proposed Project



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit B 



 

332 Pine Street | 4th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94104 | (415) 348-0300 | Fax (415) 773-1790 

www.fehrandpeers.com 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 5, 2018 

To: Manoj Madhavan, San Francisco Planning Department  

From: Jesse Cohn & Eric Womeldorff, Fehr & Peers 

Subject: 2918 Mission Transportation Analysis 

SF18-0978 

Introduction 

On November 30, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission approved the Community Plan 

Evaluation for the proposed development at 2918 Mission Street (Proposed Project). An appeal was 

filed by Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council on January 1, 2018, based on concerns that the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and subsequent 2008 EIR analysis are outdated, and that their 

determination of limited impacts to transit, traffic, and circulation is no longer accurate.  

This memo summarizes new data collection in the Mission District, including vehicle volumes at key 

intersections in the neighborhood, and transit reliability as a result of new development. These 

observations reveal the following key findings: 

- Intersection volumes at key locations in the Mission District do not exceed forecasts from 

the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR, and in some cases are lower than the 2000 

baseline.  

- Transit speeds have improved along Mission Street in the past 10 years.  

Project Description 

The Proposed Project Site, 2918 Mission Street, is located on the west side of Mission Street 

between 25th and 26th Streets in the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Zoning 

District. The property is currently developed with a single-story, 5,200 square foot commercial 

building (a laundromat) and an associated surface parking lot. In total, the site is approximately 

11,653 square feet. With the exception of two spaces that are rented to the adjacent bank, all spaces 

in the surface parking lot are for customers of the laundromat (and there is a sign posting this 

parking restriction). Laundromat staff watch for people using the parking lot and not visiting the 

laundromat, and warn them if observed.  
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The Proposed Project would include the demolition of the existing building and new construction 

of an eight-story, 67,314 square foot mixed-use building with 75 dwelling units and 6,724 square 

feet of ground floor retail. The Proposed Project would not include any off-street vehicle parking, 

but would include 76 Class I bicycle parking spaces and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The 

dwelling unit mix includes 18 studios, 27 one-bedroom units, and 30 two-bedroom units. The 

Proposed Project would include 9,046 square feet of usable open space.  

Buildings immediately adjacent to the project site are the Zaida T. Rodriguez Early Education School 

to the south and to the west across Osage Alley, Chase Bank to the north at the corner of Mission 

and 25th Street, and a mix of two- and three-story buildings used for a variety of uses including 

automobile repair, retail stores, residences, restaurants, and the Instituto Familiar de la Raza across 

Mission Street to the east.  

The project site is well served by public transportation. The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 24th 

Street station is located one block north of the project site. Several MUNI bus lines including the 

14-Mission, 14R-Mission Rapid (both 14 Muni lines run in their own exclusive travel lane), 48-

Quintara/24th Street, 49-Van Ness/Mission and the 67-Bernal Heights are within one quarter mile.  

Intersection Volumes 

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR analyzed several intersections within the Mission District. Fehr & 

Peers worked with the Planning Department to select three of these intersections and conduct one-

day PM peak hour turning movement counts in April 2018: Potrero Street/23rd Street, Mission 

Street/24th Street, and South Van Ness Avenue/26th Street. These counts were then compared to 

the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR expected level of traffic growth based on the total change in 

housing units constructed in the Mission from 2011 to 2018. In addition, traffic counts were 

compared to observed traffic volumes collected in 2015 included in the 1515 South Van Ness 

Avenue Transportation Impact Study (TIS).   

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included growth forecasts under Options A, B, C, and the B/C 

preferred alternative. The Preferred Alternative included fewer estimated households than the 

maximum analyzed under Option C. These forecasts represented projections of likely, anticipated 

development through the year 2025, using best available information at the time that the PEIR was 

certified, rather than “caps” on permissible development or estimates of maximum capacity at 

buildout under the rezoning. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected that implementation of 

the Mission Area Plan could result in an increase of up to 2,054 net dwelling units and 700,000 to 

3,500,000 sf of non-residential space (excluding PDR loss). 
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Overall, the current level of reported development from the Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring 

Report was estimated to represent around 65 percent of background, no project growth (based on 

progress from 2000 baseline year to 2018 relative to the 2025 projections), and around 10 percent 

complete1 for the growth projected under EIR Option C. While the preferred alternative does not 

precisely match any of the three options set forth in the EIR, Fehr & Peers selected Option C for 

comparison purposes as it showed the highest level of residential growth in the Mission.  

Table 1 shows a summary of observed and estimated traffic volumes from the Eastern 

Neighborhoods EIR for the intersections analyzed. On average, observed traffic volumes in 2018 

were around 25 percent lower than expected based on the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR and the 

percentage of estimated development complete2. At two of the three intersections counted, total 

traffic volume had in fact decreased from the 2000 baseline count data. The observed traffic counts 

include only one day of count data, which introduces a chance that the observations are not 

representative; however, traffic volumes at urban intersections tend to be fairly stable with respect 

to the amount of peak hour traffic. Overall, this reflects that the Eastern Neighborhoods TIS and EIR 

took a fairly conservative approach to modeling the levels of local traffic generated by the changes 

in land use allowed by the Plan.  

Table 1. Comparison of Observed and Estimated Volumes (Eastern Neighborhoods EIR) 

Intersection 

2000 

Baseline  

Volume 

2025 Option 

C Projected 

Volume 

2018 

Projected 

Volume1 

2018 

Observed 

Volume 

Difference  

(2018 Observed – 

2018 Projected) 

%  

Diff. 

Potrero / 23rd 2,663 2,837 2,680 2,546 -134 -5% 

Mission / 24th 1,615 1,935 1,647 1,142 -505 -44% 

1. 2018 to date projected volume is derived from the 2000 baseline volume plus 10 percent of Option C added project 

trips. Actual completed development analyzed in Option C amounts to 25% of studied residential units, and 4% of non-

residential new development.  

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; Eastern Neighborhoods TIS, 2008 

Table 2 shows a summary of observed traffic volumes from the 1515 South Van Ness TIS compared 

with these 2018 traffic counts for the intersections analyzed. On average, observed traffic volumes 

in 2018 were around 8 percent lower than the observed volumes in the 1515 South Van Ness TIS. 

At Mission Street/24th Street, total traffic volume decreased from the 2015 observed volumes. At 

26th Street and South Van Ness, there was an increase in traffic volume traveling northbound and 

                                                      
1 Estimate of 10 percent complete includes 25 percent of estimated increase in housing units and 4 percent 

of estimated increase in non-residential square footage from the 2000 baseline. This does not include the 

reduction in total PDR square footage.  
2 Projected traffic volumes for EIR Option A (at 30% complete) and the No Project scenario were similar to 

those for Option C, and were on average higher than the observed 2016 traffic volumes.  
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southbound. This likely reflects shifts from other north/south streets such as Mission Street that 

have seen changes in their roadway configurations with the installation of bus-only lanes in 2015.  

Table 2. Comparison of Observed Volumes (1515 South Van Ness TIS) 

Intersection 
2015 Observed 

Volume 

2018 Observed 

Volume 

Net Difference  

(2018 Observed – 

2015 Observed) 

% Difference 

Mission / 24th 1,476 1,142 -334 -29% 

S. Van Ness / 26th 1,534 1,759 225 13% 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018; 1515 South Van Ness TIS, 2017 

 

Transit Effects 

Three bus routes run along Mission Street past the Proposed Project Site: 14 Mission, 14R Mission 

Rapid, and 49 Van Ness/Mission. Increased development and density throughout the Mission 

District has resulted in an increase in demand for transit in the neighborhood, and the 2918 Mission 

Street appeal cites concerns about transit reliability. In addition, the increased prevalence of on-

demand transportation, such as Uber and Lyft, has resulted in an increase in passenger loading. 

When curb space is unavailable, loading and unloading vehicles may stand in the transit-only lane 

or travel lane, potentially delaying transit vehicles.  

Table 3 shows transit speeds between 2007 and 2017, along Mission Street between 14th Street 

and Cesar Chavez. Transit travel speeds have generally increased. Speeds increased from 7.8 miles 

per hour (mph) to 9.3 mph (19 percent) in the southbound direction during the AM peak period, 

and from 5.2 mph to 7.3 mph (35 percent) in the southbound direction during the PM peak period. 

Transit travel speeds decreased from 8.5 mph to 8.1 (5 percent) in the northbound direction during 

the AM peak period between 2011 and 2017, and increased from 7.1 mph to 7.9 mph (11 percent) 

in the northbound direction during the PM peak period. It should be noted that transit-only lanes 

were implemented on Mission Street during this time (in 2015), which has contributed to the 

increase in speed noted between 2015 and 2017. 
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Table 3. Transit Travel Speeds Along Mission Street (14th Street to Cesar Chavez)  

Time Period AM Peak Period PM Peak Period 

Direction Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound 

2007 7.8 N/A 5.4 7.1 

2009 8.4 N/A 6.6 7.1 

2011 8.8 8.5 6.9 7 

2013 8.6 8.3 6.6 6.8 

2015 8.9 8.3 6.7 6.8 

2017 9.3 8.1 7.3 7.9 

% Change  

(2007-2017) 
19% -5% 35% 11% 

Source: SFCTA Congestion Management Program, 2018 
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