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

Re: Case No. 2014.0376 CUA 2918 Mission Street
Appeal of the November 30, 2017 Planning Commission Decisions

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council appeals the decisions of the Planning
Commission Made on November 30, 2017 regarding the proposed project at 2918
Mission Street (hereafter “proposed project”), including the adoption of CEQA findings
under Section 15183 of the CEQA guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
21083.3.1, including the underlying Certificate of Determination and Findings of
Community Plan Evaluation, and Initial Study-Community Plan Evaluation and
Checklist.

1. Appeal of the adoption of the CEQA Findings, Certificate of Determination -
Community Plan Evaluation and Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation and
Checklist,

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

4104 24th Street # 957 * San #4hcisco, CA 94114 « (415) 317-0832
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e The Proposed Project does not qualify for a Community Plan Evaluation under
Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 21083.3
because the approval is based upon an out of date 2008 EIR prepared for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan and the EIR’s analysis and determination can no longer
be relied upon to support the claimed exemption in the areas of, inter alia, direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts with respect to: consistency with area plans and
policies, land use, recreation and open space, traffic and circulation, transit and
transportation, noise, shadow, health and safety, and other impacts to the Mission.

o The project’s cumulative impact was not considered because the PEIR’s projections
for housing, including this project and those, constructed, entitled, and/or in the
pipeline, have been exceeded. Therefore “past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects” were not properly considered (Guidelines, § 15355).

e The CEQA findings did not take into account the potential impacts of the Proposed
Project on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District (LCD), which was not designated at
the time the PEIR was prepared. Potential impacts due to gentrification and
displacement to businesses, residents, and nonprofits within the LCD, including
impacts to cultural and historic resources, health and safety and increased traffic
due to reverse commutes and shuttle busses have not been considered. Previous
reports as required by the Board of Supervisors were hastily and shoddily prepared,
and was erroneous in numerous respects.

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

e Substantial changes in circumstances require major revisions to the Eastern

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

e The CEQA findings did not take into account the potential impacts on the Zaida T.
Rodriguez school and the school’s children with respect to shadow; noise impacts on
the Speech and Learning School; transportation, traffic, and circulation impacts with
respect to parents picking up and dropping off their children; and overall health and
safety of the children.

¢ The Proposed Project, when considered cumulatively, is inconsistent with the
General Plan and the Mission Area Plan.

2. Pattern and Practice

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

The Final Motion, Certificate of Determination and Findings of Community Plan
Evaluation and Initial Study- Community Plan Evaluation and Checklist are attached as
Exhibit A. The link to the hearing on November 30, 2017 and the Eastern
Neighborhoods EIR are contained in the attached Exhibit B.

" jFor Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 1650 Mission St.
B Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) & First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) ‘ i Suite 400
® Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) @ Residential Child Care Fee (Sec. 414A) gi”g:‘;’gg’f;;?-g
® Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee (Sec. 423) 7] Other
Reception:
415.558.6378
Planning Commission Motion No. 20066 Fox
HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 30, 2017 415.558.6409
CORRECTED DATE: DECEMBER 15, 2017 Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
Case No.: 2014.0376CUA
Project Address: 2918 Mission Street
Zoning: Mission St NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District
45-X, 55-X and 65-B Height and Bulk Districts
Block/Lot: £529/002, 002A and 003

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

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

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION, PURSUANT
TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 121.1, 303, 754 AND THE MISSION 2016 INTERIM ZONING
CONTROLS (PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 19865), FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
A LARGE LOT IN A NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT FOR THE PROPOSED
PROJECT CONSISTING OF THE DEMOLITION OF A 5,200 SQUARE FOOT, SINGLE-STORY
COMMERCIAL BUILDING, AND NEW CONSTRUCTION OF AN EIGHT-STORY, 84-FOOT, 8-
INCH-TALL, 67,314 SQUARE FOOT MIXED-USE BUILDING WITH 75 DWELLING UNITS AND
APPROXIMATELY 6,724 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR RETAIL, WHICH WOULD UTILIZE
THE STATE DENSITY BONUS LAW (CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTIONS 65915-
65918), AND PROPOSES WAIVERS FROM 1) REAR YARD (PLANNING CODE SECTION 134); 2)
DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE (PLANNING CODE SECTION 140); 3) HEIGHT (PLANNING CODE
SECTIONS 250); AND, 4) BULK (PLANNING CODE SECTION 270), AT 2918 MISSION STREET
WITHIN THE MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT (NCT) ZONING
DISTRICT AND A 45-X, 55-X AND 65-B HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING
FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On January 8, 2016, Mark Loper (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”), on behalf of RRTI, Inc. (Property
Owner), filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a Conditional
Use Authorization for the proposed project at 2918 Mission Street, Lots 002, 002A, 003, Block 6529
(hereinafter “subject property”), pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 303 and 754, and the Mission
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2016 Interim Zoning Controls, to demolish a 5,200 square-foot (sq. ft.), single-story, approximately 15-
foot-tall commercial building and to construct an eight-story, 84-foot, 8-inch-tall 67,314 sq. ft. mixed-use
building with 75 dwelling units and 6,724 sq. ft. of ground floor retail within the Mission Street NCT
(Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District, and 45-X, 55-X and 65-B Height and Bulk District.

The Project Sponsor seeks to proceed under the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code Section
65915 et seq (“the State Law”). Under the State Law, a housing development that includes affordable
housing is entitled to additional density, concessions and incentives, and waivers from development
standards that might otherwise preclude the construction of the project. In accordance with the Planning
Department’s policies regarding projects seeking to proceed under the State Law, the Project Sponsor has
provided the Department with a 55 unit “Base Project” that would include housing affordable to very-
low income households. Because the Project Sponsor is providing 7 units of housing affordable to very-
low income households, the Project seeks a density bonus of 35% and waivers of the following
development standards: 1) Rear Yard (Planning Code Section 134); 2) Dwelling Unit Exposure (Planning
Code Section 140); 3) Height (Planning Code Sections 250); and, 4) Bulk (Planning Code Section 270).

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

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

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

SAN FRANGISCO 2
FLANNING DEFARTMENT
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On August 30, 2017, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. Since
the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major
revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase
in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial
importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. The file for this project,
including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, California,

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

The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the file for Case No.
2014.0376CUA is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.

On September 14, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization
Application No. 2014-0376CUA. At this meeting, the Commission continued this project to the public
hearing on November 30, 2017,

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization requested in
Application No. 2014.0376CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based
on the following findings:

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

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The site (“Project Site”), Lots 002, 002A and 003 in the
Assessor’s Block 6529, is located on the west side of Mission Street, between 25% and 26t 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 that is 15 feet in

SAK FRAHTISEE 3
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height and an associated surface parking lot. The subiect properties are located mid-block with a
combined street frontage of approximately 120 feet on Mission Street. In total, the site is
approximately 11,653 square feet.

Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located along a mixed-use
corridor within the Mission Area Plan. The Project Site has two frontages: Mission Street, which
is a two-way street with parallel on-street parking on both sides of the street; and Osage Alley,
which is a one-way alley with no on-street parking. The immediate context is mixed in character
with a mix of residential, commercial, retail and public uses. The immediate neighborhood
includes a commercial bank to the north at the comer of Mission and 25% Street, the Zaida T.
Rodriguez Early Education School to the south, and a residential apartment building and parking
garage to the west. The Zaida T. Rodriguez annex child development center on Bartlett Street is
across Osage Alley from the project site, as are two- to three-story multi-family residential uses.
There are three schools (Zaida T. Rodriguez Early Education School, Synergy Elementary School
and Saint Anthony —~ Immaculate Conception School) located within 1,000 feet of the Project Site.
Access to Highway 101 and Interstate 80 is about one block to the east at the on- and off-ramps
focated at South Van Ness Avenue and the Ceniral Freeway. The Project Site is located along
Mission Street, which is a high injury pedestrian and vehicular corridor. Other zoning districts in
the vicinity of the Project Site include: PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair - General);
RM-1 (Residential Mixed - Low Density); NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial
Transit); and, P (Pubiic).

Project Description. The project includes the demolition of an existing 3,200 square foot, single-
story, approximately 15-foot-tall commercial buiiding and new construction of an eight-story, 84-
foot, 8-inch-tall 67,314 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 75 dwelling units, 6,724 sq. ft. of ground
floor retail, 76 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The project
does not propose any off-street vehicular parking. The dwelling unit mix includes 18 studies, 27
one-bedroom units and 30 two-bedroom units. The Project includes 9,046 sf of usable open space
through a combination of private (10 units totaling 2,045 sf) and common open space (7,001 sf}.
Six new trees would be planted adjacent to the subject property along Mission Street and the
existing curb cut on Mission Street will be removed and replaced with new sidewalk. The
Project would also merge three existing lots to create one 11,653 square foot lot. Pursuant to
California Government Code Sections 65915-65918, the Project Sponsor has elected to utilize the
State Density Bonus Law.

Public Comment. To date, the Department has received one hundred and eighty one (181) letters
of support and eighty-six (86) letters opposing the project. Both supporting and opposing
cominents received were predominantly form letters (see attached samplings of each). Those in
favor of the project are supportive because the Project will provide 75 new residential units on a
major transit corridor one block away from BART without displacing anyone. Those in
opposition of the Project state that it would contribute to the gentrification and displacement of
long-term residents of the Mission; it would provide 65 luxury units to Mission Street; it will
result in less than 12 percent of the units affordable to low-incormne residents; and it wili resultin a
domino effect of higher overall rents in the neighborhood, displacement of local, legacy
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businesses serving the community, and the erasure of Latino residents from the Mission. Both
groups state that the City should purchase the Project at fair market value to develop a 100
percent affordable housing project, as offered by the property owner/Project Sponsor.

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

A, Permitted Uses in NCT Zoning Districts. Planning Code Section 754 states that residential

SAH FRANCISCC
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uses are a principally permitted use within the Mission Street NCT Zoning Disirict. Retail
uses are principally, conditionally or not permitted.

The Project would construct new residential and retail uses within the Mission Street NCT Zoning
District; thevefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 754. Depending on the specific
retail tenant(s), they will comply as principally permitted retail uses per Sec. 754 or seek a Conditiongl
Use, as required by the Planning Code.

Floor Area Ratio. Planning Code Section 124 establishes a FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 3.6:1 for
properties within the Mission Street NCT Zoning District and a 45-X, 55-X and 65-B Height
and Bulk District.

The subject Iots are 11,653 sq. ft. in total, thus resulting in a maximum allowable floor area of 41,950
sq. ft. for non-residential uses. The Project would construct approximately 6,954 sq. ft. of retail space,
aird would comply with Planning Code Section 124.

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

The Project includes an above-grade vear yard, which measures approximately 2,570 sq. ft. The
required rear yard does not measure the entire length of the lot. In certain locations, the required rear
yard depth is less than 25 percent.

Per California Government Code Sections 65915-65918, the Project Sponsor has elected fo utilize the
State Density Bonus Law, and proposes a waiver from the development standards for rear yard
requirements, which are defined in Planning Code 134, This reduction in the rear yard requirements is
necessary to enable the construction of the project with the increased density provided by as vequired
under Govermment Code Section 65915(d).

Usable Open Space. Within the Mission Street NCT, Planning Code Section 754, 2 minimum
of 80 sq. ft. of open space per dwelling unit if private or 100 sq. ft. if common is required for
each dwelling unit.

Per Planning Code Section 134(g), private usable open space shall have a minimum
horizontal dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36 sq ft if located on a deck, balcony,
porch or roof, and shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a minimum
area of 100 sq ft if located on open ground, a terrace or the surface of an inner or outer court.
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Commeon usable open space shall be at least 15 feet in every horizontal dimension and shall
be a minimum are of 300 sq. ft. Further, inner courts may be credited as common useable
open space if the enclosed space is not less than 20 feet in every horizontal dimension and
400 sq ft in area, and if the height of the walls and projections above the court on at least
three sides is such that no point on any such wall or projection is higher than one foot for
each foot that such point is horizontally distant from the opposite side of the clear space in
the court.

The Project includes 10 units with private cpen space meeting the size and dimensional requirements
of the Planning Code. For the remaining 65 units, 7,001 sq. ft. of common open space is provided with
common terraces on the second and sixth floors and roof deck; therefore, the Project complies with
Planning Code Section 754,

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

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

Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all
dwelling units face onto a public street, rear yard or other open area that meets minimum
requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. To meet exposure requirements,'a public
street, public alley at least 20 feet wide, side yard or rear yard must be at least 25 feet in
width, or an open area (either inner court or a space between separate buildings on the same
loty must be no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the
dwelling unit is located.

The Project organizes the dwelling units to have exposure on Mission Street or along the rear yard. As
proposed, 39 dwelling units face the non-complying rear yard and 3 south-facing units only face a side
yard that does not meet the dimensional vequirements. Therefore, 42 of the 75 dwelling units do not
meet the dwelling unit exposure requirements of the Planning Code; therefore, the Project does not
comply with Planning Code Section 140.

Per California Government Code Sections 65915-65918, the Project Sponsor has elected to utilize the
State Density Bonus Law, and proposes a waiver from the development standards for dwelling unit
exposure, which are defined in Planwing Code 140. This reduction in the dwelling unit exposure
requirententt is necessary to enable the construction of the project with the increased density provided
by Government Code Section 65915(d).

Street Frontage in Neighborhood Commercial Districts. Planning Code Section 145.1
requires off-street parking at street grade on a development lot to be set back at least 25 feet
on the ground floor; that no more than one-third of the width or 20 feet, whichever is less, of
any given street frontage of a new structure parallel to and facing a street shall be devoted to
parking and loading ingress or egress; that space for active uses be provided within the first
25 feet of building depth on the ground floor; that non-residential uses have a minimum

PLAaNNING DEFARTMENT
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floor-to-floor height of 14 feet; that the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing non-
residential active uses and lobbies be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk
at the principal entrance to these spaces; and that frontages with active uses that are not
residential or PDR be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than
60 percent of the street frontage at the ground level.

The Project meets the requirements of Planning Code Section 145.1. The Project does not possess off-
street parking. The Project features active uses on the ground floor with a residential lobby, and retail
space along Mission Street. The ground floor ceiling height of the non-residential uses are at least 14
feet tall and provide required ground level transpavency and femestration. Therefore, the Project
complies with Planning Code Section 145.1,

. Bicycle Parking. Planning Section 1552 of the Planning Code requires one Class 1 bicycle

parking space per dwelling unit and one Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for every 20 dwelling
units. Additional bicycle parking requirements apply based on classification of non-

_ residential uses; at least two Class 2 spaces are required for retail uses.

The Project includes 75 dwelling units; therefore, the Project is required to provide 75 Class 1 bicycle
parking spaces and four Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for residential uses and one Class 1 bicycle
space and three Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the ground floor non-residential uses. The Project
will provide seventy-six (76) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and fourteen (14) Class 2 bicycle parking
spaces, which exceeds the reguirement. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section
155.2.

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

The Project submitted a completed Envirenmental evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016.
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program
Standards, resulting i1 a target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its required
7 points through the following TDM measures:

e Bicyde Parking (Option A)

e On-site Affordable Housing (Option B)

o  Parking Supply (Option K)

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

For the 75 dwelling units, the Project is required fo provide at least 30 two-bedroom units or 23 three-

bedroom wnits. The Profect provides 18 studios, 27 one-bedroom units and 30 two-bedroom. Therefore,
the Praject meets and exceeds the requivements for dwelling unit mix.
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K. Height and Bulk. Planning Code Section 250 and 252 outlines the height and bulk districts

AN FRANGISCO
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within the City and County of San Francisco. The Project is located in three height and bulk
districts: 45-X, 55-X and 65-B. Therefore, the proposed development is permitted up to a
height of 45 to 55 feet with no bulk iimit in the 45-X and 55-X Height and Bulk Districts, and
up to a height of 65 feet and a 110 foot maximum length and 125 foot maximum diagonal for
a height above 50 feet in the 65-B Height and Bulk District.

The Project would construct a new mixed-use development up to 84 feet, 8 inches tall and exceeds the
height limits by approximately 20 feet. The portion of the Project located in the 65-B bulk district above
50 feet in height has a maximum length of 117 feet, exceeding the 110 foot limit, and a maximum
diagonal dimension of 122 feet, 8 inches, complying with bulk restrictions. The total diagonal
dimension of the Project above 50 feet is 146 feet, 1 inch, inchuding the portion of the Project site zoned
45-X nqud 553-X, which is not subject to bulk limits.

Per California Governrent Code Sections 65915-65918, the Project Sponsor has elected to utilize the
State Density Bonus Law, and proposes a waiver from the development standards for height and bulk,
which are defined in Planning Codes 250, 252, and 270. These expansions beyond the height ond bulk
requirements are necessary to enable the construction of the project with the increased demsity
provided by Government Code Section 65915(fK2).

Narrow Streets. Planning Code Section 261.1 outlines height and massing requirements for

_projects that front onto a “narrow street”, which is defined as a public right of way less than

or equal to 40-feet in width, Osage Alley measures approximately 15-feet wide and is
considered a narrow street. For the subject frontage along a narrow street, a 10 foot setback is
required above a height of 31-feet, 4-inches. Subject frontage is defined as any building
frontage more than 60-ft from an intersection with a street wider than 40-feet.

Along Osage Alley, the Project is setback at least 10-feet from the property line where the height is
above 31-feet, 4-inches; therefore the Project complies with Planning Code Section 261.1.

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

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

Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 411A is applicable to new
development that results in more than twenty dwelling units.
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The Project includes approximately 60,006 gsf of new residentiol use and 6,724 gsf of non-residential
use. This square footage shall be subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee, as outlined in
Planning Code Section 411A. The Project filed an environmentel review application on or before July
21, 2015, thus the residential use will be subject to 50 percent of the applicable residential TSF.

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

The Project fncludes approximately 60,006 gsf of vesidential use. The proposed Project is subject to
fees as outlined in Planning Code Section 414A.

Inclusionary Affordable Houwsing Program in Mission Street NCT Zoning District.
Planning Code Section 415 sets forth the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program. Under Planning Code Section 415.3, these requirements would
apply to any housing project that consists of 10 or more units where an individual project or
a phased project is to be undertaken and where the total undertaking comprises a project
with 10 or more units, even if the development is on separate but adjacent lots. For any
development project that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application on or
prior to January 12, 2016, affordable units in the amount of 14.5 percent of the number of
units shall be constructed on-site.

The Project Sponsor seeks to develop under the State Density Bemus Law, and therefore must include
on-site affordable units in order to comstruct the Project at the requested density end with the
requested waivers of development standavds. The Project Sponsor submitted a complete Environmental
Evaluation on July 21, 20185, thus is required to provide affordable units in the amount of 14.5 percent
of the number of units constructed on site, The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for
the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative under Planning Code Sections 415.5 and 415.6 and has
submitied an 'Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning
Code Section 415,” to satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by
providing on-site affordable housing. The Project Sponsor is providing 14.5 percent of the base project
vnits as affordable to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program obligation, which includes
8 units (2 studios, 3 one-bedroom and 3 two-bedrovwm) of the 75 units provided will be affordable units.

In order for the Project Spansor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the
Project Sponsor must submit an ‘Affidevit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program: Planning Code Section 415, fo the Planning Department stating that any affordable units
designated as on-site units shall be sold as ownership units and will remein as ownership units for the
Life of the project or submit to the Department a contract demonstrating that the projects on- or offsite
units are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, California Civil Code Section 1954.50
because, under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has enfered info an agreement with g public
entity in consideration for a divect financial contribution ov any other forse of assistance specified in
California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and submits an Affidavit of such to the
Department, All such contracts entered inte with the City and County of San Francisco must be
reviewed and gpproved by the Mayor's Office Housing and Community Development and the City
Attorney’s Qffice. The Project Sponser has indicated the intention fo enter into an agreement with the
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City to qualify for a waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the proposed
density bonus and concessions provided by the City and approved herein. The Project Sponsor
submitted such Affidavit on July 24, 2017, The applicable percentage is dependent on the total number
of units in the project, the zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation Application. A complete Environmental Evaluation Application was
submitted on July 21, 2015; therefore, pursuant to Planming Code Section 415.3 the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is to provide
14.5 percent of the total proposed dielling units in the Base Project as affordable.

The Project Sponsor will satisfy the Inclusionary Housing requirements by providing seven units, or
11 percent of the total proposed dwelling units in the Base Project as affordable to very-low income
households (as defined in California Health and Safety Code section 50105) and by providing one
additional inclusionary unit at the affordability levels specified in the City's Inclusionary Housing
Program or any successor program applicable to on-site below-market rate units, totaling 14.5% of the
proposed dwelling units in the Base Project.. If the Project becomes ineligible to meet its Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program obligation through the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative prior to
issuance of the first construction document, this conditional use approval shall be deemed null and
void. If the Project becomes ineligible to meet its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program cbligation
through the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative after construction, the City shall pursue any and
all auailable remedies at law.

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

The Project includes approximately 67,314 gsf of new development consisting of approximately 60,006
sg. ft. of residential use and 6,724 sq. ft. of retail use. These uses are subject to Eastern Neighborhood
Infrastructure Impact Fees, as outlined in Planning Code Section 423, These fees must be paid prior to
the issuance of the building permit application.

7. State Density Bonus Law: Per California Government Code Section 65915-65918 and Planning
Code section 206.6, the Project Sponsor has elected to utilize the 5tate Density Bonus Law. The
State Law permits a 35 percent density bonus if at least 11 percent of the “Base Project” units are
affordable to very-low-income households (as defined in California Health and Safety Code
section 50105). The “Base Project” includes the amount of residential development that could
occur on the project site as of right without modifications to the physical aspects of the Planning
Code {ex: open space, dwelling unit exposure, efc.). Under the State Density Bonus Law, the
Project Sponsor is entitled to a specified number of concessions or incentives, as well as waivers
for any development standard that would physically preclude construction of the project at the
proposed density and with the concessions or incentives.

The Project is providing 11 percent of units in the Base Project as affordable to very-low income houscholds
(as defined in California Health and Safety Code section 50105) and is entitled to a 35 percent density
bonus and three concessions or incentives under State Law. The Project also seeks waivers to the
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development standards for: 1) Rear Yard (Planning Code Section 134); 2) Duwelling Unit Exposure
(Plarming Code Section 140); 3) Height (Planning Code Sections 250); and, 4) Bulk requirement
(Planming Code Section 270), which are necessary to construct the Project at the proposed density.

8. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Authorization. On balance, the project complies with said

criteria in that:

1y

2)

SAN FRANCISCG

FPLANNING DEPARTMENT

The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplates and at the
proposed location, will provide 2 development that is necessary of desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.

The Project will demolish a single-story commercial building that is currently occupied by a
laundromat and associated surface parking lot, and comstruct a wmew ecight-story mixed-use
development with 75 dwelling units and ground floor retail space. Given the cbjectives of the Mission
Aren Plan, the Project is necessary and desirable in preserving the diversity and vitality of the
Mission, while also maintaining and contributing to the important aspects of the existing
neighborhood, such as providing new housing opportunities and minimizing displacement. Housing is
a top priority for the City and County of San Francisco. The size and intensity of the proposed
development is necessary and desirable for this neighborhood and the surrounding community because
it will provide new opportunities for housing and add new site amenities that will contribute to the
character of the surrounding neighborhood. The Project will also replace an underutilized site, while
also providing new public amenities, including landscaping, sidewalk improvements and bicycle
parking. The Project is consistent with the neighborhood uses, which include a mix of ground floor
cominercial uses with residential above, educational facilities, multi-family residential building and
comimercigl uses. The influx of new residents will contribute to the economic vitality of the existing
neighborhood by adding wnew patrons for the nearby vefail uses. In summary, the Project is an
appropriate urban invention and infill development.

That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety,
convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to
property, improvements or potential development on the vicinity, with respect to aspects
including but not limited to the following:

i.  Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape
and arrangement of structures;

The Project site is a three-parcel, L-shaped lot with frontage on both Mission Street and
Osage Alley, fotaling 11,653 square feet i area. The site is currently developed with a
6,433 square foot surface parking lot and a 5500 square foot comumercial building
containing a laundromat. The Project will consist of a single structure that mainfains 2
street wall along all frontages at the ground floor, with a podium-level rear yard 18 to 40-
feet deep fronting Osage Aley. The building massing is oriented towards the more
prominent Mission Street fromtage with the 6*(partial), 7% and §% stories sculpted back.
The building is glso sculpted back on the 7% and 8% stories from Osage Alley and the
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adjacent condominium building to the west of the property at 3421 25% Street. Overall, the
Project, which would establish a new six- to eight-story building with ground floor retail in
an existing mixed-use neighborhood, will be beneficial to the surrounding neighborhoad.

ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons an vehicles, the type and volume
of such traffic, and the adequacy of praposed off-street parking and loading;

The Project would not adversely affect public transit in the neighborhood. The Project site
is located one block from the 24'% Street BART Station and is close to several MUNI bus
lines, including the 12, 14,14R, 27, 48, 49, 55, 67 and 800. The Project provides no off-
sireet parking, which supports the City's transit first policies. Provision of kicycle storage
areas along with the close proximity to mass transit is anticipated to encourage residents,
employees and visitors to use alternate modes of transportation. The Project also
incorporates an on-street loading zone in front of the building on Mission Street,

iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise,
glare, dust and odor;

The Project will comply with Title 24 standards for noise insulation. The Profect will also be
subject to the standard conditions of approval for lighting and comstruction noise. Construction
notse impacts would be less than significant because all construction activities would be
conducted in compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San
Francisco Police Code, as amended November 2008). The SF Board of Supervisors approved the
Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the
intent of reducing the guantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition and
construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers,
minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the Department of
Building Inspection. Therefore, the Project would be required to foliow specified practices to
control construction dust and to comply with this ordinance. Overall, the Project is not expected
to generate dust or odor fmpacts.

iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open
spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The Project will provide the vequired number of street trees and bicycle parking along the
public-rights-of-way. The Project will also remove a curb cut along the Mission Street
Jromtage and replace it with new sidewalk. These upgrades will be beneficial fo the
surrounding neighborhood because it will provide new street improvements, lighting and
vegetation.

3) That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with all velevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code, except for
those requivements for which the Project Sponsor seeks a waiver under the State Density Bonus Law
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(California Government Code Sections 65815-65918). The Commission finds that these waivers are
required in order to construct the Project at the density allowed by State Law. The Project is consistent
with objectives and policies of the General Plum as detailed below.

4) That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District.

Per Planning Code Section 754, the Mission 5t NCT Zoning District is described as:

This District has a mixed pattern of larger and smaller lots and businesses, as well as a
sizable number of upper-story residentinl umits. Controls are designed to permit
moderate-scale buildings and uses, protecting rear yards above the ground stovy and at
residential levels. New neighborhood-serving commercial development is encouraged
mainly at the ground story. While offices and general retail sales uses may locate at the
second story of new buildings under certain circumstances, most commercial uses are
prohibited above the second story, Continyous retail frontage is promoted by requiring
ground floor commercial uses in new developments and prohibiting curb cuts. Housing
development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story. Housing density
is not controlled by the size of the lot but by requirements to supply a high percentage
of larger unils and by physical envelope controls., Existing residentinl units are
protected by prohibitions on upper-story conversions and limitations on demolitions,
mergers, and subdivisions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitied within the district
pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

The Project will be in conformity with the Mission Street NCT in that it will provide a niixed-use
development that provides ground floor retail space with ¢ continuous retail fronfage and residential
units above, consistent with surrounding neighborhood.

9. Planning Code Section 121.1 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Developments of Large Lots In Neighborhood Commercial Districts.
On balance, the project complies with said criteria in that:

a) The mass and facade of the proposed structure are compatible with the existing scale of the
district.

The Project’s design includes a mass and facade that borrows elements present in the surrounding
neighborhood, such as traditional bay windows, painted plaster and ferracotts cladding, to ensure a
design that is of an approprinte seale for this larger development site. The Mission Street facade’s
massing is broken up horizontally by two large retail stovefronts on the ground floor and differentinted
exterior finished on the 8% floor. Vertically. the facade is broken wp with a series of bay window
projections with accent colors and varying wall planes.

b) The facade of the proposed structure is compatible with design features of adjacent facades
that contribute to the positive visual quality of the district.

SAH FRANCISCO 13
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The Mission is one of the City's most distinctive neighborhoods as identified in the City's General
Plan. The proposed facade design and architectural ireatments with various vertical and horizontal
elements and a pedestrian scale ground floor which is consistent with the unigue identity of the
Mission. The new building’s character ensures the best design of the times with high-quality building
materials (ncluding terracotta cladding, glass reinforced comcrete (GRC) cladding, painted plaster,
and stone tile} that relate to the surrounding structures that make-up the Mission's distinct character
while acknowledging and respecting the positive attributes of the older buildings. The Project also
includes blind wall murals its northern and southern facades to be commissioned to local arfists. It also
provides an opportunity for an increased visual interest that enhances and creates a special identity
with a unique image of its own in the neighborhood. Querall, the Project offers an architectural
treatment, which provides for contemporary, yet contextual, architectural design that appears
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood

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

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

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

Policy 1.4
Ensure community based planning processes are used to generate land use controls.

Policy 1.6

Consider greater flexibility in number and size of units within established building envelopes in
community based planning processes, especially if it can increase the number of affordable units
in multi-family structures.

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

Policy 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

SAN FRANCISCD 14
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The Project is a higher density mixed-use development on an underutilized lot along a primary vehicular
transit corridor. The Profect Site is an ideal infill site that is currently cccupied by a commercial use
(lavndromat) and ancillary surface parking lot. The proposed Project would gdd 75 units of housing to the
site with a dwelling unit mix of studio, one-bedroom, and two-bedroom units. The Project is consistent
with the Mission Street NCT Zoning District, which encourages housing development in new buildings
above the ground story and that is gffordable to people with o wide range of incomes. The Project includes
eight on-site gffordable housing units for cwnership, which complies with the Mission Street NCT
District’s goal to provide a higher level of affordability. As noted by the Project Sponsor, the Project is
“affordable by design,” since the Project incorporates economically efficient dwelling units, which average
402 sf for studios, 563 sf for one-bedrooms, and 818 sf for two-bedrooms. The Project does not possess any
vehicular parking. The Project would satisfy its inclusionary affordeble housing requirement by
designating 8 on-site affordable housing units to satisfy the Inclusionary Affordable Housing obligation.

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

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

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

Policy 4.5

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

The Project will add 75 dwelling units to the City's housing stock, and meets the affordable housing
requivements by providing for eight on-site permanently affordable units for vental, thus encouraging
diversity among income levels within the new development.

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

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

Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.
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Policy 11.3
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

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

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

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

The Project responds to the site's location within a wmixed-character neighborhood. The Project would
construct a new eight-story mixed-use building on the west side of Mission Street. The scale of the Project
is appropriate from an urban design perspective because if recognizes the significance of this location along
the Mission Street transit corridor, one block from the 24t Street BART station. Overall, the Project’s
massing also recognizes the existing block pattern as it relates to the street frontage along Mission Street.
The neighborhood is characterized by a wide variety of residential, commercial, vetail and PDR uses. In
addition, the Project includes projecting vertical gnd horizontal architectural elements, which provide
vertical and horizontal modulation along the street fucades and provides a high-quality material palate
which invokes the traditional architecture found in the Mission,

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

Policy 12.2
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and
neighborhood services, when developing new housing.

The Project is located in proximity to many neighborhood amenities. The Project is located on Mission
Street between 25% and 26% Streets, which provide a variety of retail establishments, restaurants, small
grocery stores, educational facilities and cafes. The Project is also located near the Mission Cultural Center
and the 24% Street BART Station.

OBJECTIVE 13
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING

NEW HOUSING.

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

SAN FRANCISCO 1 6
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Pelicy 13.3
Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to
increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.

The Project Site is located within a quarter mile of several Iocal transit lines including MUNI lines 12,
14,14R, 27, 48, 48, 55, 67 and 800. The 24 Street Bart Station is on block away. Residential mixed-use
development at this site would support g smart growth and sustainable land use pattern in Iocating new
housing in the urban core close to jebs and tramsit. Furthermore, the bicycle network in the Mission
District is highly developed and utilized. The Project provides 76 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on-site in
addition tol4 Class 2 bicycle parking along the frontage,

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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

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

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

OBJECTIVE 3:
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE

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

The Project will add to the urban forest with the addition of street trees.
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24:
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

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

Policy 24.4:
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Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

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

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

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

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

The Project includes 76 Class 1 and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces in secure, convenient locations.

OBJECTIVE 34:

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

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

Policy 34.5:

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

The Project does not provide any off-street vehicular parking, which complies with Planning Code Section
151.1. Further, the project will infill the existing curb cut on the project site along the Mission Street

frontage.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 4.4:
Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians.
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Policy 4.13:
Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest.

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

The Project does not provide any off-street vehicular parking; therefore, the Project limits conflicts with
pedestrians and bicyclists. New street trees will be planted on Mission Streef and an existing curb cuf will
be removed, Along the project site, the pedestrien experience will be greatly improved.

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies
Land Use

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

Policy 1.1.7

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

The Project will provide 6,724 square feet of retail space on the ground floor of the building while also
providing new housing on a site where none currently exists. Therefore strengthening the mixed use
chavacter and maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and work.

OBJECTIVE 1.2
IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE 1S ENCOURAGED,
MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER.

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

Policy 1.2.2

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

Policy 1.2.3
In general, where residential development is permitted, control residential density through
building height and bulk guidelines and bedroom mix reguirements.
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The Project will replace a single-story commercial building and associated parking lot with a new mixed-
use building with ground floor retail space and residential units above, consistent with the existing
residential and commercial uses in the neighborhood. Additionally, the Project complies with the applicable
the bedroom mix requirements and is seeking waivers from the height and bulk standards through
utilization of the State Density Bonus Law.

Housing

OBJECTIVE 2.3

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

Policy 2.3.3

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

Policy 2.3.5

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

Policy 2.3.6

Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund to
mitigate the impacts of new development on ftransit, pedestrian, bicycle, and street
improvements, park and recreational facilities, and commumity facilities such as libraries, child
care and other neighborhood services in the area.

The Project includes 18 studios, 27 one-bedroont units and 30 two-bedroom units of which & will be Below
Market Rate (BMR). Three of the BMR units will be two-bedroom units. Furthermore, the Project will be
subject to the Eastern Neighborhood Impact Fee, Transportation Sustainability Fee and Residential
Childcare Fee.

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

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

The Project will create seventy-five residential units, eight of which are BMR units, on a site where no
housing currently exists, thus increasing affordable housing production and availability.
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Buili Form

OBJECTIVE 3.1

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

Policy 3.1.6

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

The Project will replace an unremarkable single-story commercial building with a well-articulated,
contemporary, mixed-use building. The Project will be constructed with high quality materials and within
the aliowed height limits for the zoning district to respect the surrounding buildings.

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

Policy 3.2.2
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors.

Policy 3.2.2
Make ground floor retail and PDR uses as tall, roomy and permeable as possible.

Policy 3.2.3
Minimize the visual impact of parking.

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

The Project is largely residential, but includes a moderately-sized ground floor retail component along
Mission Street, with a cetling height for the retail is approximately of 16 feet, 6 inches. The Project provides
the mix of uses encouraged by the Area Plan for this location, In addition, the Project includes the
appropriate dwelling-unit mix, since 40% or 30 of the 75 units are two-bedroom dwelling units. The
Mission is one of the City’s most distinctive neighborhoods as identified in the City’s General Plan, The
new building's character ensures the best design of the times with high-quality building materials that
relates to the surrounding structures that make-up the Mission's distinct character while acknowledging
and respecting the positive attributes of the older buildings. It also provides an cpportunity for an
increased visual interest that enhances and creates a special identity with o unique image of its own in the
ieighborhood. Overall, the Project offers an architectural treatment that is contemporary, yet contexiual,
and that is consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The Project does not include any
off-street parking and will eliminate the existing curb cut along Mission Street.
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11. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies
in that:

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

Currently, the existing building on the Project Site is a one-story laundromat. Although the Project
would remove this use, the Project does provide for 6,724 square feet of new retail space at the ground
level. The Project improves the urban form of the neighborhood by adding new residents, visitors, and
employees to the neighborhood, which would assist in strengthening nearby retail uses.

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

No houstng exists on the Project Site. The Project will provide 75 new dwelling units, thus resulting
in a significant increase in the neighborhood housing stock. The Project offers an architectural
treatment that is contemporary, yet conlextual, and an architechural design that is consistent and
compuatible with the surrounding neighborhood. For these reasons, the Project would protect and
preserve the cultural and econvmic diversity of the neighborhood.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The Project will not displace any affordable housing because there s cyrrently no housing on the site.
The Project will comply with the City's Inclusionary Housing Program, therefore increasing the stock
of affordable housing units in the City.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The Project Site is served by public transportation. Future residents would be afforded close proximity
to bus or rail transit. The Project also provides hicycle parking for vesidents and their guests.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future cpportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project is consistent with the Mission Area Plan, which encourages mixed-use development along
Mission Street. The Project does not involve the creation of commercial office development. The
Project would enhance opportunities for resident employment and cwnership in retail sales and service
sectors by providing for new housing and retail space, which will increase the diversity of the City's
housing supply (a top priority in the City) and provide new potential neighborhood-serving uses and
employment apportunities.

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthguake.
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The Project will be designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements of the Building Code. This proposal will not adversely affect the property’s ability to
withstand an earthquake.

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

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

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

12. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Adminisirative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source
Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning
and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed.

The Project Spensor submitied a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of a building perinit
will execute & First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Firing Agreement
with the City's First Source Hiring Administration.

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

14. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would
promote the heaith, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Authorization Application No. 2014.0376CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated November 30, 2017, and stamped
“EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

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

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
20066. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94012,

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

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

I hereby (iL tify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on November 30, 2017.

L orfor
Jonas T lonin |
Commission Secretary

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

ADOPTED: November 30, 2017

SAN ERANGISCO 24
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2397



Motion No. 20066 CASE NO. 2014.0376CUA
November 30, 2017 2918 Mission Street

EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is a Conditional Use Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing 5,200 square-
foot (sq. ft.), single-story, approximately 15-foot-tall commercial building and construction of an eight-
story, 84-foot, B-inch-tall 67,314 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 75 dwelling units and 6,724 sq. ft. of
ground floor retail located at 2918 Mission Street, Block 6529, Lots 002, 002A, 003, pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 121.2, 303 and 754 and the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls (Planning Comimnission
Resotution No. 19865) within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning
District, and 45-X, 55-X and 65-B Height and Bulk Districts; in general conformance with plans, dated
November 30, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record No. 2014.0376CUA and
subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on November 30, 2017
under Motion No. 20066. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property
and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice inn the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on November 30, 2017 under Motion No. 20066.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 20066 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

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

1. Validity, The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid up to two {2) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or comunence the approved use within
this two-year period.

For information about complinnee, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
wie.sf-planning.ore

2. Expiration and Renewal. The Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the
revocation of the Authorization and shall consider the project’s progress and intent to
construct/build. Shouid the Commnission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization,

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

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
revoking the approval if more than two (2) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.

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

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

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

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

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

6. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan EIR (Case No. 2014.0376ENV) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to avoid
potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project
Sponsor.
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
WWW.sf-Hanning.org

DESIGN

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

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

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

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

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

For tnformation about complinnce, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

e sf-planning org

10. Lighting Plan. The Project Sponser shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning
Department prior to Planning Department approval of the building / site permit application.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.ory

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

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor fagade facing a public right-of-way;

b. On-site, in a driveway, underground;

c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor facade facing a
public right-of-way;
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d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with 2 minimum width of 12 feet,
avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets
Plan guidelines;

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

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

g. On-site, in a ground floor fagade (the least desirable location).

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

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

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

12. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.2, the Project shall provide no fewer
than 90 bicycle parking spaces (76 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of the Project and 14
Class 2 spaces for both the residential and commercial/PDR portion of the Project).

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

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

PROVISIONS

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

15. First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring
Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring
Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor
shall comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going
employment required for the Project.

For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335,
www.onestopSE.org
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16.

17.

18.

Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wuwrw.st-planming ore

Child Care Fee - Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.

For information about compliance, contact the Cose Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wunp.sf-planning.ory

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. The Project is subject to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 423.
Lor information about complignce, contact the Case Planner, Planuning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

MONITORING

19.

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

OPERATION

20.

21.

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

415-695-2017 . hitpd(sfdpw.orel

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

For information about complinnce, contact Code Ewforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
wunw, st-planning org

ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION - NOISE ATTENUATION CONDITIONS
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22. Chapter 116 Residential Projects. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the “Recommended
Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects,” which were recommended
by the Entertainment Commission on January 29, 2016. These conditions state:

a)

b)

d)

Community Qutreach. Project Sponsor shall include in its community outreach process any
businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of
9PM-5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electronic form.

Sound Study. Project sponsor shall conduct an acoustical sound study, which shall include
sound readings taken when performances are taking place at the proximate Places of
Entertainment, as well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at closing time.
Readings should be taken at locations that most accurately capture sound from the Place of
Entertainment to best of their ability. Ary recommendation(s) in the sound study regarding
window glaze ratings and soundproofing materials including but not limited to walls,
doors, roofing, etc. shall be given highest consideration by the project sponsor when
designing and building the project.

Design Considerations.

i. During design phase, project sponsor shall consider the entrance and egress location and
paths of travel at the Place(s) of Enterfainment in designing the location of (a) any
entrance/egress for the residential building and (b) any parking garage in the building.

Hi. In designing doors, windows, and other openings for the residential building, project
sponsor should consider the POE’s operations and noise during ali hours of the day and
night.

Construction Impacts. Project sponsor shall communicate with adjacent or nearby Place(s)
of Entertainment as to the construction schedule, daytime and nighttime, and consider how
- this schedule and any storage of construction materials may impact the POE operations.

Communication. Project Sponsor shall make a cell phornte number available to Place(s) of
Entertainment managernent during all phases of development through construction. In
addition, a line of communication should be created to ongeing building management
throughout the occupation phase and beyond.

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

23. Affordable Units. The following Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are those in
effect at the time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirements change, the
Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements in place at the time of issuance of first

construction document..

a)

SAN FRANCISCO

Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3, the Project is
currently required to provide 14.5% of the proposed dwelling units in the Base Project as
affordable to qualifying households. The Project Sponsor has elected to satisfy the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing obligation by providing on-site inclusionary units. The
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Project Sponsor wili fulfill this requirement by providing the 8 affordable units on-site. As
required for the project to achieve a 35% density bonus under the State Density Bonus Law
and Planning Code section 206.6, 7 (11%) of the eight required units shall be affordable for a
term of 55 years to households earning less than 50% of area median income and, upon the
expiration of the 55 year term, shall thereafter be rented at the rates specified in the
inclusionary affordable housing program. The remaining inclusionary unit is subject to the
requirements as set forth in Section 415. If the number of market-rate units change, the
number of required affordable units shall be modified accordingly with written approval
from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and
Comumunity Development (“MOHCD”), and in accordance with the State Density Bonus
Program and Planning Code section 206.6.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, wipw.sf-moh.org.

b) Unit Mix. The Base Project contains 15 studios, 17 one-bedroom, and 23 two-bedroom units;
therefore, the required affordable unit mix is 2 studios, 3 one-bedroom, and 3 two-bedroom
units. If the market-rate unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified
accordingly with written approval from Planning Department staff in consultation with
MOHCD.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Depariment at 415-558-6378,
wrew.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Conumunity Development at 415-701-

5500, www.sf-moh.org,

¢} Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as
a Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction
permit.
For information about complionce, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, www.sf-pioh.ovg.

d) Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project
Speonsor shall have designated not less than fourteen and one half percent (14.5%), or the
applicable percentage as discussed above, of the each phase’s total number of dwelling units
as on-site affordable units.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Departinent at 415-558-6378,
www.st-planning.ore or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development af 415-701-

5500, www.si-moh.ore,

e) Dwuration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section
415.6, must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planming Department at 415-558-6378,
wiwiw.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, wwm.sf-moh.org.
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f)

SAN ERANGISCO

Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual
("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission,
and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval
and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A
copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue
or on the Planning Department or MOFCD websites, including on the internet at:

http://sf-planning.orgModules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451.

As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures
Manual is the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, www.sf-moh.org.

(i)  The affordable unit(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the
issuance of the first construction permit by the Department of Building
Inspection (“DBI”). The affordable unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in
number of bedrooms of the market rate units, (2) be constructed, completed,
ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate units, and (3) be
evenly distributed throughout the building; and (4) be of comparable overall
quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the
principal project. The interior features in affordable units should be generaily
the same as those of the market units in the principal project, but need not be the
same make, model or type of such item as long they are of good and new quality
and are consistent with then-current standards for new housing. Other specific
standards for on-site units are outlined in the Procedures Manual.

(if} If the units in the building are offered for rent, seven (11%) of the affordable
urntit(s) shall be rented to very low-income households, as defined in California
Health and Safety Code Section 50105 and/or California Government Code
Sections 65915-65918, the State Density Bonus Law. Any remaining inclusionary
units shall be rented to low-income households, as defined in the Planning Code
and the Procedures Manual. The initial and subsequent rent level of such uniis
shall be calculated according to the Procedures Manual, Limitations on (i)
occupancy, (i) lease changes, and (iii) subleasing are set forth in the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program and the Procedures Manual.

(iii} The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and

monitoring requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual.
MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of
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affordable units. The Project Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months
prior to the beginning of marketing for any unit in the building.

(iv} Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of
affordable units according to the Procedures Manual.

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

(vi) The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-site Affordable
Housing Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of
the Affordable Housing Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with
the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415 to the
Planning Department stating the intention to enter into an agreement with the
City to qualify for a waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based
upon the proposed density bonus and waivers (as defined in California
Government Code Section 65915 et seq.) provided herein. The Project Sponsor
has executed the Costa Hawkins agreement and will record a Memorandum of
Agreement prior to issuance of the first construction document.

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

(viii) If the Project becomes ineligible for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative
prior to the issuance of the first construction permit, the approvals shall be null
and void. If the Project becomes ineligible after issuance of its first construction
permit, the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee
on the entirety of the project, including any additional density as allowed under
State law, and shall notify the Department and MOHCD and pay interest on the
Affordable Housing Fee and penalties, if applicable, and the City shall pursue
any and all available remedies at law.
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Certificate of Determination
Community Plan Evaluation

Case No.: 2014-0376ENV
Project Address: ~ 2918-2924 Mission Street
Zoning: Mission Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District
65-B/55-X, 65-B/55-X, and 65B/45-X Height and Bulk Districts
Block/Lot: 6529/002, 002A, 003
Lot Sizes: 2600, 2620, and 6433 sf; 11,653 sf total
Plan Area: Mission Subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Project Sponsor: Mark Loper, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP
415-567-9000
Staff Contact: Julie Moore, 415-575-8733
Julie. Moore@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site consists of three lots on the west side of Mission Street between 25t Street and 26t Street;
the southernmost lot extends from Mission Street to Osage Alley. The proposed project would demolish
an approximately 5,200-square-foot (sf), one story, commercial building and adjacent 6,400-sf surface
parking lot to construct an eight-story, 85-foot-tall, residential building with ground floor retail. As
proposed, the project would require waivers, concessions, and/or incentives from Planning Code physical
development limitations pursuant to California Government Code section 65915, commonly known as
the state density bonus law, including for a building height 20 feet above the 65-foot height limit.

(Continued on next page.)

CEQA DETERMINATION

The project is eligible for streamlined environmental review per Section 15183 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3

DETERMINATION

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

v / ) i s
Ldoald L — f./ a0 _,/ / r
Lisa Gibson Date J

Environmental Review Officer

cc: Mark Loper, Reuben, Junius & Rose LLP, Project Sponsor; Supervisor Hillary Ronen, District 9; Linda
Ajello Hoagland, Current Planning Division; Virna Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File
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Ceriificate of Determination 2918 - 2924 Mission Street
2014.0376ENY

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued)

The proposed 67,300-sf building would include 75 dwelling units (18 studio, 27 one-bedroom, and 30
two-bedroom). Two retail spaces, totaling about 6,700 sf, would front Mission Street on either side of the
building lobby. A 44-foot-long white loading zone would be provided in front of the lobby and the
existing parking lot curb cut would be replaced with sidewalk. A bicycle storage room with 76 class 1
bicycle spaces would be accessed through the lobby area and from Osage Alley. Six street trees and seven
bicycle racks (14 class 2 bicycle parking spaces) would be installed on Mission Street.! Open space would
be provided by common terraces on the second floor and rooftop of approximately 1,050 sf and 5,750 sf,
respectively, and approximately 1,100 sf of private decks. The proposed building would include an
elevator and stair penthouse approximately 9 feet in height above the 85-foot-tall roof.

PROJECT APPROVAL

The project requires a conditional use authorization per Planning Code section 121.1 for new construction
on a large lot. Planning Commission approval of the conditional use authorization would constitute the
approval action for the proposed project. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day
appeal period for this CEQA determination pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco
Administrative Code.

COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW

California Public Resources Code 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 envirorumental impact report (EIR} was certified, shall not be subject
o additional environmental review except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or
parcel on which the project would be located; b} were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; ¢} 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 which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known
at the time that the EIR was certified, 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 the project solely on the basis of that
impact.

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 2918-2924 Mission
Street project described above, and incorporates by reference information contained in the Programmatic
EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)Z Project-specific studies were

! Section 155.1(a) of the planning code defines dass 1 bicyde 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 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or
shert-termn use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”

2 Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2

2408



Certificate of Determination 2918 - 2924 Mission Street
2014.0376ENV

prepared for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant
environmental impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an
adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment
and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also included changes to existing height and bulk
districts in some areas, including the project site at 2918 — 2924 Mission Street.

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various aspects of the proposed Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related planning code and zoning map amendments. On
August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and
adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.3#

In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts
include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. The
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis
_ of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans,
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods
Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which focused
largely on the Mission District, and a “No Project” alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred
Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios
discussed in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan could result in approximately 7,400 to 9,900 net dwelling units and 3,200,000 to
6,600,0000 square feet of net non-residential space (excluding PDR loss) built in the plan area throughout
the lifetime of the plan (year 2025). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected that this level of
development would result in a total population increase of approximately 23,900 to 33,000 people
throughout the lifetime of the plan.®

A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which
existing industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus
reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the
rezoning by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its
ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan.

3 5an Francisco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR),
Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at http:/www.si-
planning.orgfindex.aspx?page=1897, accessed August 17, 2012.

4 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. Available online at:
http/fwww.sf-planning org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1268, accessed August 17, 2012,

5 Table 2 Forecast Growth by Rezoning Option Chapter IV of the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft EIR shows projected net growth
based on proposed rezoning scenarios. A baseline for existing conditions in the year 2000 was included to provide context for the
scenario figures for parcels affected by the rezoning.
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As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site has been rezoned to NC-T
(Neighborhood Corunercial - Transit) District. The NC-T District is intended to promote high-density
housing and a flexible mix of smaller neighborhood-serving retail and commercial uses. Restrictions on
the size of non-residential uses would prohibit the development of large scale retail and office uses, and
most PDR uses. The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply and cumulative land use effects
is discussed further in the community plan evaluation (CPE) initial study, under Land Use. The 2918 --
2924 Mission Street site, which is located in the Mission District of the Eastern Neighborhoods, was
designated as a site with building up to 45 to 65 feet in height.

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans will 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 envirommental review would be required. This determination concludes that the
proposed project at 2918-2924 Mission Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the analysis
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, including the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR development
projections. This determination also finds that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR adequately anticipated
and described the impacts of the proposed 29182924 Mission Street project, and identified the mitigation
measures applicable to the 2918-2924 Mission Street project. The proposed project is also consistent with
the zoning controls and the provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project site.%” Therefore, no
further CEQA evaluation for the 29182924 Mission Street project is required. In sum, the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR and this certificate of determination and accompanying project-specific initial study
comprise the full and complete CEQA evaluation necessary for the proposed project.

PROJECT SETTING

The project site is located on a block bounded by Mission Street to the east, Osage Alley to the west, 25T
Street to the north and 26% Street to the south. The project area along Mission Street is primarily zoned
Mission NC-T and characterized by two and three story buildings with ground floor retail. West of the
site in the Residential Transit Oriented-Mission (RTO-M} zoning between Osage Alley and Orange Alley,
the uses are predominantly residential buildings, two to four stories in height; with a seven-story
apartment building at the northwest comer of Osage Alley and 25% Street. 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 25% 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 western boundary
of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District is located along the eastern side of Mission Street; the boundary of
the Calle 24 Special Use District is situated generally one block further east on Lilac Street.

The Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 24* Street station is located one block north of the project site, as are
several MUNI bus lines induding the 14-Mission, 14R-Mission Rapid, 48-Quintary/24" Street, 49-Van

8 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Evaluation Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and Policy
Analysis, 2918-2924 Mission Street, April 19, 2017. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise
noted), is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Departiment, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No.
2014.0376ENV,

7 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Evaluation Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 2918-2924
Mission Street, fune 1, 2017.
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Certificate of Determination

Ness/Mission and the 67-Bernal Heights, Access to 1.5, 101 is less than one mile southeast of the site via
Cesar Chavez Street.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans
and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment
(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow;
archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the
previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed
2918-2924 Mission Street project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the site described
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for
the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Easterm Neighborhoods PEIR
considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 2918-2924 Mission Street project. As a result, the
proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for the
following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and shadow.
The proposed project would not displace an existing PDR use and, therefore, would not contribute to the
significant and unavoidable land use impact. The proposed project would not impact a CEQA historical
resource and would therefore not contribute to the significant and unavoidable historic architectural
resources impact. The proposed project would not generate cumulatively considerable new transit trips
and would therefore not contribute to the significant and unavoidable transportation impacts. The
proposed project would not cast new shadow that would negatively affect the use and enjoyment of a
recreational resource, and therefore would not contribute to the significant and unavoidable shadow
impacts described in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts
related to noise, air quality, archeological resources, historical resources, hazardous materials, and
transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed project.

Table 1 - Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance
F. Noise
F-1: Construcion Noise (Pile | Applicable The project sponsor has agreed
Driving) to predrill piles where feasible

and to use noise shielding
devices.

F-2: Construction Noise

Applicable: temporary
construction noise from use of
heavy equipment

The project sponsor has agreed
to develop and implement a set
of noise attenuation measures
during construction.

F-3: Interior Noise Levels

Not Applicable: CEQA no
longer requires consideration

N/A

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Mitigation Measure

Applicability

Compliance

of the effects of the existing
environment on a proposed
project’s future users or
residents where that project
would not exacerbate existing
noise levels.

F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses

Not Applicable: CEQA no
longer requires consideration
of the effects of the existing
environment on a proposed
project’s future users or
residents where that project
would not exacerbate existing
noise levels.

N/A

F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses

Not Applicable: the project
does not include any noise-
generating uses

N/A

F-6:
Environments

Open Space in  Noisy

Not Applicable: CEQA no
longer requires consideration
of the effects of the existing
environment on a proposed
project’s future users or
residents where that project
would not exacerbate existing
noise levels.

N/A

G. Air Quality

G-1: Construction Air Quality

Not Applicable: these

The proposed project would be

requirements have been required to comply with the
superseded by the San San Francisco Dust Control
Francisco Dust Control Ordinance and Article 22A
Ordinance

G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land | Not Applicable: superseded by | N/A

Uses Article 38 requirements

G-3: 5iting of Uses that Emit DPM Not Applicable: the proposed N/A
residential and retail uses are
not expected to emit substantial
levels of DPM.

G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit other | Not Applicable: the proposed N/A

TACs

project would not include a
backup diesel generator or

SAM FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Mitigation Measure

Applicability

Compliance

other sources of TACs

J. Archeological Resources

J-1: Properties with Previous Studies

Not Applicable: no
archeological studies are on file
for this site

N/A

J-2: Properties with no Previous
Studies

Applicable: the project would
require excavation.

The project sponsor has agreed
to implement measures for the
accidental discovery of
archeological resources

J-3: Mission Dolores Archeological | Not Applicable: the project is N/A
District not located in the Mission

Dolores Archeological District
K. Historical Resources
K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit | Not Applicable: plan-level N/A
Review in the Eastern | mitigation completed by
Neighborhoods Plan area Planning Department
K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of | Not Applicable: plan-level N/A
the Planning Code Pertaining to | mitigation completed by
Vertical Additions in the South End | Planning Commission
Historic District (East SoMa)
K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of | Not Applicable: plan-level N/A

the Planning Code Pertaining to
Alterations and Infill Development
in the Dogpatch Historic District
(Central Waterfront)

mitigation completed by
Planning Commission

I.. Hazardous Materials

L-1: Hazardous Building Materials

Applicable: project includes
demolition of an existing
structure

Project sponser has agreed to
implement measures for
handling and disposal of
hazardous building materials

E. Transportation

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation

Not Applicable: automobile
delay removed from CEQA
analysis

N/A

E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management

Not Applicable: automobile
delay removed from CEQA
analysis

N/A

SAH FRANCISCO
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Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance

E-3: Enhanced Funding Not Applicable: automobile N/A
delay removed from CEQA
analysis

E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management | Not Applicable: automobile N/A
delay removed from CEQA
analysis

E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA

E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFEMTA

E-7: Transit Accessibility Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA

E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA

E-9: Rider Improvements Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA

E-10: Transit Enhancement Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEFMTA

E-11:  Transportation  Demand | Not Applicable: plan level N/A

Management mitigation by SEMTA

Please see the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the complete text of
the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation of these mitigation measures the proposed
project would not result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was mailed on September 30, 2016 to
adjacent occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Comments were received
from 19 individuals or entities. Overall, environmental concerns and issues raised by the public in
response to the notice were taken into consideration and incorporated in the environmental review as
appropriate for CEQA analysis. Commenters expressed concern regarding noise and air quality during
construction, hazardous materials in soil, shading on the childcare center’s play yards and nearby
properties, pedestrian safety on Osage Alley, lack of sufficient parking, and the scale of the project
relative to the neighborhood buildings. Additional comments noted the need for more affordable housing
and expressed concerns regarding displacement and gentrification in the vicinity, impacts on the Calle 24
Latino Cultural District, and cumulative air quality and greenhouse gas effects from additional traffic in
the vicinity. As shown in the project-specific initial study, the proposed project would not result in
significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the issues identified by the public beyond
those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

SAN FRANCISCD
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CEQA generally does not require the analysis of social or economic impacts. As stated in CEQA
Guidelines section 15131(a), “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant
effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision ont a
project through anticipated economic or sodal changes resulting from the project to physical changes
caused in tum by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not
be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the
analysis shall be on the physical changes.” In general, analysis of the potential adverse physical impacts
resulting from economic activities has been concerned with the question of whether an economic change
would lead to physical deterioration in a community. The construction of 2918-2924 Mission Street would
not create an economic change that would lead to the physical deterioration of the surrounding
neighborhood.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR induded an extensive analysis of the socioeconomic effects of the area
plans and rezoning generally concluding that: (1} the rezoning would have secondary sociceconomic
effects, (2) these effects would be more severe without the rezoning, and (3) these socioceconomic effects
would not in turn lead to significant physical envirorunental impacts. The PEIR identifies improvement
measures to address less than significant effects of potential displacement of some neighborhood-serving
uses. Thus, the concerns about the socioeconomic effects of development under the area plans and
rezoning are not new and were not overlooked by the plan-level EIR.

The Planning Department worked with ALH Urban & Regional Economics to prepare analyses of retail
supply and demand, commercial and residential displacement, as well as a review of the relevant
academic literature to evaluate whether gentrification and displacement of existing residents or
businesses in the Mission can be attributed to market-rate residential and mixed-use development under
the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans. Neither these analyses nor the literature establishes
empirical evidence supporting the position that market-rate development under the rezoning and area
plans is responsible for residential or commerdial displacement.

The department also conducted additional analysis to evaluate whether the proposed project would
cause or contribute to significant impacts on the physical environment related to population growth, such
ag transportation, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions, beyond those identified in the Hastern
Neighborhoods PEIR. This analysis, like that previously provided in the community plan evaluations
prepared for the project, is based on current data and modelling and uses the Planning Department’s
latest environmental impact analysis standards and methodologies. This analysis shows that cumulative
impacts on traffic congestion are the same or slightly less severe than anticipated in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR. In addition, current data provided by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency ("SFMTA"} show that transit capacity on most lines serving the Eastern Neighborhoods is better
than previously anticipated. This is due largely to SFMTA’s implementation of a number of major
transportation system improvements that were assumed to be infeasible at the time that the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR was certified. Thus, there is no evidence that transportation and related air quality,
greenhouse gas, and other impacts in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas are substantially more
severe than the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR disclosed.
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CONCLUSION
As summarized above and further discussed in the CPE Checklists:

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

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

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

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

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

Therefore, no further environmental review shall be required for the proposed project pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.

8 The CPE Checklist is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File
No. 2014.0375ENV.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation

Date of Preparation: August 30, 2017

Case No.: 2014-0376ENV

Profect Address:  2918-2924 Mission Street

Zoning: Mission Neighborhood Commerdal Transit (NCT) District
65-B/55-X, 65-B/55-X, and 65B/45-X Height and Bulk Districts

Block/Lot: 6529/002, 002A, 003

Lot Sizes: 2600, 2620, and 6433 sf; 11,653 sf total

Plan Area: Mission Subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods

Project Sponsor:  Mark Loper, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP
415-567-3000

Staff Contact: Julie Moore, 415-575-8733

Julie Moore@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site consists of three lots on the west side of Mission Street between 25% Street and 26 Street;
the southernmost lot extends from Mission Street to Osage Alley. The proposed project would demolish
an approximately 5,200-square-foot (sf), one story, commercial building and adjacent 6,400-sf surface
parking lot to construct an eight-story, 85-foot-tall, residential building with ground floor retail. As
proposed, the project would require waivers, concessions, and/or incentives from Planning Code physical
development limitations pursuant to California Government Code section 65915, commanly known as
the state density bonus law, including for a building height 20 feet above the 65-foot height limit.

The proposed approximately 67,300-sf building would include 75 dwelling units (18 studio, 27 one-
bedroom, and 30 two-bedroom). Two retail spaces, totaling about 7,000 sf, would front Mission Street on
either side of the building lobby. A 44-foot-long white loading zone would be provided in front of the
lobby and the existing parking lot curb cut would be removed. A bicycle storage room with 76 class 1
bicycle spaces would be accessed through the lobby area and from Osage Alley. Six street trees and seven
bicycle racks (14 class 2 bicycle parking spaces)! would be installed on Mission Street. Open space would
be provided by common terraces on the second floor and rooftop of approximately 1,050 sf and 5,750 sf,
respectively, and approximately 1,100 sf of private decks. The proposed building would include an
elevator and stair penthouse approximately 9 feet in height above the 85-foot-tall roof.

Consteuction of the proposed building would generally involve excavation of about 3 feet of soil over the
entire project site and up to an estimated 17 feet deep at the location of two areas of known soil

1 Section 155.1(a} of the planning code defines class 1 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 2 bicycle spaces as “spaces located in a publiciy-accessible, highly visible location intended for
transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.”

2421
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Recaption:
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Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation 2918 - 2924 Mission Street
2614.0376ENV

contamination, resulting in removal of about 2,100 cubic yards of scil. The building slab would be
constructed on top of an impermeable vapor barrier placed over a gravel layer and a passive ventilation
system. Project construction is estimated to take approximately 20 months, which includes about two to
three months for demolition, excavation, and pile driving, which would be the most intensive phases of
construction.

Adjacent properties include a commercial bank to the north ai the corner of Mission and 25% Street, the
Zaida T. Rodriguez Early Education School to the south, and a residential apartment building and
parking garage to the west. The Zaida T. Rodriguez annex child development center on Bartlett Street is
across Osage Alley from the project site, as are two to three-story residences. The local vicinity on Mission
Street is characterized by a wide variety of commercial, retail, public and residential uses. Across from
the project site, the eastern side of Mission Street is the western boundary of the Calle 24 Latine Cultural
District; the Calle 24 Special Use District begins one block further east on Lilac Street. The Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) 24" Street station is located one block north of the project site, as are several MUNI bus
lines. Access to U.S. 101 is less than one mile southeast of the site via Cesar Chavez Street.

Figure 1 shows the proposed project’s location; Figure 2 shows the site plan; Figure 3 shows the ground
floor plan; Figures 4 - 10 show the plans for levels 2 through 8; Figure 11 shows the roof plar; and Figure
12 shows the building elevation.

The proposed 2918-2924 Mission Street project would require the following approvals:
Actions by the Planning Commission

¢ Conditional Use Authorization per Planning Code section 121.1 for new construction on a large
lot

Actions by other City Departmenis
e Building Permit for demolition of existing building — Department of Building Inspection
*  Building Permit for construction of new building — Department of Building Inspection

e  San Francisco Entertainment Commission Review for Residential Projects within 300 feet of a
Place of Entertainment per Chapter 116 of Administrative Code

» San Francisco Department of Public Health — Review for Compliance with Article 22A of the San
Francisco Health Code

AN FRANGISGD
FLANNING DEFARTMENT 2

2422



Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation

2918-2914 Mission Street

2918 - 2924 Mission Street
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Figure 1. Project Site Location
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Figure 12. Building Elevation

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This initial study evaluates whether the environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed in
the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR).2 The initial study indicates whether the proposed project would
result in significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or project site; (2) were not identified as
significant project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR; or (3) are previously identified
significant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that was not known at the time that
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact
than discussed in the PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a project-specific mitigated negative
declaration or environmental impact report. If no such impacts are identified, no further environmental
review shall be required for the project beyond that provided in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and
this project-specific initial study in accordance with Public Resources Code section 21083.3 and CEQA
Guidelines section 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 Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant impacts related to land use, transportation,
cultural resources, shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (PEIR),
Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed August 17, 2012.
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significant cumulative impacts related to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation
measures were identified for the above impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant except for
those related to land use (cumulative impacts on Production, Distribution, and Repair {PDR) use),
transportation (program-level and cumulative traffic impacts at nine intersections; program-level and
cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines), cultural resources (curnulative impacts from demolition
of historical resources), and shadow (program-level impacts on parks).

The proposed project would include construction of an eight-story building with 75 dwelling units and
ground floor retail space. As discussed below in this initial study, the proposed project would not result
in new, significant environmental effects, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and
disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

CHANGES IN THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulafions,
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 Eastern Neighborhoods 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:

- State statute regarding Aesthetics, Parking Impacts, effective January 2014, and state statute and
Planning Commission resolution regarding automobile delay, and vehicle miles traveled, (VMT)
effective March 2016 (see “CEQA section 21099” heading below);

- The adoption of 2016 interim controls in the Mission District requiring additional information
and analysis regarding housing affordability, displacement, loss of PDR and other arwlyses,
effective January 14, 2016 through April 14, 2017;

- San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets PPlan adoption in 2010,
Transit Effectiveness Project {aka “"Muni Forward”) adoption in March 2014, Vision Zero
adoption by various City agencies in 2014, Proposifon A and B passage in November 2014, the
Transportation Sustainability Program process(see initial study section “Transportation”);

-« San Francisco ordinarnice establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses Near Places
of Entertainment effective June 2015 (see initial study section “Noise”);

- 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 section “Air Quality”);

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

- Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improverment Program
process (see initial study section “Utilities and Service Systems”); and

- Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see initial study section
“Hazardous Materials”).
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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 initial study does not consider
aesthetics or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.3 Project elevations
are included in the project description.

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled

In addition, CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of
transportation impacts of projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA section
21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts
pursuant to section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment under CEQA.

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA
Guidelines on_Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA# recommending that transportation impacts for
projects be measured using a vehicle miles traveled (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). (Note: the VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of project
impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling.) Therefore,
impacts and mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR associated with automobile
delay are not discussed in this initial study, including PEIR Mitigation Measures E-1: Traffic Signal
Installation, E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management, E-3: Enhanced Funding, and E-4: Intelligent Traffic
Management. Instead, a VMT analysis is provided in the Transportation section.

3 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA section 21099 ~ Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
2918-2924 Mission Street, April 13, 2016. 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.
2014.0376ENV.
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
fo 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? 0 O O [
b} Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, ] O O
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal
pregram, or zonhing ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
¢) Have a substantial impact upon the existing | i | 53

character of the vicinity?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that adoption of the rezoning and area plans would result
in an unavoidable significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR. The proposed project
would not remove any existing FDR uses and would therefore not contribute to any impact related to loss
of PDR uses that was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. In addition, the project site was
zoned NC-3 (Neighborhood Commerdial) prior to the rezoning of Eastern Neighborhoods, which did not
encourage PDR uses and the rezoning of the project site did not contribute to the significant impact.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the rezoning and area plans would
not create any new physical barriers in the Easter Neighborhoods because the rezoning and area plans do
not provide for any new major roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the plan area or
individual neighborhoods or subareas.

The Citywide Planning and Current Planning Divisions of the Planning Department have determined
that the proposed project is permitted in the Mission Neighborhood Comumercial Transit (NCT) District
and is consistent with bulk and density limits under the state density bonus law (California Government
Code section 65915). The project is consistent with objectives of the Mission Area Plan by maximizing
development potential in keeping with neighborhood character, providing a variety of dwelling unit
mixes to satisfy an array of housing needs, and providing bicycle parking. The Mission NCT District
requires that at least 40 percent of all dwelling units contain two or more bedrooms or 30 percent of all
dwelling units contain three or more bedrooms. The Mission NCT permits commercial uses up to 5,999 sf
per use as principally permitted uses. The project proposes 75 dwelling units, 40 percent of which are
two-bedroom units, as well as two separate ground floor retail spaces totaling 6,700 sf, each of which is
below the 5,999-sf permitted use size limitation. The project is seeking a height concession pursuant to the
state density bonus law to exceed the applicable 45 and 65-foot height limits. As proposed, with the
allowable height concession pursuant to the state density bomus, the project is permitted in the Mission
NCT District and is consistent with the development density as envisioned in the Mission Area Plan.5¢

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and Policy
Analysis, 2918-2924 Mission Street, April 19, 2017.

¢ San Frandsco Planning Departrment, Community Plan Exemrption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 2918-2924
Mission Street, June 1, 2017,
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Because the proposed project is consistent with the development density established in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, implementation of the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods 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 Substaniial New Previously
Topies: Profect Site ldentified in PEIR information Identified in PEIR
2. POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial popidation growth in an area, 1 | 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 1 0 [ =]
units or creale demand for additionat housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing?
¢y Displace substantial numbers of people, | ] 0O 5]

necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans is to identify appropriate locations for
housing in the City's industrially zoned land to meet the citywide demand for additional housing. The
PEIR assessed how the rezoning actions would affect housing supply and location options for businesses
in the Eastern Neighborhoods and compared these outcomes to what would otherwise be expected
without the rezoning, assuming a continuation of development trends and ad hoc land use changes (such
as allowing housing within industrial zones through conditional use authorization on a case-by-case
basis, site-specific rezoning to permit housing, and other similar case-by-case approaches). The PEIR
concluded that adoption of the rezoning and area plans: “would induce substantial growth and
concentration of population in San Francisco.” The PEIR states that the increase in population expected to
occur as a result of the proposed rezoning and adoption of the area plans would not, in itself, result in
adverse physical effects, and would serve to advance key City policy objectives, such as providing
housing in appropriate locations next to Downtown and other employment generators and furthering the
City’s transit first policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would result in an increase in both
housing development and population in all of the area plan neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population and density would not directly result in
significant adverse physical effects on the environment. However, the PEIR identifies significant
cumulative impacts on the physical environment that would result indirectly from growth afforded
under the rezoning and area plans, induding impacts on land use, traffic and transportation, air quality,
noise, public services, utilities, and recreational resources. The PEIR contains detailed analyses of these
secondary effects under each of the relevant resource topics, and identifies mitigation measures to
address significant impacts.

The PEIR determined that implementation of the rezoning and area plans would not have a significant
impact from the direct displacement of existing residents, and that each of the rezoning options

SaM TRANGISCO .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1

G

2433



Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation 2918 - 2924 Mission Street
2014.0376ENV

considered in the PEIR would result in less displacement as a result of unmet housing demand than
would be expected under the No-Project scenaric because the addition of new housing would provide
some relief to housing market pressure without directly displacing existing residents. However, the PEIR
also noted that residential displacement is not solely a function of housing supply, and that adoption of
the rezoning and area plans could result in indirect, secondary effects on neighborheod character through
gentrification that could displace some residents. The PEIR discloses that the rezoned districts could
transition to higher-value housing, which could result in gentrification and displacement of lower-income
households, and states moreover that lower-income residents of the Eastern Neighborhoods, who also
disproportionally live in crowded conditions and in rental units, are among the most vulnerable to
displacement resulting from neighborhood change.

Pursuant to CEQA section 21082.2 and CEQA Guidelines section 15064, economic and social changes
such as gentrification and displacement are only considered under CEQA where these effects would
cause substantial adverse physical impacts on the environment. Only where economic or social effects
have resulted in adverse physical changes in the enviromment, such as “blight” or “urban decay” have
courts upheld envirormnental analysis that considers such effects. But without such a connection to an
adverse physical change, consideration of social or economic impacts “shall not be considered a
significant effect” per CEQA Guidelines section 15382. While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR disclosed
that adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans could contribute to gentrification
and displacement, it did not determine that these potential socio-economic effects would result in
significant adverse physical impacts on the environment.

The proposed project includes 75 dwellings units, which would result in an increase of about 185
residents.” The proposed project would not result in the displacement or elimination of any existing
residential dwelling units. These direct effects of the proposed project on population and housing would
not result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts on population and housing beyond
those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The project’s contribution to indirect effects of
population growth identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR on land use, transportation, air quality,
noise, public services, utilities, and recreational resources are evaluated under each of those topics in this

initial study below.
Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due fo Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

3. CULTURAL AND
PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES—Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the N | [ X
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5, including those resources listed in
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code?

7 Estimated number of new residents based on average household size (2.47) of occupied housing units in the Census Tract 209 per
the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics (DP-1) summary data and the proposed
project’s 75 new dwelling units [75 * 2.47 = 185 residents]. Available at http://factfinder.census.gov. Accessed May 27, 2016.
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant impact due fo Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
by Cause a substantial adverse change in the 1 ] | It
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.57
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 1 [ |

paleonfological resource or sife or unique
geologic feature?

d} Disturb any human remains, including those O O 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 Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development facilitated
through the changes in use districts and height limits under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans could
have substantial adverse changes on the significance of both individual historical resources and on
historical districts within the Plan Areas. The PEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of the
known or potential historical resources in the Plan Areas could potentially be affected under the
preferred alternative. The FEastern Neighborhoods PEIR found this impact to be significant and
unavoidable. This impact was addressed in a Statement of Overriding Considerations with findings and
adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009,

The commercial building at 2918-2922 Mission Street was constructed in 1924. It was included in the
South Mission Historic Resource Survey® and was given a rating of 6L, indicating that the property is
ineligible for National Register, California Register of Historical Resources, or local designation through
survey evaluation. Further, the building is not located within a historic district. As such, the building
would not be considered a historic resource pursuant to CEQA. Therefore, the proposed project would
not contribute to the significant historic resource impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR,
and no historic resource mitigation measures would apply to the proposed project.

The project site is located across Mission Street from the Calle 24 Latino Cultural Heritage District.® A
cultural heritage district is defined as a region and community linked together by similar cultural or
heritage assets, and offering visitor experiences that showcase those resources. The purpose of the Latino
Cultural Heritage District is to recognize, promote and preserve cultural assets of the district. While there
may be properties within the Calle 24 Latino Cultural Heritage District that qualify as historic resources,
the district itself is not a historic district under CEQA. Therefore, the proposed project would not
contribute to the significant historic resource impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and
no historic resource mitigation measures would apply to the proposed project.

8 San Francisce Planning Department, South Mission Historic Resources Survey, adopted by Historic Preservation Commission Motion
0093, November 17, 2010.
® Board of Supervisors Resolution, File No. 140421, May 28, 2014.
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Archeological Resources

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Area Plan could result in
significant impacts on archeological resources and identified three mitigation measures that would
reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation
Measure J-1 applies to properties for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan is on
file at the Northwest Information Center and the Planning Department. Mitigation Measure J-2 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 J-3, which applies to properties in the Mission Dolores
Archeological District, requires that a specific archeological testing program be conducted by a qualified
archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology.

The proposed project would involve approximately 2,100 cubic yards of excavation to depths up to 17
feet in an area where no previous archeological studies have been prepared. Therefore, the proposed
project is subject to Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2, which requires preparation of a
Preliminary Archeological Sensitivity Study. The Planning Department’'s archeologist conducted a
preliminary archeological review of the project site in conformance with the study requirements of
Mitigation Measure J-2 and determined that the Planning Department’s first standard archeological
mitigation measure (accidental discovery) applies to the proposed project.®® The Preliminary
Archeological Review and its requirements (e.g., accidental discovery measure) are consistent with
Mitigation Measure J-2 from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. With implementation of this project
mitigation measure, impacts related to archeological resources would be less than significant. In
accordance with the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR requirements, the project sponsor has agreed to
implement Project Mitigation Measure 1, as updated in the Mitigation Measures section below.

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

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significarnt 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 1 | O B4

policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all mades of transportation including
mass f{ransit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycie
paths, and mass fransit?

1 Planning Department Archeologist, Randall Dean, Preliminary Archeclogical Review 2918-2924 Mission Streef, June 3, 2016.
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Significant Significant No Significant
impact Peculiar Significant impact due to Impact noft
to Project or impact not Substantial New Previgusly
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion O ] ] 54
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?
¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, O i [ 52

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 ] 3 C =
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

(]
(]
(]
X

fy Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?

|
(]
(]
X

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction
transportation. The PEIR states that in general, the analyses of pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency
access, and construction traffic impacts are specific to individual development projects, and that project-
specific analyses would need to be conducted for future development projects under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans.

Accordingly, the planning department conducted project-level analysis of the pedestrian, bicycle,
loading, emergency access, and construction transportation impacts of the proposed project as discussed
below. ! Based on this project-level review, the department determined that the proposed project would
not have significant imnpacts that are peculiar to the project or the project site.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result
in significant impacts on transit ridership, and identified seven transportation mitigation measures,
which are described further below in the Transit sub-section. 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, these impacts were found to be significant and unaveoidable.

As discussed above under Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled, in response to state legislation
that called for removing automobile delay from CEQA analysis, the Planning Comimission adopted
resolution 19579 replacing automobile delay with a VMT meiric for analyzing transportation impacts of a
project. Therefore, impacts and mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR associated
with automobile delay are not discussed in this initial study.

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Study Determination, Case No. 2014.0376ENV, 2918 Mission Street, fanuary
29, 2016.
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not evaluate vehicle miles traveled or the potential for induced
automobile travel. The VMT 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, the Initial Study Checklist topic 4c is not applicable.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (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 {ransit, development
scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low-density development at
great distance from other land uses, 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.
Transportation analysis zones are used in transportation planning models for transportation analysis and
other planmning purposes. The zones 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 (Transportation Authority) uses the San Francisco
Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automeobiles 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, 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. 1213

For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 17.2.* For retail
development, regional average daily retail VMT per employee is 14.9.55 Average daily VMT for

12 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 retai! 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.

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

1 Includes the VMT generated by the households in the development.
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residential and retail land uses is projected to decrease in future 2040 cumulative conditions. Refer to
Table 1: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, which includes the transportation analysis zone in which the
project site is located, 129.

Table 1. Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled

Existing Cumulative 2040
Bay Area Bay Area
Land Use Bay Area Regional Bay Area Regional
Regional Average TAZ 129 Regional Average TAZ 129
Average minus Average minus
15% 15%
Households
(Residential) 17.2 14.6 7.2 16.1 13.7 6.3
Employment
(Retail) 14.9 12.6 9.2 14.6 12.4 9.3

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional
VMT. The State Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) 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 to 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 transportation analysis zone (TAZ} that
exhibits low levels of VMT1; 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 a half mile of an
existing major transit stop, have a floor area ratic of greater than or equal to 0.75, vehicle parking that is
less than or equal to that required or allowed by the Planning Code without conditional use
authorization, and are consistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy.

The proposed project would include 75 dwelling units and ground-floor retail space. Existing average
daily VMT per capita is 7.2 for residential uses in the transportation analysis zone the project site is
located in, TAZ 129. This is 58 percent below the existing regional average daily VMT per capita of 17.2.
Future 2040 average daily VMT per capita is 6.3 for TAZ 129. This is 61 percent below the future 2040
regional average daily VMT per capita of 16.1. The existing average daily VMT per retail employee is 9.2
for TAZ 129, which is 37 percent below the existing regional average of 14.82. Future 2040 VMT per

15 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 non-work, non-school tours. The retail efficiency metric captures
all of the "Other" purpose travel generated by Bay Area households. The denominator of employment (including retail; cultuzal,
institutional, and educational; and medical employment; school enroliment, and number of households) represents the size, or
attraction, of the zone for this type of “Other” purpose travel.

1 According to the guidelines, a low level of VMT would be 15 percent less than the regional average VMT, as shown in Table 1.
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employee is projected to be 9.3 for TAZ 129, which is 36 percent below the future regional average of
14.58.7 Therefore, the proposed project would not cause substantial additional VMT and impacts would

be less-than-significant impact.

Trip Generation

The proposed project would include 45 studios/one-bedroom units and 30 two-bedroom units,
approximately 6,700 sf of retail space, and 76 class 1 bicycle parking spaces

Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and
information in the 2002 Transportation Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.’® The proposed project would generate an
estimated 1,681 person trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday daily basis, consisting of 859 person
trips by auto, 429 transit trips, 294 walk trips and 99 trips by other modes. During the p.m. peak hour, the
proposed project would generate an estimated 204 person trips, consisting of 93 person trips by auto (61
vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data for this census tract), 64 transit trips, 32 walk trips
and 16 trips by other modes.

Transit

Mitigation Measures E-5 through E-11 in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR were adopted as part of the
Plan with uncertain feasibility to address significant transit impacts. These measures are not applicable to
the proposed project, as they are plan-level mitigations to be implemented by City and County agencies.
In compliance with a portion of Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding, the City adopted
impact fees for development in Eastern Neighborhoods that goes towards funding transit and complete
streets. In addition, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the San Francisco
Planning Code, referred to as the Transportation Sustainability Fee (Ordinance 200-154, effective
December 25, 2015).1 The fee updated, expanded, and replaced the prior Transit Impact Development
Fee, which is in compliance with portions of Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding. The
proposed project would be subject to the fee. The City is also currently conducting outreach regarding
Mitigation Measures E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding. In compliance with Mitigation Measure E-11:
Transportation Demand Management, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to
the San Francisco Planning Code to create a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program for all
new projects of certain sizes, in all zoning districts (Ordinance No. 34-17, effective March 19, 2017).20 Both
the Transportation Sustainability Fee and the TDM program are part of the Transportation Sustainability
Program.? In compliance with all or portions of Mitigation Measure E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements,
Mitigation Measure E-7: Transit Accessibility, Mitigation Measure E-9: Rider Improvements, and
Mitigation Measure E-10: Transit Enhancement, the SFMTA is implementing the Transit Effectiveness
Project, which was approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors in March 2014. This program (now called
Muni Forward) includes system-wide review, evaluation, and recommendations to improve service and

7 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
2918-2924 Mission Street, September 21, 2016.

18 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2918-2924 Mission Street, September 21, 2016.

1% Two additional files were created at the Board of Supervisors for TSF regarding hospitals and health services, grandfathering, and
additional fees for larger projects: see Board file nos. 151121 and 151257.

20 https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4979626&GUID=D19B15D5-5169-4ADE-8C32-0966CE4201C8.

2 http://tsp.sfplanning.org
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increase transportation efficiency. Examples of transit priority and pedestrian safety improvements
within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area as part of Muni Forward include the 14 Mission Rapid
Transit Project, the 22 Fillmore Extension along 16% Street to Mission Bay (expected construction between
2017 and 2020), and the Travel Time Reduction Project on Route ¢ San Bruno (initiation in 2015). In
addition, Muni Forward includes service improvements to various routes with the Eastern
Neighborhoods Flan area; for instance the implemented new Route 55 on 16t Street.

Mitigation Measure E-7 also identifies implementing recommendations of the Bicycle Plan and Better
Streets Plan. As part of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, adopted in 2009, a series of minor, near-term, and
long-term bicycle facility improvements are planned within the Eastern Neighborhoods, including along
2nd Street, 5th Streef, 17th Street, Townsend Street, llinois Street, and Cesar Chavez Boulevard. The San
Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, describes a vision for the future of San Francisco’s
pedestrian realm and calls for streets that work for all users. The Better Streets Plan requirements were
codified in section 1381 of the Planning Code and new projects constructed in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area are subject to varying requirements, dependent on project size. Another effort
which addresses transit accessibility, Vision Zero, was adopted by various City agencies in 2014. Vision
Zero focuses on building better and safer streets through education, evaluation, enforcement, and
engineering. The goal is to eliminate all traffic fatalities by 2024. Vision Zero projects within the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area include pedestrian intersection treatments along Mission Street from 18th to
23rd streets, the Potrero Avenue Streetscape Project from Division to Cesar Chavez streets, and the
Howard Street Pilot Project, which includes pedestrian intersection treatments from 4th to 6th streets.

The project site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines inchiding Muni lines 14~
Mission, 14R-Mission Rapid, 12-Folsom/Pacific, 27-Bryant, 36-Teresita, 48-Quintara, 49-Van
Ness/Mission, 67-Bernal Heights, and the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART). The proposed project would be
expected to generate 429 daily transit trips, including 64 during the p.m. peak hour. Given the wide
availability of nearby transit, the addition of 64 p.m. peak hour transit trips would be accommodated by
existing capacity. As such, the proposed project would not result in unacceptable levels of transit service
or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit
service could result.

Each of the rezoning options in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant and unavoidable
cumulative impacts relating to increases in transit ridership on Muni lines, with the Preferred Project
having significant impacts on seven lines. Of those lines, the project site is located within a quarter-mile
of Muni lines 27-Bryant, 48-Quintara, and 49-Van Ness/Mission. The proposed project would not
contribute considerably to these conditions as its minor contribution of 64 p.m. peak hour transit trips
would not be a substantial proportion of the overall additional transit volume generated by Eastern
Neighborhood projects. The proposed project would also not contribute considerably to 2025 cumulative
transit conditions and thus would not result in any significant cumulative transit impacts.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to transportation and circulation and would not
contribute considerably to cumulative transportation and circulation impacts that were identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods 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

5.

a)

b)

¢

e)

9)

NOISE—Would the project:

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of O O ] X
noise levels in excess of standards established

in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or

applicable standards of other agencies?

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of = O O
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

Result in a substantial permanent increase in O ] 0O
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic O O O 4
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

For a project located within an airport land use O O O X
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?

For a project located in the vicinity of a private | .| O 4|
airstrip, would the project expose people residing

or working in the project area to excessive noise

levels?

Be substantially affected by existing noise O O O 4]
levels?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plans and Rezoning would result in significant noise impacts during construction activities and due to
conflicts between noise-sensitive uses in proximity to noisy uses such as PDR, retail, entertainment,
cultural/institutional/educational uses, and office uses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also determined
that incremental increases in traffic-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning would be less than significant. The Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR identified six noise mitigation measures, three of which may be applicable to subsequent
development projects.?? These mitigation measures would reduce noise impacts from construction and

noisy land uses to less-than-significant levels.

2 Hastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 address the siting of sensitive land uses in noisy

SAMN FRANCISGOD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

environments. In a decision issued on December 17, 2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally
require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project’s future users or residents
except where a project or its residents may exacerbate existing environmental hazards (California Building Industry Association v.
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, December 17, 2015, Case No. 5213478. Available at:

http://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/documents/5213478.PDF). As noted above, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that

incremental increases in traffic-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and
Rezoning would be less than significant, and thus would not exacerbate the existing noise environment. Therefore, Eastern
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 are not applicable. Nonetheless, for all noise sensitive uses, the general
requirements for adequate interior noise levels of Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 are met by compliance with the acoustical
standards required under the California Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations Title 24).
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Construction Noise

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 relate to construction noise. Mitigation
Measure F-1 addresses individual projects that include pile-driving, and Mitigation Measure F-2
addresses individual projects that include particularly noisy construction procedures (including pile-
driving). The geotechnical investigation (see Geology and Soils Section below) prepared for the project
provides recommendations for the use and installation of various types of foundations (spread footings, a
mat foundation, and deep foundations such as drilled piers, micropiles, or auger-cast-in-place piles).
Because deep piers may require pile driving for installation of steel casing, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
Mitigation Measure F-1 would apply, and is included in the Mitigation Measures Section as Project
Mitigation Measure 2.

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary elevated noise levels at nearby
residences and schools. The Zaida T. Rodriguez Early Education School is located adjacent to the south of
the project site at 2950 Mission Street and across Osage Alley at 421 Bartlett Street. Project construction
phases would include demolition, shoring and excavation, foundation installation, structural framing,
interior framing, and exterior and interior finishes. The noisiest of these activities is typically excavation
and foundation installation, estimated to take around two to three months of the 20-month construction
period, when heavy machinery would be in use. Accordingly, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation
Measure F-2 would apply to the project and is included in the Mitigation Measures Section as Project
Mitigation Measure 3. This measure requires that site-specific construction noise attenuation measures
are developed by a qualified acoustical consultant to achieve maximum feasible noise attenuation. The
project sponsor has prepared a noise and vibration mitigation plan.® According to the mitigation plan,
ambient noise and construction noise measurements would be taken at noise sensitive locations in the
vicinity of the project site during construction. Construction noise reduction may be achieved by various
methods of equipment source noise reduction, noise barriers, and sensitive receptor noise reduction.
These methods could include the following: providing intake and exhaust mufflers on prneumatic impact
tools and equipment; using noise-attenuating shields, shrouds or portable barriers; using electric instead
of diesel or gasoline-powered equipment; providing enclosures for stationary items of equipment and
noise barriers around particularly noisy areas at the project site; minimizing noisy activities during the
most noise sensitive hours; installing noise control curtains; and installing removable secondary acoustic
window inserts to existing windows in sensitive receptor buildings. The noise mitigation plan measures
would be subject to review by the Department of Building Inspection prior to construction. Compliance
with this mitigation measure would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to construction
noise.

In addition, all construction activities for the proposed project (approximately 20 months) would be
subject to and required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco
Police Code). Construction noise is regulated by the noise ordinance. The noise ordinance requires
construction work to be conducted in the following manner: (1) noise levels of construction equipment,
other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 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 to best accomplish
maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the noise from the construction work would exceed the ambient

2 Clearwater Group, Sife Mitigation Plan, 2918-2924 Mission Street, May 26, 2016.
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noise levels at the site property line by 5 dBA, the work must not be conducted between 8:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m. unless 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 20 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
contractor would be required to comply with the noise ordinance and Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 (Project Mitigation Measures 2 and 3), which would reduce construction
noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Operational Noise

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 addresses impacts related to individual projects
that include uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise in the project
vicinity. The proposed project’s residential and retail uses would be similar to that of the surrounding
vicinity and are not expected to generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise, therefore PEIR
Mitigation Measure F-5 would not apply.

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. Title 24 allows the project sponsor to choose between a
prescriptive or performance-based acoustical requirement for non-residential 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 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.

Additionally, the proposed project would be subject to the Noise Regulations Relating to Residential Uses
Near Places of Entertainment (Ordinance 70-15, effective June 19, 2015). The intent of these regulations is
to address noise conflicts between residential uses in noise critical areas, such as in proximity to
highways and other high-volume roadways, railroads, rapid transit lines, airports, nightfime
entertainment venues or industrial areas. In accordance with the adopted regulations, residential
structures to be located where the day-night average sound level (Ldn) or community noise equivalent
level (CNEL) exceeds 60 decibels shall require an acoustical analysis with the application of a building
permit showing that the proposed design would limit exterior noise to 45 decibels in any habitable room.
Furthermore, the regulations require the Planning Department and Planning Commission to consider the
compatibility of uses when approving residential uses adjacent to or near existing permitted places of
entertainment and take all reasonably available means through the City's design review and approval
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processes to ensure that the design of new residential development projects take into account the needs
and interests of both the places of entertainment and the future residents of the new development.

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two 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 Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

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

6. AIR QUALITY—Would the project:

a) Cenflict with or obsfruct implementation of the ] O O X
applicable air quality plan?

b} Violate any air quality standard or contribute | ' O 7]
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

¢} Result in a cumulatively considerable net ] ] im X
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment 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 ] ] 1
pollutant concentrations?

e} Create objectionable odors affecting a N ] 0

substantial number of people?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from
construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses® as a result of exposure to elevated levels of
diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than-
significant levels and stated that with implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Area Plan
would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan at that time.
All other air quality impacts were found to be less than significant.

# The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors occupying
or residing in: 1) residential dwellings, incliz:ding apartments, houses, condominiums, 2) schools, colleges, and universities, 3)
daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care facilides. BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks
and Hazards, May 2011, page 12
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Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 addresses air quality impacts during construction,
and PEIR Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 address proposed uses that would emit DPM and other
TACs.®

Construction Dust Control

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality 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 Construction 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 on-site 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. In compliance with the
Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction
activities at the project site would be required to control construction dust on the site through a
combination of watering disturbed areas, covering stockpiled materials, street and sidewalk sweeping
and other measures.

In addition, compliance with article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code and section 106.3.2.4 of the
building code, a site mitigation plan (which includes a dust control plan) has been prepared for project
construction and approved by the San Francisco Department of Public Health. Dust control measures set
forth include installation of wind screens on the perimeter security fences to reduce potential dust
migration to off-site areas and a dust monitoring program that triggers additional engineering controls or
halting work if dust levels in excess of action levels or visible dust are observed.?

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that
construction dust impacts would not be significant. These requirements supersede the dust control
provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1. Therefore, the portion of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1
Construction Air Quality that addresses dust control is no longer necessary to reduce construction-related
dust impacts of the proposed project.

Criteria Air Pollutants

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR states that
“Individual development projects undertaken in the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans
would be subject to a significance determination based on the BAAQMD's quantitative thresholds for
individual projects.”? The BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide

 The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also includes Mitigation Measure G-2, which has been superseded by Health Code Article 38, as
discussed below, and is no longer applicable.

% San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22a Compliance, Wash Club Laundry and Mini-
Mart, 2918-2924 Mission Street, San Francisco. EHB-SAM Case No: 1296, June 15, 2016.

¥ 5an Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhood’s Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report. See

page 346. Available online at: atip://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4003. Accessed June 4,
2014.
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screening criteria?® for defermining whether a project’s criteria air pollutant emissions would violate an
air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or resultin a cumulatively
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that
meet the screening criteria do not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. Criteria air
pellutant emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project would meet the Air
Quality Guidelines screening criteria. The project would entail demolition of an existing one-story
commercial building and construction of an eight-story, 85-foot-tall mixed-use residential building with
75 dwelling units and about 6,700-sf of ground-floor retail space. Criteria air pollutant etnissions during
construction and operation of the proposed project would meet the Air Quality Guidelines screening
criteria as the proposed 75-unit residential building would be below the 240 dwelling unit construction
criteria pollutant screening size and 451 dwelling unit operational criteria pollutant screening size.
Therefore, the project would not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants, and a detailed
air quality assessment is not required.

Health Risk

Since certification of the PEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally 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 purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all
urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 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 PM2s concentration, cumulative excess cancer
risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. Projects within the Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas already
adversely affected by poor air quality.

Since certification of the PEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required
for Usban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, amended
December 8, 2014)(Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all
urban infill sensitive use development within the Ajr Pollutant Exposure Zone. 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 PMas concentration, cumulative excess cancer
risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. Projects within the Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas already
adversely affected by poor air quality.

The project site is not located within an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Therefore, the ambient
health risk to sensitive receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial and the remainder of
Mitigation Measure G-1 that requires the minimization of construction exhaust emissions is not

% Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3.
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applicable to the proposed project. The proposed project would not be expected to generate 100 trucks
per day or 40 refrigerated trucks per day. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-
3 is not applicable. In addition, the proposed project would not include any sources, such as backup
generators, that would emit DPM or other TACs. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation
Measure G-4 is not applicable and impacts related to siting new sources of pollutants would be less than
significant.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, none of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR air quality mitigation measures are
applicable to the proposed project and the project would not result in significant air quality impacts that
were not identified in the 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 | O O X

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or O O O 54}
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the GHG emissions that could result from rezoning of the
Mission Area Plan under the three rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Options A, B,
and C are anticipated to result in GHG emissions on the order of 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons of COE® per
service population,® respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that the resulting GHG
emissions from the three options analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less than
significant. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

The BAAQMD has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. 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. 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

2 COrE, defined as equivalent Carbon Dioxide, is a quantity that describes other greenhouse gases in terms of the amount of Carbon
Dioxide that would have an equal global warming potential.

% Memorandum from Jessica Range to Environmental Planning staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in
Eastern Neighborhoods, April 20, 2010. This memorandum provides an overview of the GHG analysis conducted for the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and provides an analysis of the emissions using a service population (equivalent of total number
of residents and employees) metric.

3 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, November 2010, Available at
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG Reduction Strategy.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.
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reduction strategy in compliance with the BAAQMD and CEQA guidelines. These GHG reduction
actions have resulted in a 23.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2012 compared to 1990 levels,*
exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, Executive
Order 5-3-05%, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act).353 In addition,
San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals
established under Executive Orders 5-3-05¥ and B-30-15.%% 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 increase the intensity of use of the site with the demolition of the existing
5,200-sf commercial building and the construction of an eight-story, approximately 67,300-sf mixed use
building that includes 75 residential dwelling units and approximately 6,700 sf of retail space. Therefore,
the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased
vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential and commercial operations that result 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 Sustainability Fee, bicycle 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
ordinances, and Energy Conservation Ordinance, which would promote energy and water efficiency,

32 ICF International, Technical Review of the 2012 Community-wide Inventory for the City and County of San Francisco, January 21, 2015.
58 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Plan, September 2010. Available at hitfp://www.baagmd.gov/pians-and-
ans, accessed March 3, 2016.

Jair-auality-plans/eu m-,-_._

March 3, 2016.
% 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 chaptere [, accessed March 3, 2016.

3 Executwe 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.

¥ Executive Order S5-3-05 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 MTCOzE); by 2020, reduce emissions to
1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCOzE); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately
85 million MTCOzE).

March 3, 2016. Execuhve Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG emissions reductxon goa[ of 40 percent below 199{) 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.
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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. The project would not include new commercial refrigeration systems or wood burning
fireplaces, which would reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon, respectively. Regulations requiring
low-emitting finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds (VOCs).2 Thus, the proposed project
was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.+

Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG
reduction plans and regulations. Furthermore, the proposed project is within the scope of the
development evaluated in the PEIR and would not result in impacls associated with GHG emissions
beyond those disclosed in the PEIR. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in
significant GHG emissions that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 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 Infermation Identified in PEIR
8. WIND AND SHADOW—Would the
project:
a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects | O O <]
public areas?
b) Create new shadow in a manner that [ 1 I ]

substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities
or other public areas?

Wind

Based upon experience of the Planning Department in reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion on
other projects, it is generally (but not always} the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not have the
potential to generate significant wind impacts. Based on the height and location of the proposed

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

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

22 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 locat effects of global warming.

43 San Francisco Planning Departonent, Greenftouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2918-2924 Mission Street, September 21, 2016,
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approximately 85-foot-tall building, a pedestrian wind assessment was prepared by a qualified wind
consultant for the proposed project.* The objective of the wind assessment was to provide a screening-
level evaluation of the potential wind impacts of the proposed development, to assess the need for
further detailed modelling and analysis. The wind assessment found that the existing wind conditions on
the adjacent streets are expected to be below the 26-mile-per-hour wind hazard criterion as outlined in
the San Francisco Flanning Code section 148 throughout the year. The wind assessment also found that
the proposed building would not cause winds that would reach or exceed the 26-mile-per-hour wind
hazard criterion at all pedestrian areas on and around the proposed development and that wind speeds
at building entrances and public sidewalks would be suitable for the intended pedestrian usage.

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. Under the
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped with
taller buildings without triggering section 295 of the Planning Code because certain parks are not subject
to section 295 of the Planning Code (i.e,, under jurisdiction of departments other than the Recreation and
Parks Department or privately owned). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR could net conclude if the
rezoning and community plans would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts because the
feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of unknown proposals could not be
determined at that time. Therefore, the PEIR determined shadow impacts to be significant and
unavoidable. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

The proposed project would construct an approximately 85-foot-tall building; therefore, the Planning
Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis a shadow analysis to determine whether the
project would have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks.® The preliminary shadow fan
analysis indicates that the proposed project would not cast shadows on any neighborhood parks or
recreational resources subject fo Planning Code section 295. In addition, the proposed project would not
cast shadows on the play yard of the Zaida T. Rodriguez early education school adjacent to the south of
the site.

The proposed project would shade portions of nearby streets, sidewalks, and properties 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. Although occupants of
nearby property may regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of
private properties as a result of the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under
CEQA.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to shadow that
were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

“ RWDI, Screening-Level Wind Analysis, 2918 Mission Street, RWDI #1604031, September 8, 2016.
45 San Francisco Planning Pepartment, Preliminary Shadow Fan, August 10, 2017.
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Significant Significant Mo Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due fo 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 O . ]
regional parks or other recreational facilites such
that substantial physical deterioration of the
facilities would ocour or be accelerated?
b) Include recreational faciliies or require the . 0 [ |
construction or expansion of recreational
facifities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?
c) Physically degrade existing recreational 0O | | 2

resources?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans 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 Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. However, the PEIR identified Improvement Measure H-1:
Support for Upgrades to Existing Recreation Facilities. This improvement measure calls for the City to
implement funding mechanisms for an ongoing program to repair, upgrade and adequately maintain
park and recreation facilities to ensure the safety of users.

As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods adoption, the City adopted impact fees for development in Eastern
Neighborhoods that goes towards funding recreation and open space. 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 Parks Department an additional $195 million to continue capital projects for
the renovation and repair of parks, recreation, and open space assets. This funding is being utilized for
improvements and expansion to Garfield Square, South Park, Potrero Hill Recreation Center, Warm
Water Cove Park, and Pier 70 Parks Shoreline within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. The impact
fees and the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond are funding measures similar
to that described in PEIR Improvement Measure H-1: Support for Upgrades to Existing Recreation
Facilities.

An update of the Recreation and Open Space Element (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 areas within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area for acquisitiont and the
locations where new open spaces and open space connections should be built, consistent with PEIR
Improvement Measure H-2: Support for New Open Space. Two of these open spaces, Daggett Park and
the In Chan Kaajal Park at 17t and Folsom, have opened. . In addition, the amended ROSE identifies the
role of both the Better Streets Plan (refer to “Transportation” section for description) and the Green
Connections Network in open space and recreation. Green Connections are special streets and paths that
cormect people to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront, while enhancing the ecology of the street
environment. Six routes identified within the Green Connections Network cross the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area: Mission to Peaks (Route 6); Noe Valley to Central Waterfront (Route 8), a
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portion of which has been conceptually designed; Tenderloin to Potrero (Route 18); Downtown to
Mission Bay (Route 19); Folsom, Mission Creek to McLaren {Route 20); and Shoreline (Route 24).

Furthermore, 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.

As the proposed project would not degrade recreational facilities and is consistent with the development
density established under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Flans, there would be no
additional impacts on recreation beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant fmpact due to Impact nof
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 ]
the applicable Regicnal Water Quality Control
Board?
h) Require or result in the constniction of new 3 ] O 5]
water or wastewater treatment faciliies or
expansion of existing faciliies, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new ] ] O
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
dy Have sufficient water supply available to serve | | ] B
the project from existing entitements and
resources, or require new or expanded water
supply resources or entitlements?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater . [ 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 I 0 O 2]
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

g} Comply with federal, state, and local statutes | ] m 57
and reguiations related to solid waste?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not
result in a significant impact to the provision of water, wastewater collection and treatment, and 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
Urban Water Management Plan in June 2011. The plan update includes city-wide demand projections to
the year 2035, compares available water supplies to meet demand and presents water demand
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management measures to reduce long-term water demand. Additionally, the plan update includes a
discussion of the conservation requirement set forth in Senate Bill 7 passed in November 2009 mandating
a statewide 20% reduction in per capita water use by 2020. The Urban Water Management Plan includes a
quantification of the SFPUC’s water use reduction targets and plan for meeting these objectives. The plan
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.

In addition, the SFPUC is 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 Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area including at the
Southeast Treatment Plant, the Central Bayside System, and green infrastructure projects, such as the
Mission and Valencia Green Gateway.

As the proposed project is consistent with the development density established under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on utilities and service
systems beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to tmpact not
to Project ar Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Sife Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
11. PUBLIC SERVICES—Wouid the
project:
a} Result in substantial adverse physical impacts | ] O <

associatad 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 objeciives for any public
services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or cther services?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not
result in a 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.

As the proposed project is consistent with the development density established under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, 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 Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due fo Impact not
fo 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 I O 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 Depariment of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

b} Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian | | I %
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional pians, policies,
regulations or by the California Depariment of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

¢} Have a substantial adverse effect on federaily | I, ] ]
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (inciuding, but not limited to,
marsh, vemal pool, coastal, etc.} through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d} Interfere substantially with the movement of any 1 7 | B
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 O O ] )
protecting biclogical resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

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

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the Eastern Neighborhoods 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 Eastern Neighborhoods Area 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.

The project site is a fully developed lot covered by a building and asphalt-paved parking lot located
within the Mission Plan area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and 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 to biological resources not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due fo impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Wouid the
project:
a) Expose people or struclures to potential ]

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of L M &

loss, injury, or death involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo = O . =
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.)

i{) Strong seismic ground shaking? O I 1

ifi}y Seismic-related ground failure, including O 0 |
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides? | O 1 ]

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 1 1 ] B4
topsail?
c) Be located on geofogic unit or soil that is

unstable, or that would become unstable as a = - O =

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

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code, = . - E‘

creating substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 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 ] ] O =]

unigue geologic or physicat features of the site?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the plan would indirectly increase
the population that would be subject to an earthquake, including seismically induced ground-shaking,
liquefaction, and landslides. The PEIR also 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
would not eliminate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to an acceptable level, given the
seismically active characteristics of the Bay Area. Thus, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the
Plan would not result in significant impacts with regard to geology, and no mitigation measures were
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project to inform excavation and
construction with regard to potential geologic hazards.# Three soil borings drilled to depths up to 50 feet

4 Langan Treadwell Rolle, Geotechnical Investigation, 2918 Mission Street, May 6, 2016.
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below ground surface indicate that subsurface conditions consist of sand with varying amounts of silt
and clay. Groundwater was encountered at depths between 27 and 30 feet. The site is adjacent to the
BART subsurface easement (tunnels and tracks) along Mission Street. Because the project site is within
the BART zone of influence, project design and construction are subject to BART’s design requirements,
review and approval.¥ These guidelines inform the geotechnical investigation recommendations for
building foundations to avoid adverse effects on the adjacent BART structures.

The geotechnical investigation states that the proposed project is not located in an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault zone and notes that the nearest active fault, the North San Andreas Fault, is about 5
miles to the west. Additionally, there are no mapped active faults crossing the project site and there is a
low risk of surface rupture that could damage the structure. However, the project site is located within a
seismically active area, as is the entire Bay Area, and will be subject to strong ground shaking during a
major earthquake on a nearby fault, which could result in seismic hazards such as that associated with
soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, and seismic densification. The study states that the potential for these
hazards is low, but that a moderate to large earthquake on a nearby fault could cause settlement on the
order of ¥4 to %-inch.

The geological investigation concludes that the proposed project is feasible with incorporation of the
recommended measures. Detailed recommendations with regard to selection of the appropriate
foundation(s) to support the proposed structure within the BART zone of influence, support of
temporary slopes and neighboring structures in compliance with BART requirements during excavation,
and underpinning the adjacent buildings are provided. Additonal recommendations regarding site
preparation, shoring, floor slabs, below-grade retaining walls, site drainage, seismic design criteria, and
construction monitoring are also provided.

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
building department requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application
pursuant to the building code would ensure that the proposed project would have no significant impacts
related to soils, seismic or other geological hazards.

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in a significant effect related to seismic and
geologic hazards. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to
geology and soils that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no mitigation
measures are necessary.

# BART, General Guidelines for Design and Construction Over or Adjacent to BART's Subway Structures, Tuly 23, 2003.
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to impact not
to Profect or impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site fdentified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY-—Would the project:

a} \Violate any water quality standards or waste 0 [ [
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or ] O [

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

B4

¢} Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 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 ercsion
or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially after the existing drainage pattern of O ] 1 (]
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, ar substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in fiooding on- or off-
site?

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

fy Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

0
£
t
&

g} Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
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 [ | ] B
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?

(]
]
|
&

i} Expose people or structures to a significant risk ] 1 [ )
of loss, imjwry or death involving fiooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

) Expose people or structures to a significant risk | | O [
of loss, injury or death invalving inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudfiow?

The Eastern Neighborhoods 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 currently occupied by a one-story structure and an asphalt-paved parking lot; the
proposed project would also occupy the entire project site and there would not be any change in the
amount of impervious surface coverage, which in turn, could increase the amount of drainage and runoff.
In accordance with the Stormwater Management Ordinance (Ordinance No. 64-16) and Public Works

SAN FRANECISGO -
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 30

2458



Initial Study - Community Plan Evaluation 2918 - 2924 Mission Street
2014.0376ENV

Code section 147, the proposed project would be subject to and would comply with the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines,
incorporating low impact design approaches and stormwater management systems into the project.
Adherence to these requirements would ensure that stormwater is managed appropriately so as to not
adversely affect drainage systems and 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 disturbs 5,000
sf 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 would not expose people or structures to flooding risks or hazards, or impede or
redirect flood flows in a 100-year flood hazard area, because the project site is not located within a 100-
year flood zone. Because the project site is not located within a flood hazard zone or near a water
reservoir with a dam or levee, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam. Similarly, the project site also is not located within a tsunami hazard zone and would not expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving inundation by seiche or
tsunami.*®

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to hydrology and
water quality that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods 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 5 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 X
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 4
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or '
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

# San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element. (Map 05, Tsunami Hazard Zones, page
15). October 2012. Available online at htip://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General Plan/Community Safety Element 2012 pdf,
accessed November 13, 2014.
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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: Praoject Site identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of | 7 O <]

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 85962.5 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 | |
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)y For a project within the vicinity of a private 1 O | e
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 ] 1 [ 54|
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h} Expose people or structures to a significant risk 0 7 0
of loss, injury, or death involving fires?

R

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR noted that implementation of any of the proposed project’s rezoning
options would encourage construction of new development within the project area. The PEIR found that
there is a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction activities in many parts of
the project area because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous and current land uses associated
with the use of hazardous materials, and known or suspected hazardous materials cleanup cases.
However, the PEIR found that existing regulations for facility closure, underground storage tank closure,
and investigation and cleanup of svil and groundwater would ensure implementation of measures to
protect workers and the community from exposure to hazardous materials during construction.

Hazardous Building Materials

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development in the plan area may involve
demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building materials. Some building
materials commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during an
accident or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials
addressed in the PEIR include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light
ballasts that contain PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights containing mercury
vapors, and lead-based paints. Asbestos and lead based paint may also present a health risk to existing
building occupants if they are in a deteriorated condition. If removed during demolition of a building,
these materials would also require special disposal procedures. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
identified a significant impact associated with hazardous building materials including PCBs, DEHP, and
mercury and determined that that Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous Building Materials, as outlined
below, would reduce effects to a less-than-significant level. Because the proposed development includes
demolition of an existing building, Mitigation Measure L-1 would apply to the proposed project and is
included as Mitigation Measure 4 in the Mitigation Measures Section below. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4, there would be a less-than-significant impact on the environment with respect to
hazardous building materials.
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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
Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare
a phase 1 environmental site assessment that meets the requirements of Health Code section 22.A.6. The site
assessment would determine 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
Department of Public Health or other appropriate state or federal agency(ies), and to remediate site
contamination in accordance with an approved site mitigation plan prior to the issuance of any building
permit.

The proposed project would excavate approximately 2,100 cubic yards of soil from a site formerly used as
an automobile service station and listed on the California State Water Resources Control Board’s Leaking
Underground Storage Tank list due to a release from a 1,000-gallon unleaded gasoline storage tank
removed in 2006.%¥ The water board case was closed in November 2006.551 Therefore, the project is
subject to the Maher Ordinance. 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, the sponsor’s consultant has prepared a phase I site assessment, submitted a work plan for
subsurface investigation to the health department for review and approval,®* performed a phase II
subsurface investigation,* and received health department approval of its proposed site mitigation plan.*53
The phase I site assessment indicates that the site was used for automobile sales and service for about
four decades, from 1935 to the mid-1970s, and would likely have used petroleum hydrocarbon fuels, oils,
lubricants, degreasers, and solvents. Later site uses may have included dry cleaner operations, based on a
permit from 1991, which could have used chlorinated solvents on-site. The results of the soil, soil vapor,
and groundwater sampling and analysis indicate that contaminants are present in subsurface soil, soil
vapor, and groundwater at the site. Contaminants include petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons

4 Clearwater Group, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Wash Club Laundry, 2918-2920-2922-2924 Mission Street, July 12, 2015.

5  California State Water Resources Control Board, GeoTracker Database Search, Available online at
htip://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov. Accessed September 22, 2016.

51 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Remedial Action Completion Certification, Underground Storage Tank Case, Wash Club
Laundry, 2922 Mission Street, LOP Case Number: 11769, November 2, 2006.

52 Clearwater Group, Work Plan for Subsurface Investigation, Wash Club Laundry, 2918-2924 Mission Street, March 7, 2016.

% Clearwater Group, Subsurface Investigation Report, San Francisco Health Code Article 22A, Maher Ordinance, Wash Club Laundry and
Mini-Mart, 2918-2924 Mission Street, Local Oversight Program Site Number: 11769, EHB-SAM Case Number 1296, May 24, 2016.

% Clearwater Group, Site Mitigation Plan, San Francisco Health Code Article 22A, Maher Ordinance, Wash Club Laundry and Mini-Mart,
2918-2924 Mission Street, Local Oversight Program Site Number: 11769, EHB-SAM Case Number 1296, May 26, 2016.

% San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A Compliance, Wash Club Laundry and Mini-
Mart, 2918-2924 Mission Street, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1296. June 15, 2016.
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(PAHS), asbestos, and various metals, some at concentrations exceeding the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board's environmental screening levels for residential use. Screening levels are levels
of commonly-found contaminants below which the presence of the chemical in soil, soil gas, or
groundwater can be assumed not to pose a significant threat to human health, water resources, or the
environment under most circumstances.

Project construction would require excavation of the top 3 feet of soil over most of the site for foundation
construction, and excavation to 7.5 feet below ground surface for the elevator pit. The site mitigation plan
proposes over-excavation of soil in areas where soil vapor contamination exceeds applicable screening
levels, and post-excavation confirmatory soil sampling to verify that impacted areas have been removed.
In addition, additional investigation of the extent of lead in soil would be performed and removed, as
needed. According to the site mitigation plan, all soil contaminants above screening levels, except for
arsenic {which is attributable to background conditions in the Bay Area), would be removed during the
excavation activities prior to project construction. Excavated materials would be hauled for disposal at
an appropriate landfill facility. To reduce the potential hazards that could result from exposure to
hazardous materials in soil during the excavation, handling, transportation and disposal of excavated
soil, the site mitigation plan includes eight mitigation plans and procedures for project construction,
These include the following: waste management and disposal plan; dust control plan; stormwater
pollution protection plan; seil management and handling procedures plan; health and safety plan; vapor
screening plan; excavation management waste plan; and noise and vibration mitigation plan.*

Groundwater was encountered at a depth of approximately 27-30 feet below ground surface.
Groundwater sampling indicates that total petroleum hydrocarbons (as motor oily and phenol are present
at concentrations above the default tier 1 environmental screening levels® and are not considered a risk
for residential use based on the nature of the contaminants and depth to groundwater.® This is
corroborated by the Tier 2 screening levels, which consider site-specific conditions (i.e., depth to
groundwater, subsurface materials, and presence of a building slab) in determining the screening levels
and indicate that contaminant concentrations at the project site are well below the Tier 2 screening levels
that are protective of residential uses.® Thus, no remediation of groundwater would be required.s' In
addition, the site mitigation plan states that the building design would include a vapor barrier and
passive venting system to reduce the upward migration of water vapor, residual VOCs, or 5VOCs in the
subsurface. As discussed above, the site mitigation plan has been reviewed and approved by the City
health department.

The proposed project would be required to remediate potential soil 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 that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR.

% San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, User's Guide: Derfvation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels
(ESLs}, Interim Finagl, February 2016.

5 Clearwater Group, Site Mitigation Plan, San Francisco Health Code Article 224, Maher Ordinance, Wash Club Lauyndry and Mini-Mart,
2918-2924 Mission Street, Local Oversight Program Site Number: 11769, EHB-SAM Case Number 1296, May 26, 2016,

5 Tier 1 ESLs are based on a conservative default site scenario to protect sites with unrestricted land and water use, shallow soil and
groundwater contamination, and permeable soil. Tier 2s are based on a site-specific conceptual site model based on the
subsurface conditions at the project site.

9 Thid.

# San Frandsco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Environmental Screening Levels {ESLs), ESL Warkbook, February 2016.

&1 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Stepharde Cushing, personal commurdcation, October 4, 2016,
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due fo 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 ] [
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 I (]
important mineral resowrce recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use pian?

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods 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 Department of Building
Inspection. The plan area does not include any natural resources routinely extracted and the rezoning
does not result in any natural resource extraction programs. Therefore, the Hastern Neighborhoods PEIR
concluded that implementation of the area plan would not result in a significant impact on mineral and
energy resources. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

As the proposed project is consistent with the development density established under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and area plans, there would be no additional impacts on mineral and energy
resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
fo 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:

ay Convert Prime Famland, Unigue Farmiand, or b
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 8 D - 2
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agriculiural
use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, | O O
or a Williamson Act confract?
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Significant Significant WNo Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Praject or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
c} Conflici with existing zoning for, or cause O [ ! K

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220{g)} or
timbertand (as deflned by Public Resources
Code Section 4526)7

d} Resuit in the loss of forest {and or conversion of ] 1 1 i
forest land to non-forest use?

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
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest
use?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Area Plan;
therefore the rezoning and community plans would have no effect on agricultural resources. No
mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not analyze the
effects on forest resources.

As the proposed project is consistent with the development density established under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on agriculture and forest
resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Project Mitigation Measure 1 — Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (Mitigation Measure
J-2 of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR)

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed
project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5(a} and (c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological
resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition,
excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing
activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is
responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is drculated to all field personnel including, machine
operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the
Environmental Review Officer (ERQ) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime
contractor, subcontractor(s), and uiilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have
received copies of the Alert Sheet.

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of
the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall
immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has
determined what additional measures should be undertaken.

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project
sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological
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consultants maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise
the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of
potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. I an archeological resource is present, the archeological
consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a
recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if
warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resocurce; an archeological monitoring
programy; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological
testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines
for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site
security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO
that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource andt describing the
archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 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.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO,
copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) 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 copy, ene unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to
the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high
public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution than that presented above.

Project Mitigation Measure 2 — Construction Noise - Pile Driving (Mitigation Measure F-1 of the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR)

The project sponsor shall ensure that piles be pre-drilled wherever feasible to reduce construction-related
noise and vibration. No impact pile drivers shall be used unless absolutely necessary. Contractors would
be required to use pile-driving equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. To
reduce noise and vibration impacts, sonic or vibratory sheetpile drivers, rather than impact drivers, shall
be used wherever sheetpiles are needed. The project sponsor shall also require that contractors schedule
pile-driving activity for times of the day that would minimize disturbance to neighbors.

Project Mitigation Measure 3 ~ Construction Noise (Mitigation Measure F-2 of the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR)

The project sponsor shall develop a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures under the supervision
of a qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be
submitted to the Department of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation
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will be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control strategies as
feasible:

* Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, particularly where a site
adjoins noise-sensitive uses;

» Utilize nojse contrcl blankets on a buijlding structure as the building is erected to reduce
noise emisston from the site;

* Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise
reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses;

*  Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements; and

*+ Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and complaint
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed.

Project Mitigation Measure 4 — Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation
Measure L-1)

In order to minimize impacts to public and construction worker health and safety during demolition of
the existing structure, the sponsor shall ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or DEPH, such as
fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and property disposed of according to applicable federal, state,
and local laws prior to the start of renovation, and that any florescent light tubes, which could contain
mercury, are similarty removed and properly disposed of. Any other hazardous materials identified,
either before or during work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, state, and local laws.
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Exhibit B

Link to November 30, 2017 Hearing Re: 2918 Mission Street

~ 0

hitp://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view id=20&clip_id=29250

(Starts at 2:14:24

Link to Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR

hiip://sf-planning.org/ AREA-PLAN-EIRS

(scroll down)
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

To: jscottweaver@aol.com; Mark H. Loper; rrti@pacbell.net
Cc: GIVNER, JON (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC);

Teague, Corey (CPC); Gibson. Lisa (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr
Aaron (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Moore, Julie (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS);
Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS Legislation. (BOS)

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Community Plan Evaluation - 2918-2924 Mission Street -
Appeal Hearing on June 19, 2018

Date: Monday, June 11, 2018 1:58:18 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,

Please find linked below a supplemental appeal response received by the Office of the Clerk of the
Board from the Planning Department, regarding the Community Plan Evaluation Appeal for the
proposed project at 2918-2924 Mission Street.

Planning Supplemental Appeal Response - June 11, 2018

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on June
19, 2018.

| invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 180019

Regards,

Lisa Lew

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163

lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

@5 Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any
information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors'
website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation
2918-2924 Mission Street Project

Supplemental Responses

DATE: June 11, 2018

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-9032
Chris Kern, Principal Environmental Planner — (415) 575-9037
Julie Moore, Senior Environmental Planner — (415) 575-8733

RE: Board of Supervisors File No. 180019, Planning Department Case No.
2014.0376ENV — Appeal of the Community Plan Evaluation for the 2918-

2924 Mission Street Project. Block/Lots: 6529/002, 0024, and 003
PROJECT SPONSOR: Mark Loper, Reuben, Junius & Rose, on behalf of RRTI, Inc. — (415) 567-9000

APPELLANT: J. Scott Weaver, Law Office of J. Scott Weaver, on behalf of Calle 24 Latino

Cultural District Council - (415) 317-0832
- HEARING DATE: June 19, 2018

ATTACHMENTS1: D - ICF, Historic Resource Evaluation, 2918-2922 Mission Street, San Francisco, May

29,2018

E - Planning Department Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2918-2922 Mission

Street, San Francisco, May 31, 2018
F — Fehr&Peers, 2918 Mission Analysis Memorandum, June 4, 2018
G — RWD], Shadow Analysis 2918 Mission Street, February 2, 2018

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409
Planning

Information:
415.558.6377

H - ALH Urban & Regional Economics, Socioeconomic Effects of 2918 Mission Street

Market-Rate Development, June 2018

1 Attachments A, B, and C are included in the Department’s February 5, 2018 appeal response.

www.sfplanning.org

2471



Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation Case No. 2014.0376ENV
June 11, 2018 2918-2924 Mission Street

INTRODUCTION

On January 2, 2018, J. Scott Weaver on behalf of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council (“the
Appellant”) filed an appeal of the Planning Department’s (the “Department”) issuance of a Community
Plan Evaluation (“CPE”) under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan Final Environmental
Impact Report (“Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR or PEIR”)? pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) for the 2918-2924 Mission Street Project (the “Project”). The Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors scheduled the appeal for hearing at the Board’s February 13, 2018 meeting, and on February

5, 2018, the Department provided a response to the CEQA appeal, Planning Appeal Response - February
5, 2018. The entire file is available in Board of Supervisors File No. 180019.

Shortly prior to the February 13, 2018 appeal hearing date, the Department received new information
indicating the potential for the existing building on the project site at 2918-2922 Mission Street to be
considered a historic resource for its association with the Mission Coalition of Organizations during the
late 1960s and early 1970s. This information was not considered in the CPE initial study, and the
Department determined that additional research was required to assess whether the proposed Project
would result in a significant impact to a historic resource that is peculiar to the project or its site and that

was not disclosed as a significant effect in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

On February 13, 2018, the Board of Supervisors opened a hearing on the appeal of the CPE and voted to
continue the hearing to June 19, 2018, to allow additional time for the Department to prepare an analysis

of potential historic resources effects of the Project.

This memorandum and the attached documents are supplements to the Department’s February 5, 2018
responses to the appeal letter. This memorandum presents the findings of the Historic Resource
Evaluation of the 2918-2922 Mission Street building, as well as the findings of new analyses of

transportation, shadow, and socioeconomic effects.

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s determination that the Project is not
subject to further environmental review (beyond that conducted in the CPE Initial Study and the PEIR)
pursuant to CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 and deny the appeal, or to
overturn the Department’s CPE determination for the Project and return the Project to the Department for
additional environmental review. The Board’s decision must be based on substantial evidence in the
record. (See CEQA Guidelines section 15183(b) and (c).)

2 The Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan Final EIR (Planning
Department Case No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048) on August 7, 2008. The Project site is within
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan project area.
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Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation Case No. 2014.0376ENV
June 11, 2018 2918-2924 Mission Street

HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION

In order to assess whether the building at 2918-2922 Mission Street is a historic resource pursuant to
CEQA, the Department required that a qualified historic resource consultant prepare a historic resource
evaluation (HRE) of the project site building (ICF, 2918-2922 Mission Street, San Francisco, Historic Resource
Evaluation Part 1, May 29, 2018, included as Attachment D). The Department directed the scope of work
and provided oversight of the work product. The Department’s preservation staff have reviewed this
report and concur with its findings (Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, May 31,
2018, included as Attachment E).

As further discussed below, the HRE found that, although the 2918-2922 Mission Street building is
significant under the California Register of Historical Resources (“California Register”) Criterion 1 for
events, it lacks sufficient integrity to convey its identified historic significance under Criterion 1 and,
therefore, is not eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. The building is not
eligible under any other criteria. As such, the Department has determined that the building is not a

historic resource as defined under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.

As discussed in Attachments A and B, 2918-2922 Mission Street appears eligible for listing on the
California Register under Criterion 1 for its association with “headquarters and offices of prominent
organizations associated with struggles for inclusion,” as defined in the California Office of Historic
Preservation’s Latinos in Twentieth Century California: National Register of Historic Places Context Statement
(2015). As a shared workspace of several organizations (Mission Hiring Hall Inc.,, Mission Housing
Development Corporation, Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation, Mission Childcare Consortium
Inc., and Mission Community Legal Defense Fund), the subject property is representative of community-
based activism and service in the Mission District. Born out of the Mission Coalition Organization, a
locally organized and federally-funded Model Cities program with a history of neighborhood-based
activism, the subject organizations represented and served the Mission District’s Latino population,
providing services such as legal guidance, childcare, job placement, and housing/tenant assistance, in
Spanish and English, while also assisting residents overcome racial barriers and discrimination. The
property was also the former site of Latinoamerica, a celebrated mural by local Latina artists group,
Mujeres Muralistas. The mural represented the vibrant Mission community and further underscored the
relationship of the organizations housed at 2918-2922 Mission Street to the community. The period of
significance for the building encompasses the years that the subject organizations occupied the building,
1973-1985.

The 2918-2922 Mission Street building does not appear eligible for listing on the California Register under
Criterion 2 (association with the lives of persons important in our local, regional, or national past),
Criterion 3 (distinctive architectural characteristics), or Criterion 4 (information potential for prehistory or

history); nor is the building a contributor or non-contributor to an eligible historic district.
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To be a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant
under the California Register criteria, but it must also have integrity. Integrity is defined as “the
authenticity of a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that
existed during the property’s period of significance.” Integrity is comprised of seven qualities: location,
association, design, workmanship, setting, feeling, and materials. For a property to retain integrity it is
not necessary for all seven qualities to be present; however, the overall sense of past time and place must
be evident to illustrate significant aspects of the property’s past. Of these qualities, only the location and
setting of the 2918-2922 building remain. Significant interior and exterior alterations to the subject
property that occurred after the period of significance have eliminated the property’s qualities of
association, design, workmanship, feeling, and materials for the period of historical significance. Exterior
changes to the building after 1985 included the addition of mullions to the doors and windows, the
installation of a cloth awning along the length of the front facade, and painting over of the Latinoamerica
mural on the south elevation. Interior office partitions and finishes constructed by the community
organizations that occupied the building were later removed to create large, open interior spaces for a
laundromat and retail use. Additional changes for the new uses included new mechanical systems and
infrastructure to support banks of laundry machines, construction of new partitions for maintenance
halls, and all new finishes. These alterations have resulted in a lack of integrity in workmanship,
materials, and design, and have rendered the property unable to convey integrity of association and

feeling as an administrative hub for the above-mentioned Mission community organizations.

In conclusion, the historic resource evaluation has determined that the 2918-2922 Mission Street building
is not a historic resource under CEQA. Therefore, the proposed demolition of this building would not
result in significant impacts on historic resources that are peculiar to the Project or its site and that were
not disclosed as significant effects in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. This information supplements and
confirms the findings of the CPE/Initial Study dated August 30, 2017, which found that the proposed
Project would not result in significant environmental impacts peculiar to the Project or its site and beyond
those disclosed in the PEIR.

TRANSPORTATION

In bullet item 3 of the Appeal Letter, the Appellant contends that “[t]he CEQA findings did not take into
account the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District...
including... increased traffic due to reverse commutes and shuttle busses.” The appellant has not
provided any evidence in support of these claims. The Department’s appeal response dated February 5,
2018 (pages 15-17) and supporting documentation in Attachment A (Appeal of Community Plan
Exemption for 2675 Folsom Street, March 13, 2017) and Attachment B (Fehr & Peers, Eastern
Neighborhoods / Mission District Transportation and Demographic Trends, January 2017 and Updated
Eastern Neighborhood Traffic Counts, April 2017) provide evidence to the contrary based on updated
local and regional transportation modeling, census data, and traffic counts at representative intersections
in the Mission. Observed traffic volumes in 2016 were around 5 to 10 percent lower than expected based
on the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and the percentage of estimated development completed. Updated
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traffic counts were conducted in April 2017 at four intersections in the Mission neighborhood (Guerrero
Street/16th Street, South Van Ness Avenue/l6th Street, Valencia Street/15th Street, and Valencia
Street/16th Street) that were analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR show that overall there were
fewer vehicles at these four intersections (average decrease of 4 percent) when compared to the PEIR

traffic volume projections for 2017.

To further evaluate the concerns raised by the appellant that traffic volumes in the Calle 24 Latino
Cultural District are higher than anticipated in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the Department
conducted additional transportation analysis. At the direction of Department transportation staff,
consultants performed traffic counts at the Potrero Avenue/23 Street and Mission Street/24th Street
intersections on April 10, 2018 (Fehr&Peers, 2918 Mission Transportation Analysis Memorandum, June 4, 2018
— see Attachment F). These counts were then compared to the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 2018
projected traffic volume that would be expected based on the total change in housing units constructed in
the Mission from 2011 to 2018. The traffic count data show that observed traffic volumes were 5 percent
lower at the Potrero Avenue/23rd Street intersection and 44 percent lower at the Mission Street/24th
Street intersection than would be expected based on projected volumes in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR. In fact, the total traffic volume had decreased from the 2000 baseline data used for the PEIR

transportation impact analysis.

Regardless, as discussed on the Department’s February 5, 2018 appeal response page 24, automobile
delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of traffic congestion, is no longer
considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA in accordance with CEQA section 21099
and Planning Commission Resolution 19579, and the CPE initial study evaluates whether the proposed
project would result in significant impacts due to an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), the metric
that the City adopted for evaluating traffic impacts under CEQA in 2016.

The additional transportation analysis also evaluates changes to transit reliability in the vicinity of the
project site by examining transit speeds on Mission Street. Three bus routes run along Mission Street: the
14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, and 49 Van Ness/Mission. Between 2007 and 2017, transit travel speeds
have generally increased between 11 to 35 percent, with the exception of the northbound direction in the
morning peak period. Speeds increased from 7.8 miles per hour (mph) to 9.3 mph (19 percent) in the
southbound direction during the a.m. peak period, and from 5.2 mph to 7.3 mph (35 percent) in the
southbound direction during the p.m. peak period. Transit travel speeds decreased from 8.5 mph to 8.1 (5
percent) in the northbound direction during the a.m. peak period between 2011 and 2017, and increased
from 7.1 mph to 7.9 mph (11 percent) in the northbound direction during the p.m. peak period. Increases
in speed occurred throughout the ten-year study period, and are not attributable solely to the installation
of bus-only lanes on Mission Street in 2015. Thus, the appellant’s claims that new development and
changed circumstances such as commuter shuttles and TNCs have resulted in unanticipated impacts on

transit operations are not supported by the available evidence.
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Overall, the available evidence does not support the appellant’s claims that new development under the
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan has resulted in significant transportation impacts that were not
anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

SHADOW

Although not required by CEQA, in San Francisco the environmental review of projects includes an
analysis of whether new shadow from a proposed project would affect the use and enjoyment of parks or

open spaces that are publically accessible.

There are 143 public schools and approximately 110 private schools in San Francisco.?* In general,
schoolyards are not considered to be publically accessible, as they are only accessible to the students,
faculty, and staff associated with the school. As such, shadow on schoolyards is typically not evaluated as
part of CEQA review in San Francisco. However, over 40 public schools citywide are currently enrolled in
the San Francisco Shared Schoolyard Project. Information on the Shared Schoolyard Project may be found
at http://www.sfsharedschoolyard.org/. Only schoolyards that are enrolled in the Shared Schoolyard

Project are considered to be publically accessible, and participating schoolyards are included as public
open spaces within the shadow analysis for CEQA review. The Zaida T. Rodriguez School located next to
the Project site is not a participating schoolyard; thus, shadow effects of the proposed project on the Zaida
T. Rodriguez schoolyard are not considered environmental impacts under CEQA. This issue is further
discussed in the Department’s February 5, 2018 appeal response (pages 28 and 29). Accordingly, the CPE
initial study did not find any significant shadow impacts that are peculiar to the Project or Project site

that were not previously disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Although shadow effects of the Project on non-publically accessible schoolyards are not considered
environmental impacts under CEQA, the Project sponsor retained a shadow consultant to prepare a
quantitative shadow analysis in accordance with the Department’s shadow analysis methodology that
evaluates the shadow effects of the project on the two nearby schoolyards for informational purposes
(RWDI, Shadow Analysis 2918 Mission Street, February 7, 2018 — included as Attachment G). The Zaida T.
Rodriguez School is comprised of two campuses. The 2950 Mission Street main campus is located to the
south of the Project site, and includes an approximately 4,500-square-foot schoolyard located on the
western side of the building fronting Osage Alley. The 421 Bartlett Street annex is located across Osage
Alley to the west of the Project site, with its approximately 2,000-square-foot schoolyard located on the

eastern side of the building, also fronting Osage Alley, as shown in the figure below.

3 San Francisco Unified School District, http://www.sfusdjobs.org/about-sfusd, June 2018.

4 https://www.privateschoolreview.com/california/san-francisco, June 2018.
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The shadow analysis shows that the proposed Project would not cast any new shadows on the 2950
Mission Street campus schoolyard between 8:59 a.m. and 4:44 p.m. on any day of the year. Outside of
these hours, morning and evening shadows would fall on the northeastern corner of the schoolyard area;
however, this location is used for staff parking and storage and not as a play area. With respect to the 421
Bartlett Street annex, the proposed Project would cast new shadows on the schoolyard in the morning
throughout the year. Shadows would range in duration from 143 minutes to 273 minutes and would not
occur after 11:51 a.m. on any day of the year. The duration of shadow varies with the time of year. In
general, the maximum area of shading occurs before 9 a.m., and by 11 a.m., one quarter of the schoolyard
or less would be shadowed. Mature trees on the schoolyard currently shade portions of the schoolyard

during the mornings.

Development projects located in proximity to schools is not an unusual circumstance in San Francisco. As
discussed above, shadow on schoolyards that are not publicly accessible open space is not an

environmental impact under CEQA. Accordingly, environmental review of other development projects
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that shade schoolyards throughout the city have determined that such effects are not physical
environmental impacts.> Accordingly, the CPE initial study did not find any significant shadow impacts
that are peculiar to the Project or Project site that were not previously disclosed in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.

SOCIOECONOMIC EFFECTS

As discussed in the Department’s appeal response (pages 20 to 23; Attachments A and C), for the purpose
of CEQA environmental impact analysis, socioeconomic effects may be considered only to the extent that
a link can be established between anticipated socioeconomic effects of a proposed action and adverse
physical environmental effects. The CPE initial study and the additional Department analysis have
considered, and do not identify adverse physical environmental effects due to gentrification and

displacement of business, residents, or nonprofits as alleged by the appellant.

Socioeconomic effects are not considered environmental impacts in the absence of adverse physical
environment effects. The available evidence does not support the appellant’s claims that development
under the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans, such as the 2918-2924 Mission Street project is
responsible for residential or commercial displacement. The Planning Department worked with ALH
Urban & Regional Economics to prepare analyses of retail supply and demand, commercial and
residential displacement, as well as a review of the relevant academic literature to evaluate whether
gentrification and displacement of existing residents or businesses can be attributed to market-rate
residential and mixed-use development under the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning and area plans.
Neither these analyses nor the literature provides empirical evidence supporting the position that
market-rate development under the rezoning and area plans is responsible for residential or commercial
displacement. (See the Department’s February 5, 2018 appeal response Attachment C for the March 2017
ALH technical study). Based on the available data and expert opinion presented in the academic
literature, it appears that the fundamental causes of gentrification and displacement in the Mission and
elsewhere in San Francisco are likely related to broader economic and social trends, such as the mismatch
between the supply and demand for housing at all levels, the strength of the regional economy, low
unemployment, high wages, favorable climate, fundamental changes in the retail sector, and a preference

for urban lifestyles and shorter commutes.

In response to this appeal and under the direction of the Department, ALH Economics prepared an
updated study encompassing the following: (1) project-specific analysis to evaluate whether the
residential projects that are in the Department pipeline within %-mile of the 2918-2924 Mission Street

Project site could result in commercial market shifts, such as the displacement of existing commercial

51601 Mariposa EIR, Case No. 2012.1398E, certified November 12, 2015; 600 Van Ness Avenue Preliminary Mitigated Negative
Declaration, Case No. 2015-012729ENYV, June 8, 2018.
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establishments; (2) an overview of pricing trends in the San Francisco rental housing market to evaluate
whether market-rate apartment production at and around 2918-2924 Mission Street may affect rents of
existing properties in the vicinity; and (3) a review of recent academic literature on the relationship
between housing production and housing costs, and residential displacement. This report - Socioeconomic
Effects of 2918 Mission Street Market-Rate Development — is presented as Attachment E. The findings of this
study further support the previous analyses that indicate that, based on the preponderance of available
evidence and studies to date, there is no demonstrated causation between market rate development in the

Mission District and commercial and residential displacement.
Pipeline Effects on Displacement of Commercial Establishments

According to the Department’s most recent development pipeline report, a total of 710 net new
residential units are proposed (including the proposed project) within one-half mile of the project site. Of
these, 564 units are market rate, and 146 are below market rate affordable units. These projects propose a
total of 27,480 square feet of net new retail space. Within an additional one-quarter mile radius, there are
four proposed residential development projects comprising a total of 97 net new units, including 86
market rate units, 11 affordable units, and 7,258 square feet of net new retail. In total, the pipeline
identifies 807 net new residential units, with 650 market rate and 157 (19 percent) affordable, and 34,738

square feet of net new retail space proposed within three-quarters of a mile of the Project site.®

The projects in the pipeline, if constructed, would result in a relatively small increase over the existing
residential and retail development in the project and plan areas. At present, there are approximately
11,275 households and 1.4 million square feet of retail space within one-half mile of the project site, and
approximately 15,659 households and 3 million square feet of retail space within the Mission District as a
whole. Thus, the projects in the pipeline would result in an approximately 5.9 percent increase in
households and 2.0 percent increase in retail space within a one-half mile radius of the project site and an
approximately 4.3 percent increase in households and 0.9 percent increase in retail space for the Mission

District as a whole.

The estimated retail demand generated by future residents of projects in the pipeline within a three-
quarter-mile radius of the project site is 28,900 square feet. As stated above, the projects in the pipeline
would provide a total of 34,738 square feet of net new retail space. Because the projects in the pipeline
would provide slightly more net new retail space than needed to support the estimated demand for
neighborhood-serving retail generated by the related population increase, and because this demand is a
small fraction of the existing neighborhood retail available in the project area, it is unlikely that the
residential development in the pipeline would exert substantial pressure on the existing retail base within

the one-half mile radius around the project site.

¢ ALH Economics, Socioeconomic Effects of 2918 Mission Street Market-Rate Development, June 18, Tables 1 and 2.
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This analysis is reinforced by the existing balance between retail supply and demand in the one-half mile
radius area as well as the Mission District. Retail demand analyses indicate that residents within a one-
half mile radius are estimated to support approximately 920,900 square feet of retail services of which
354,300 square feet is neighborhood-oriented retail services, while the existing retail inventory in this area
is approximately 1,363,000 square feet. Similarly, Mission District residents are estimated to generate
demand for approximately 1,246,300 square feet of retail services of which 479,500 square feet is
neighborhood-oriented retail services, and there is approximately 3 million square feet of retail inventory
in the Mission.” These demand estimates indicate that the supply of retail in the Mission as a whole
outstrips locally-generated demand. In the Mission, the total retail supply is 2.4 times the amount of retail
supportable by its residents, and 6.3 times the neighborhood-oriented demand generated by district
residents. Within a one-half mile radius of the project site, the total supply of retail area also exceeds the
amount supportable by residents, but to a lesser extent than the Mission District as a whole. The one-half
mile area total retail supply is 1.5 times the amount of retail supportable by its residents, and 3.8 times the
neighborhood-oriented demand. This suggests the area is a retail attraction, meaning that the existing

retail base is attracting clientele from a broader geographic area.

Given the estimated number of existing Mission District households and the number needed to support
the Mission District retail base, an additional 22,320 to 83,056 households would be needed to fully
support the Mission District retail base. The potential 775 pipeline households would comprise only 0.9 to
3.5 percent of this amount, indicating that new pipeline households would have a very insignificant effect

on the Mission District retail base.8

In summary, retail supply and demand analysis for the one-half mile area around the 2918-2924 Mission
Street Project site, and in particular for the Mission District as a whole, demonstrates that both areas are
regional shopping destinations, providing substantially more retail supply than can be supported by the
residents of the Mission. Accordingly, it appears that (1) broad socioeconomic changes and trends in the
retail industry have greater influence on commercial uses in the Mission than the composition of the
immediate population of the neighborhood; (2) new residential development in the Mission has a
relatively insignificant role in influencing the overall commercial make-up of the district, as the
commercial base is supported by a broader citywide as well as a regional clientele; and (3) changes in
occupancy within the existing housing stock likely have a much greater impact on the neighborhood-
oriented commercial base than residents of new residential development given the scale of the existing

stock relative to new development.

7 Ibid, Table 6

8 Ibid, Table 7. The range indicates the number of households to capture only neighborhood-oriented retail demand to all retail

demand.

SAN FRANCISCO 10
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2480



Appeal of Community Plan Evaluation Case No. 2014.0376ENV
June 11, 2018 2918-2924 Mission Street

Effects on residential rents and displacement

ALH Economics reviewed case study as well as academic and related literature to probe whether market-
rate apartment production at and around 2918 Mission Street would affect residential rents of existing
properties, thereby making housing less affordable for existing residents. The findings generally conclude
that housing production itself does not result in increased costs of the existing housing base, but rather
helps suppress increases in home prices and rents in existing buildings. The literature shows that failure
to increase housing stock to accommodate demand resulting from job and wage growth and a generally
increasing population results in greater competition for existing housing, with higher income households
outbidding lower income households and otherwise exerting upward price pressure on existing housing.
Further, the studies find that both market-rate and affordable housing development help to suppress

price appreciation and reduce displacement.

A recent study by researchers at UC Berkeley and UCLA commissioned by the California Air Resources
Board® found that, while gentrification and displacement was occurring in neighborhoods near transit

stations, such displacement was largely taking place in areas that did not experience significant new

residential development. The authors note that:

“Gentrification in Los Angeles and the Bay Area transit neighborhoods cannot be attributed to
new residential development, as the vast majority of transit neighborhoods in both Los Angeles

and the Bay Area experienced relatively little residential development from 2000 to 2013” (p. 91).

Furthermore, the study finds that limiting market-rate housing development near transit is likely to

increase regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The report stresses that:

“[A] policy that reduced market-rate housing development in locations that encourage lower
auto use, even if the policy reduced displacement and preserved affordable housing, would
likely result in a net regional increase in VMT compared to a policy that increased the production
of (dense) housing near transit” (p. 180).

In summary, the available evidence does not support the appellant’s claims that the 2918-2924 Mission
Street project would cause commercial or residential displacement. Nor does the evidence support the
appellant’s attempts to link gentrification and displacement to significant adverse impacts on the
environment beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Thus, the appellant has not
demonstrated that the Department’s determination that in the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts on the physical environment that were not previously identified in the Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR is not supported by substantial evidence in the record.

 California Air Resources Board, 2017. “Developing a New Methodology for Analyzing Potential Displacement”.
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/13-310.pdf
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CONCLUSION

As discussed in the CEQA Guidelines section (page 6) of the Department’s Appeal Response dated
February 5, 2018, CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183 mandate that projects that
are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan or general
plan policies for which an EIR was certified, shall not require additional environmental review unless
there are project-specific effects that are peculiar to the project or its site and that were not disclosed as

significant effects in the prior EIR.

CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f) provides that the determination of whether a project may have one or
more significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA
Guidelines 15604(f)(5) offers the following guidance: “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or
narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not
constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption

predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”

The Appellant has not provided substantial evidence to support a claim that the CPE fails to conform to
the requirements of CEQA pursuant to CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183. The
Planning Department conducted necessary studies and analyses necessary to make an informed decision
about the environmental effects of the project, based on substantial evidence in the record, in accordance
with the Planning Department's CPE Initial Study and standard procedures, and pursuant to CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, the Planning Department respectfully recommends that the Board of
Supervisors uphold the Department’s CPE and reject the appeal.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 Executive Summary

This Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Part I was prepared by ICF on behalf of RRTI, Inc., to
inform future review by the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department (Planning). ICF
is on a consultant pool list maintained by Planning to prepare HREs for development projects in the
city that may affect historical resources, as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA).

The project site currently consists of three lots: a single building that resides on two parcels
(Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 6529/002 and 6529/002A), consisting of 2,600 square feet, and
one single parking lot located on the adjacent parcel to the south (APN 6529/003), consisting of
6,433.13 square feet. The proposed project involves merging the three lots into one and demolishing
the existing building and parking lot at the project site (2918-2922 Mission Street), and constructing
a new building (an eight-story 75-unit residential building with ground floor retail).

The building at 2918-2922 Mission Street was previously documented in the South Mission Historic
Resource Survey via a California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523A (Primary Record)
form, completed by Page & Turnbull in 2008 (Page & Turnbull 2008). Planning has assigned the
building a California Historical Resource Status Code of 6Z: ineligible for National Register of
Historic Places (National Register), California Register of Historical Resources (California Register),
or local designation through survey evaluation. The San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
adopted the findings of the South Mission Historic Resource Survey on November 17, 2011. It
appears that this status code was assigned to the building based on its lack of architectural
character, but a full evaluation of the building’s potential significance under California Register
criteria was not completed at the time of the South Mission Survey. This HRE evaluates the potential
historical significance of the building at 2918-2922 Mission Street under all applicable California
Register criteria for the purposes of CEQA review.

1.1.1 Property Information

1.1.1.1 Zoning

The project site is within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit Zoning District,
which is a moderate- to high-density, transit-oriented, multi-scale mixed-use neighborhood with
land use controls that encourage community-serving commercial uses on the ground and lower
floors, with housing above. Neighborhood Commercial Transit Zoning Districts are located in
transit-rich neighborhoods and aim to utilize the residential and commercial prospects of these
areas.

1.1.1.2 Current Historic Status

As stated previously, the one-story building at the project site was previously documented as part of
the South Mission Historic Resource Survey and requires further evaluation. Additionally, ICF
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searched federal, state, and local records to determine if the subject properties have been identified
in any official registers of historic resources.

National Register of Historic Places

The National Register is the nation’s most comprehensive inventory of historic resources. It is
administered by the National Park Service and includes buildings, structures, sites, objects, and
districts that possess historic, architectural, engineering, archaeological, or cultural significance at
the national, state, or local level.

2918-2922 Mission Street is not listed in, nor has it previously been found eligible for listing in, the
National Register.

California Register of Historical Resources

The California Register is an inventory of significant architectural, archaeological, and historical
resources in the State of California. Resources listed as State Historical Landmarks and in the
National Register are automatically listed in the California Register. Resources can also be
nominated to the California Register by local governments, private organizations, or citizens.

2918-2922 Mission Street is not listed in, nor has it previously been found eligible for listing in, the
California Register.

San Francisco Planning Department Historic Status Code

Planning has assigned each building in the city a status code that determines whether a property fits
the definition of a historical resource as defined in the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines and as
described in the San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16. There are three categories of status
codes:

e Category A: properties that are historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.

e Category B: properties that require further consultation and review because the property is 50
years old or older and has not been previously evaluated.

e Category C: properties that are either not age-eligible or have been determined not to be
historical resources.

Table 1 lists the previous historic resource codes and status of the properties at the project site.

Table 1. Previous Historic Resource Status of Properties at the Project Site Assigned by Planning

Address Planning Dept. Historic Resource Status
2918-2922 Mission Street C
2920 Mission Street (parking lot) B

San Francisco City Landmarks, Structures of Merit, Historic Districts, and
Conservation Districts

The City maintains a list of properties and groupings of properties designated as local landmarks
and historic districts under Articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. San Francisco
Landmark designation criteria are identical to those of the National and California Registers,
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requiring a property or district to have significance in the areas of events, associated people,
architectural merit, or the ability to yield information, as evaluated within a local context. A property
may also be designated as a Structure of Merit if it is not officially designated as a landmark and is
not situated in a designated historic district but is recognized as worthy of protection, enhancement,
perpetuation, and continued use. Additionally, properties may be designated as individually
significant or contributors to conservation districts located exclusively in the City’s downtown core
area, under Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. Conservation districts seek to designate
and protect buildings based on architectural quality and contribution to the character of downtown.

2918-2922 Mission Street is not a San Francisco Article 10 or Article 11 Landmark, or a Structure of
Merit, and it is not located in the boundaries of any locally designated Article 10 landmark district or
Article 11 conservation district.

Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage (1968)

The Junior League of San Francisco conducted one of the first architectural surveys in San Francisco,
documenting approximately 2,500 properties in the 1960s. It published its findings in the book
entitled Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage (Here Today) (Junior League of San
Francisco 1968). The survey did not assign ratings to buildings or contain in-depth archival research
or formal historical evaluation of the properties that would meet today’s standards. The research
files and the Here Today book held at the San Francisco Public Library’s San Francisco History Room,
provide brief historical and biographical information for the properties the authors considered
important. On May 11, 1970, the findings of the Here Today survey were adopted by the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors as Resolution No. 268-70, and the survey is considered an official
local historical register under CEQA.

2918-2922 Mission Street is not listed in Here Today.

Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey (1976 DCP Survey)

The San Francisco Department of City Planning Architectural Survey of 1976 (1976 DCP Survey)
was a reconnaissance survey of the City and County of San Francisco to identify and rate
architecturally significant buildings and structures. The rating was based on a scale of -2
(contextual) to 5 (extraordinary). Potential historical significance was not considered when
assigning a rating and historical associations were not considered for the buildings and structures
included in the survey. The 10,000 rated buildings and structures included in the survey accounted
for only 10% of the City’s architectural building stock. The 1976 DCP Survey is recognized by
Planning for informational purposes.

2918-2922 Mission Street was not recorded in the 1976 DCP Survey.

South Mission Historic Resource Survey

The building at 2918-2922 Mission Street was included in the South Mission Historic Resource
Survey, which was informed by a DPR 523A form completed by Page & Turnbull in 2008 (Page &
Turnbull 2008). No DPR 523B form or detailed evaluation of the property was completed under this
survey. The survey assigned the property a California Historical Resource Status Code of 6Z,
interpreted for the survey to mean that the property was found ineligible for national, state, and
local registers through survey evaluation. However, it appears that 2918-2922 Mission Street was
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evaluated based upon its architectural characteristics under California Register Criterion 3, and that
comprehensive evaluation of the building under Criterion 1 and 2 was not completed.

1.2 Methods

1.2.1 Architectural Survey

ICF architectural historians Andrea Dumovich and Jonathon Rusch surveyed the site on February 14,
2018, to record existing conditions, historic features, and visible alterations of the property. The
survey included documentation of all exposed exterior fagades and accessible interior spaces of the
building with photographs and written notes. Except where otherwise noted, all photographs in this
report were taken by ICF on February 14, 2018.

1.2.2 Research

ICF prepared this report using primary and secondary sources associated with the property and its
past occupants. These sources were collected at various repositories, including available permits
from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (Appendix A, Building Permits); deed
information and building valuation cards from the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s Office
(Appendix B, County Assessor’s Real Property Record); and inventory forms held in Planning’s
property files.

Historic images of the property were sought through the San Francisco Public Library’s online
photograph collection and San Francisco Assessor’s Office Negative Collection, San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency’s online photograph collection, Western Neighborhoods Project’s
online photograph collection, and University of California collections through Calisphere.

Property-specific research was conducted using the following sources.

e Planning’s online Property Information Map

e San Francisco Public Library Ephemera Collection

e Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps (Appendix C, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps)
e Historical San Francisco city directories

e San Francisco Chronicle archives

In addition, ICF architectural historians conducted telephone interviews with several community
members. Interviewees were selected because of their close knowledge of the Mission’s twentieth-
century history, and/or direct personal experiences with the Mission Coalition Organization (MCO)
and the non-profit organizations that occupied the subject building during the 1970s and 1980s. ICF
pursued this research method in order to collect historical factual information and reminiscences
that otherwise are not captured in written historical records. Individuals interviewed during the
preparation of this report are the following: Sam Moss, executive director of Mission Housing
Development Corporation (MHDC); Mike Miller, community organizer involved in the MCO during
the late 1960s and early 1970s; Larry Del Carlo, participant in the MCO and former executive
director of MHDC; and Pete Gallegos, Mission activist during the 1970s and board member emeritus
of MHDC. Anne Cervantes, architect and founding member of the San Francisco Latino Historical
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Society, also shared research regarding the history of the Mission and organizations housed within
the subject building via written notes and phone conversations.
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Chapter 2
Property Description and History

2.1 Property Description
2.1.1 Project Site

The project site includes three adjacent parcels located in San Francisco’s Mission District
neighborhood, along the western edge of Mission Street between 25th and 26th Streets (Figure 1).
The northern two parcels (6529/002 and 6259/002A) contain one building, which is currently
occupied by a coin operated laundry service; this building abuts a three-story residential building to
the west and a one-story commercial bank building to the north. The southern parcel (6529/003)
extends between Mission Street and Osage Alley and contains a surface parking lot. Located adjacent
to the parking lot to the south is the one-story Zaida T. Rodriguez Child Development School. Facing
the project site across Mission Street is the Instituto Familiar De La Raza, Inc. (2919 Mission Street)
and a two-story auto body collision repair shop (2925 Mission Street), which was previously
associated with the automobile-related tenant of the subject building.

The surrounding area is characterized by a mix of one- to four-story buildings, which primarily
contain commercial uses at the ground level with residential units within the upper stories. The
subject building contributes to the commercial district that lines Mission Street. The immediate
neighborhood’s typical era of construction is the 1920s, mixed with a few late 1880s buildings and
some examples of modern construction.

Figure 1. Project site, perspective view facing northwest at Mission
Street between 26th and 25th Streets; north is up.
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2.1.2 Architectural Description

2.1.2.1 2918-2922 Mission Street

2918-2922 Mission Street is a one-story-with-mezzanine, commercial building (Figure 2). The
building has a rectangular plan, is constructed of reinforced concrete, and stands on a concrete
foundation. The building’s roof is generally flat with a parapet and features two shallowly pitched
gables that are not visible from the street level. The building’s east (primary) fagcade faces Mission
Street. It expresses a minimally Gothic Revival architectural style with a Gothic frieze that extends
along the parapet of the primary facade, above an aluminum-frame window assembly that spans the
width of the facade. The building’s south facade faces the adjacent parking lot enclosed by a chain-
link fence (Figure 3). Between the building’s west (rear) facade and an adjacent three-story
residential building is a narrow alleyway on a raised foundation. The building’s north facade
immediately abuts a neighboring, street-facing commercial building and could not be inspected.

Figure 2. 2922 Mission Street, perspective view | Figure 3.2920 Mission Street, perspective view

facing west at Mission Street near 24th Street of the parking |°t'S:aCi'1g west at Mission
ree

East Facade

The building’s primary facade faces Mission Street and is generally symmetrical in design. The
facade comprises two structural bays with an aluminum-frame window assembly across each bay.
The east fagade is primarily clad in concrete stucco with occasional concrete grid patterns. The
building’s primary entrance is recessed at the center of the two bays. The entrance has a single, fully
glazed door with a glazed sidelight providing access to the laundromat; a second door is located at
the north wall formed by the recessed entrance and accesses the commercial space within the north
half of the building (Figure 4). A wood lattice surmounts the recessed entrance. The window
assembly and door are not original to the building. A non-original metal-frame, canvas awning is
installed above the band of windows and spans the width of the facade. The Gothic frieze at the
parapet that terminates the facade is an original feature of the building; however, it appears that
decorative elements at the center and sides of the frieze, possibly finials, have been removed (Figure
5). A series of fluorescent lights are installed behind the canvas awning.
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Figure 4. Glazed door and glazed sidelite, east Figure 5. Gothic frieze at the parapet, east
(primary) fagade, facing west (primary) fagade, facing west

South Facade

The south fagade is constructed of board-formed concrete. An entrance is located at the center of the
facade, containing a non-original single paneled, metal-faced wood door (Figure 6). This entrance is
located within an area of the facade that has been infilled with concrete, indicating the location of a
larger, previous entrance. Occasional piping remains along the wall of the fagade. The flat parapet
roof projection is visible along the south facade. A painted sign advertising the current laundromat
tenant of the building is also located near the roofline at the south fagade (Figure 7).

Figure 6. Entrance at the South fagade, facing Figure 7. Flat parapet roof projection with
north painted sign advertisement, located at the

south fagade, facing north

West Facade

The west fagcade faces the narrow alleyway on a raised foundation. The west facade contains a band
of nine-lite industrial steel-sash windows, including several broken panes. Pairings of aluminum
sash windows have replaced some of the upper lites, and in some instances the steel-sash windows
have been removed altogether and have been replaced by ventilation tubing. Wrought iron security
bars are mounted over some of the steel windows. The west fagcade is not pedestrian-accessible, as
the rear alleyway is blocked off by a chain-link fence (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Detail of the west facade, facing east

Interior

The interior of 2918-2922 Mission Street is divided into two primary rooms, each of which fills
approximately half of the building. A laundromat tenant occupies the southern half of the building
and features modern floor, wall, and ceiling finishes throughout, which date to the building’s
conversion to its current use ¢.1991. Predominant finishes within the laundromat include tile
flooring and gypsum board. Commercial washing machines and driers line all interior walls apart
from the glazed wall at the front of the building, and form long banks through the center of the room
(Figure 9). Structural steel columns are arranged throughout the interior and support steel ceiling
beams. Interior doors provide access to narrow maintenance channels along the south and west
walls of the building; these channels contain utilities and ventilation ducts attached to the
commercial laundry equipment in the adjacent room. A staircase opening to the laundromat room
leads to the mezzanine level located at the rear of the building (Figure 10).

The north half of the building contains a vacant commercial space accessible through the door at the
building’s central recessed entrance, as well as through an interior door leading from the
laundromat (Figure 11). Two windows are located within the partition wall separating the two
interior spaces (Figure 12). The vacant commercial space features linoleum or vinyl tile flooring and
gypsum board walls. Fluorescent lighting and ceiling fan fixtures are found throughout the
building’s interior.

Figure 10. Staircase leads to mezzanine,

Figure 9. Interior detail of commercial washing facing north

machine space, facing east
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Figure 11. Vacant commercial space occupies the | Figure 12. Two windows within the partition
north half of the building, facing northwest wall that separates laundry from vacant
commercial space, facing south

2.1.2.2 Adjacent Parking Lot

An asphalt-paved surface parking occupies the adjacent parcel to the south of 2918-2922 Mission
Street (Figure 13). The parking lot is enclosed in metal chain-link fencing and features gates at
Mission Street and the rear alley. An iron fence and low concrete curb are located along the public
sidewalk at Mission Street. The parking lot features abandoned metal poles that appear to have held
lighting fixtures or signage associated with its former use for automobile sales.

Figure 13. Project site features a parking lot, perspective view facing west at Mission Street
toward Osage Street

2.2 Property History

The following sections provide a site history and construction chronology based on historic maps,
photographs, building permits, newspaper articles, and additional primary and secondary resources
collected from repositories and online sources listed in Section 1.2, Methods.
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2.2.1 Site History

Following the turn of the twentieth century, the parcels that currently contain 2918-2922 Mission
Street contributed to a neighborhood of residences interspersed with small-scale commercial
establishments. As shown on the Sanborn Fire Insurance Map published in 1905, the parcels that
currently contain the subject building were occupied by a multi-family, two-story building of flats
set back slightly from Mission Street. The adjacent lot to the south (currently containing the surface
parking lot) was occupied by a two-story livery stable that filled its entire lot (Figure 14).
Immediately adjacent to the south is Haight Primary School, a commercial lot that takes up a
majority of the block. Nearby buildings facing Mission Street mostly include one-story dwellings and
two-story commercial storefronts.

Figure 14. Detail of 1905 Sanborn File Insurance Company map, Volume 6, Sheet 626, showing
the subject parcels outlined in red. Right is north.
Source: Sanborn Fire Insurance Map Company, accessed via David Rumsey Map Collection.

As shown on the next available Sanborn map, published in 1914, the parcel at 2918-2922 Mission
Street maintained its shape and residential building; the 1914 map provided additional detail that
the northern half of the building contained “housekeeping rooms” (Figure 15). Though the adjacent
parcel (today’s parking lot) also retained its two-story commercial building, the building was noted
as vacant. Both buildings withstood the 1906 earthquake and ensuing fires, which were halted at
20th Street. Surrounding properties facing Mission Street had mostly remained their same lot
building size and shape as in 1905. By 1914, as shown on the Sanborn map, the lot at the corner of
Mission and 25th Street was filled by a three-story commercial building; several one-story dwellings
on the school’s lot had been demolished; and several of the lots near 26th Street had been filled.

May 2018
ICF 00070.18

2918-2922 Mission Street Historic Resource Evaluation Part |

2503



RRTI, Inc. Property Description and History

. %3’, = OSAGE
= T
] 2= 3, = (O
=5 =
N
%! .
o M
Y 3
K ® 53R
i T aAX
i gg h-.ﬁhh
[ ] g'ﬁnﬂ 13
P Us=k 7525
TR B "‘7%
15 '.?c%, at
. 8 = =]
27 2% z‘ffgf
-

Figure 15. Detail of 1914 Sanborn File Insurance Company map, Volume 6, Sheet 611, showing the
subject parcels outlined in red. Right is north.
Source: Sanborn Fire Insurance Map Company, accessed via San Francisco Public Library.

The flats building and adjacent commercial building were demolished at a subsequent date,
although the exact demolition year has not been determined. The approximately square-plan
building that currently stands on the project site was built c.1924, which is the construction date
listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Property Information Map. However, an original
building permit was not located at the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, so the
construction date cannot be confirmed. Furthermore, the original architect has not been identified.

The subject building appears to have originally been divided into two separate commercial spaces,
each affiliated with a separate street address (2920 Mission Street and 2922 Mission Street). The
two earliest identified tenants were associated with automobile sales and repair. In 1925, the
commercial space at 2920 Mission Street served as a branch location of Coast Auto Company, a new
and used vehicle dealership with a main location on Van Ness Avenue. Several other automobile
dealers occupied the space in rapid succession. By 1933, Morton & Wildman, a used car dealership,
occupied the southern half of the building (2922 Mission Street); a second automobile-related
business, Malkason Motors Co., occupied the northern half of the building (2920 Mission Street).
Further information on the known occupants of the building is included in Table 4. The aerial
photograph of the site taken in 1938 by Harrison Ryker confirms that the adjacent parcel to the
south was then occupied by a surface parking lot, presumably utilized as a car storage lot for the
businesses operating in the neighboring building (Figure 16).
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Figure 16. Detail of 1938 aerial photo, showing the subject parcels outlined in red.
Right is north.
Source: San Francisco Aerial Views, accessed via David Rumsey Map Collection.

Automobile-related businesses are known to have occupied the subject building during the
following few decades. Limited information has been uncovered to describe physical alterations to
the building into the immediate post-World War II period, although a photograph of the Mission
Street streetscape in 1949 illustrates the building and its immediate commercial and residential
setting at that time. In the photograph, the subject building is viewed from the south and is
identifiable through its distinctive Gothic-style frieze, which appears to have featured finials
projecting above the roofline at the center and outer ends of the facade (Figure 17). No additional
documentation of the appearance of the building’s street-facing facade prior to the 1960s was
located during the preparation of this report.
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Figure 17. View of Mission Street at 26th Street, facing
north, November 17, 1949.
Source: San Francisco Historical Photograph Collection, San
Francisco Public Library.

The 1950 Sanborn map shows that the vacant parking lot maintained its use as a car sales lot or
“used car mart,” addressed 2920 Mission Street. The adjacent commercial building maintained two
separate storefronts with addresses 2920-2922 Mission Street. City directories indicate that the
building was vacant for limited periods of time during the 1950s. At the end of 1956, a permit was
issued to remove interior concrete panels, implying that the two separate commercial tenant spaces
were consolidated into one. City directory records and permits specify that the building was
occupied in 1957 as a supermarket.
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Figure 18. Detail of 1950 Sanborn Fire Insurance Company map, Volume 6, Sheet 611, showing the
subject parcels outlined in red. Right is north.
Source: Sanborn Fire Insurance Map Company, accessed via San Francisco Public Library.
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In 1958, Atlas Motors or Atlas Volkswagen became the sole tenant of 2920-2922 Mission Street.
Atlas remained as the primary tenant at the site until 1972. A photograph of the building taken in
1964 illustrates exterior improvements implemented by the tenant during this period, including
illuminated signage, flagpoles at the roofline, and screen installed above the band of display
windows along Mission Street, which effectively concealed the building’s distinctive decorative
frieze and created a more contemporary appearance to attract customers. (Figure 19).

Figure 19. Photo of subject property as Atlas (Volkswagen) Motors,
August 24, 1964.
Source: San Francisco Historical Photograph Collection, San Francisco
Public Library.

By 1960, the property appears to have been divided again into two store fronts by adding a
“partition across center,” as stated in a 1960 building permit.

After Atlas Motors moved out in 1972, several community-based social service organizations rented
the space throughout the 1970s and 1980s. According to San Francisco City Directories and San
Francisco Telephone Directories, the following organizations were tenants of the building during
this period:

e Mission Hiring Hall (1973 to 1985)

e Mission Housing Development Corporation (1974 to 1985)
e Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation (1974)

e Mission Childcare Consortium Inc. (1974 to 1975)

e Mission Community Legal Defense Fund (1974 to 1978)

1974 was the only year that all of these local organizations occupied 2918-2922 Mission Street at
once. Additional information on these organizations is included in Chapter 4, Owner/Occupant
History.
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In 1974, a group of pioneer Chicana/Latina female muralists, the Mujeres Muralistas, were
approached by the Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation (MMNC) to paint a mural on the south
fagade of the subject building. For the commission, the muralists were paid $1,000 from federal
Model Cities funds. (See Chapter 3 for additional information about MMNC and Model Cities
funding.) The resulting mural was called Latinoamerica, or Pan America (Figure 20). Painted
collaboratively by lead muralists Consuelo Mendez, Graciela Carrillo, Patricia Rodriguez, and Irene
Perez, the mural represented Latino/a residents of the Mission District with an emphasis on Latin
America’s mestizo and indigenous heritage. A particular detail near the mural’s center depicts
Venezuelan devils surrounding a family encased in a sun symbol, and towards the bottom right is a
group of Mission youth (Cordova 2017:134-141; Rodriguez 2011:83-84). Although not the first
mural that the Mujeres Muralistas painted collaboratively, Latinoamerica introduced the group as
important public artists providing a new perspective within the Mission’s mural movement. Four
additional Latina artists—Miriam Olivo, Ruth Rodriguez, Ester Hernandez, and Xochil Nevel—joined
the Mujeres Muralistas as a result of the project. Patricia Rodriguez later recalled, “Everyone was
watching us and interviewing us for newspapers, television, and radio. We represented a new
generation of muralists depicting our own reality at the present moment of time, exploring new
ideas and new styles, and speaking about the Latinas who lived in the Mission District. [...] [Mission
residents] brought their children to introduce them to their Latino heritage so that they would not
forget where they came from. The mural seemed to heal some of the community’s wounds”
(Rodriguez 2011:84-85).

Figure 20. Undated photo (1974 or later) of the Latinoamerica mural painted by Mujeres Muralistas.
Source: Mujeres Muralistas, http://mujeresmuralistas.tumblr.com/

According to Rodriguez, Latinoamerica significantly raised the public profile of Mujeres Muralistas
within the community of Latino/a artists in San Francisco and expanded the aesthetic vocabulary of
murals in the Mission to include themes representing the experiences of Latinas. The mural attracted
national press, and the group earned wider recognition that led to numerous new projects (Rodriguez
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2011:85-86; Cervantes pers. comm.). [t remains unknown exactly how long the mural existed;
although it was included in a mural map of the Mission published in the San Francisco Chronicle in
1988, a 1990 flyer documenting murals in the Mission District does not list the mural at that time,
which indicates that it had since been painted over (San Francisco Chronicle 1988:B4; San Francisco
Contemporary Chicano Murals 1990:1).

Per a 1989 building permit, the building was occupied that year by a video store. In 1991, the building
was converted to its current commercial function as a coin-operated laundromat.

2.2.2

Table 2 provides a construction chronology of the subject properties. Building records are included in
Appendix A, Building Permits, providing copies of the available permits, and Appendix C, Sanborn Fire
Insurance Maps, providing full sheet Sanborn maps for the subject properties.

Construction Chronology

Table 2. Construction Chronology

Date Architect/ Builder Detail Source

June 2, 1926 C. Chiappo Permit for concrete floors  SF Dept. of Building
(Builder) (2920 Mission St) Inspection

December 17,1934  Neon Sign Service Co. Permit to install SF Dept. of Building
(Contractor) horizontal neon swinging Inspection

November 20, 1937

October 14, 1946

Neon Sign Service Co.

(Contractor)

Hugo Bloomgust

sign that reads
“Oldsmobile”

(2920 Mission St)
Building permit to install
one horizontal double
face neon sign reading
“Used Cars Malkason
Motors Co”

(2920 Mission St)

Permit to replace swing

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building

(Construction doors with slide doors Inspection
supervisor) (2920 Mission St)
March 28, 1947 West Coast Advertising  Permit to erect a steel SF Dept. of Building

June 3, 1953

July 2, 1954

Co. (Construction
supervisor)

L.A. Hinson
(Contractor)

L&M Construction
(Contractor)

billboard less than 10 feet
tall and 25 feet wide,
surrounded by
ornamental moldings

(2920 Mission St)

Permit to remove
facade’s glass front and
rebuild with hollow tile,
base, plastered in and
outside

(2920 Mission St)

Permit to replace existing
9-foot-by-10-foot sliding
entrance doors with 6-
foot-8 inch-by-5-foot

Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection
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Date

Architect/ Builder

Detail

Source

April 24, 1956

August 1, 1956

December 12, 1956

1957

June 4, 1957
June 5, 1957
1960

1960

May 26, 1960

August 17,1960

Wonderlite Neon
Products Co

(Contractor)

Bertelsen + Odgeys
(Contractor)

Bertelsen + Odgeys
(Contractor)

Unknown

Bertelsen + Odgeys
(Contractor)

Wonderlite Neon
Products Co

(Contractor)

Unknown

Unknown

Lang Construction
(Contractor)

Cascade Neon
(Contractor)

width double doors
(2920 Mission St)

Permit to install
horizontal neon sign
reading “Joy Meat Co Free
Parking”

(2920 Mission St)

Permit to repair fire
damage to roof, interior
and storerooms

(2920 Mission St)

Permit to remove three
concrete panels dividing
two stores and install
steel beams to support
roof to form three arches
between stores

(2920-2922 Mission St)

Converted from
supermarket to repair
garage

(2920-2922 Mission St)

Permit to alter entrance
doors to make 8-foot
opening. Reinstall 2nd
entrance doors that have
been removed. Construct
plywood panel partition
across back of store, only
8 feet high

(2920 Mission St)
Permit to erect “Volvo”
sign

(2920 Mission St)
Partition across center;
Plaster walls and ceiling;
Change glass front
(2920-2922 Mission St)
Convert from repair

garage to auto sales and
garage with “OFC”

(2920-2922 Mission St)
Permit to install screen at
front of building to hold
sign

(2922 Mission St)

Permit to install Atlas
Motors “V W” sign

(2922 Mission St)

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

Building Card,
Assessor’s Office, City &
County of San Francisco

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

Building Card,
Assessor’s Office, City &
County of San Francisco

Building Card,
Assessor’s Office, City &
County of San Francisco

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection
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Date Architect/ Builder Detail Source

August 17, 1960 Cascade Neon Permit to install Atlas SF Dept. of Building
(Contractor) Motors “Porsche” sign Inspection

(2922 Mission St)

December 7,1972 Range Building Permit to patch roofand  SF Dept. of Building
Contractor improve framing, heating, Inspection
(Contractor) electrical, plumbing, and

July 22,1974

September 28, 1981

April 25, 1989

March 25, 1991

May 28, 1991

December 26, 2000

2.2.3

J. Alex Camilli
(Contractor)

Eller Outdoor Ad
(Contractor)

Unknown

Unknown

Zdwih Yuen
(Contractor and lessee)

ABC Roofing
(Contractor)

Building Alterations

level the floor, paint,
plaster, and wallboard

(2922 Mission St)

Permit to build four
partitions, 8 inches each,
with doors

(2922 Mission St)

Permit to erect sign on
wall

(2918 Mission St)

Permit to install awning
(2920 Mission St)

Permit for tenant
improvements: new vinyl
flooring, tables, non-
bearing partitions,
painting

(2922 Mission St)

Permit to change
approved plan/change of
use to coin operated
laundry and mini mart.

(2922 Mission St)

Permit to replace existing
roof

(2922 Mission St)

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection

A review of building permits and historic photographs, as well as visual inspection of the current
exterior and interior conditions of the building, indicate that a number of alterations have occurred
at 2918-2922 Mission Street.

The original 1924 construction permit and building plans were not located during the preparation
of this report. However, historic photographs indicate that the original exterior design of the
building is somewhat similar to its current appearance, containing a Gothic Revival-style frieze over
a broad, glazed storefront assembly. The frieze at the front facade has been altered through the
removal of elements projecting above the roofline at the outer corners and center of the facade;
these elements appear in a photograph taken in 1949 (Figure 17) but were no longer extant in a
photograph taken in 1964 (Figure 19). The frieze currently shows rough edges in the locations

where the projecting elements were removed.
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The storefront assembly and entrance doors at the front fagade have been altered numerous times
since the building was constructed to meet the changing needs of tenants. Furthermore, panels were
installed at the front facade in front of the frieze prior to 1964 and remained in place until at least
1974 (as evidenced in Figure 20, showing the mural Latinoamerica); research has not revealed the
date when these panels were removed.

Originally accommodating two tenants, the building’s interior has experienced repeated changes to
its partition wall and room configuration. A 1974 permit was issued to erect four partition walls
within the building, which likely occurred in order to create separate interior workspaces for the
group of community-based service organizations that were housed there at various times over the
subsequent decade.

Building permits also indicate that automobile-related tenants have installed numerous
identification signs for their businesses, which is unsurprising for a building that housed a
succession of commercial tenants desiring to advertise their services. None of the automobile-
related signage is extant.

The 1964 photograph shows a broad side door at the south fagade of 2918-2922 Mission Street that
connected the business tenants of the building to the adjacent surface parking lot, where used cars
were parking. By the time the Mujeres Muralistas painted Latinoamerica on the south facade of the
building in 1974, the earlier opening appears to have been infilled and contained only a single-leaf
door. This entrance has been retained, although the door leaf has been replaced.

In 1991, several permits were filed to convert the building at 2918-2922 Mission Street to its
current laundromat use with attached convenience store. Scopes of work that supported the
building’s conversion included installation of commercial laundry equipment (requiring new
concrete flooring and ventilation systems) and construction of partition walls. It is unknown if the
circa 1960s panels were removed from the fagade at this time. New mullions were furthermore
inserted into the glazed storefront assembly across the building’s front fagcade, based on visual
inspection; this change remains undated.
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Chapter 3
Historic Context

3.1 Mission Street and the Mission District Through
the Early Twentieth Century

3.1.1 Early San Francisco: Spanish and Mexican Periods

In 1769, an expedition led by Spanish soldier Gaspar de Portol4, founder and first Governor of Alta
California, traveled north from San Diego in an attempt to locate Monterey Bay. He arrived instead at
Sweeny Ridge in today’s San Mateo County, where members of the party became the first Europeans
to observe the San Francisco Bay. In 1776, Juan de Bautista de Anza led a party that traveled from
Monterey into what is now San Francisco to explore settlement locations. Anza chose the site of
today’s Fort Point for a new Spanish garrison, or presidio, and chose a creek location approximately
3 miles to the southeast, which he named Arroyo de los Dolores, for a new mission. The Presidio of
San Francisco was dedicated in September, and Mission San Francisco de Asis (which became
known as Mission Dolores) was dedicated in October (Kyle 2002:350-52; Woodbridge 2006:18-21).

The Spanish period ended in 1822, as the new government of Mexico seized control of California,
and the pueblo of Yerba Buena was formally created in 1835. Fueled by anti-clerical sentiment,
during the 1830s the Mexican government began secularizing the California missions. Throughout
the Spanish era and much of the Mexican era, areas between Mission Dolores and Mission Bay to the
east, and Rincon Point and Yerba Buena Cove to the northeast, remained undeveloped. However,
Spanish and Mexican residents were familiar with and made transient use of these undeveloped
landscapes. By the mid-1820s, trails ran along the contours of Yerba Buena Cove, and a horse path
approximating today’s Mission Street extended from the cove southwest to the mission and pueblo
(Bean and Rawls 2002:56, 58-70, 72; Sandos 2004:11-12, 108-09; JRP Historical Consulting
2010:33-35; Tim Kelley Consulting 2011:5).

3.1.2 Early Mission District Development

For much of its history, the Mission developed as a semi-independent “city within a city” with its
own rich cultural and architectural heritage. The Mission district is the oldest settled area of the city,
beginning with Spanish establishment of Mission Dolores in 1776, from which the district derives its
name. Land formerly held by Mission Dolores was secularized following Mexican independence
from Spain in 1821, and the Mission district became home to a mixture of Spanish soldiers, Mexican
gentry, ranchers, settlers and their families, and squatters. Ranchos on the hills surrounding the low-
lying Mission “valley” (the current-day Inner Mission) were granted to figures such as José Cornelio
Bernal and José Noe. The discovery of gold in the foothills of the Sierras in 1848 brought a massive
population influx to San Francisco. Residential development in most of the Mission district was
delayed until the mid-1860s, when the resolution of lingering historic land claims, the formal
extension of the City boundary to its current-day line, and the construction of more rail lines
combined to spur residential construction through the entirety of the Mission. Houses in various
sizes and configurations accommodated a wide range of economic classes. Transit service was
established on all of the major north-south streets of the Mission by the mid-1880s, connecting the
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area to workplaces downtown. Precita Creek, which had served as the natural border between the
Mission and the old Potrero Viejo rancho (Bernal Heights) was infilled c.1884, and Army Street
(renamed Cesar Chavez Street in 1995) was constructed. This new road linked the major north-
south routes and defined the southern boundary of the urbanizing Mission District. (City and County
of San Francisco Planning Department 2007:1-41).

The architectural character of the Mission was largely developed in the decades between 1880 and
1906, and is composed of single-family and multi-family residential buildings on the east-west and
smaller north-south roads, designed in a mixture of Stick Eastlake, [talianate, and Queen Anne styles,
and commercial and residential-over-commercial buildings on the larger north-south thoroughfares.

The 1906 San Francisco earthquake and fire destroyed most of downtown San Francisco and the
entire South of Market district, where the majority of the city’s industry and working-class housing
had been located. While most of the northern portion of the Mission was destroyed in the fire, the
area south of 20th Street was spared devastation, and many working-class residents who had lived
South of Market sought new homes nearby in the Mission.

After the reconstruction and intense development following the 1906 earthquake and fire, the
Mission was largely built out, and little physical change occurred between the First and Second
World Wars. The Mission’s commercial corridors—namely Valencia and Mission streets, including
the shopping district along Mission Street between 16th and Army (now Cesar Chavez) streets that
came to be known as “Mission Miracle Mile” in the post-World War II period—remained
economically vibrant through the 1960s. Demographically, the Mission had a large Irish and Irish-
American population during these years, joined by other ethnic groups including Italians, Germans,
Scandinavians, Armenians, and Greeks (City and County of San Francisco Planning Department
2007:66). Some Latino/a residents also called the Mission home prior to World War Il and operated
small businesses, such as grocery stores (Cervantes pers. comm.). Most male residents in the
neighborhood were employed in working-class occupations and made their livelihoods as
teamsters, carpenters, or longshoremen. Working women in the neighborhood found positions as
domestic servants. The neighborhood developed a distinct working-class identity and a strong
organized labor presence during the early twentieth century. After the 1906 earthquake and fire, the
Mission became a central location for union activism, and the neighborhood witnessed tensions as
the working class received stagnate wages, as well as below-standard living and working conditions.
In the 1960s, union activism expanded with fraternal organizations and union halls located in the
Mission (City and County of San Francisco Planning Department 2007:65-66).

3.2 The Mission District in the Post-World War Il Era

3.2.1 Demographic Changes in the Mission

Following World War II, the Mission was among San Francisco’s neighborhoods that experienced an
exodus of established working-class and middle-class residents, primarily white, to the suburbs and
more affluent residential neighborhoods in the far western parts of the city. This pattern of “flight”
from the Mission created opportunities for the many subsequent newcomers to the neighborhood,
including in-migration of African Americans from the southeastern U.S. during World War 1],
followed by Latin American immigration beginning in the 1950s. These successive waves of
immigration into San Francisco during the post-World War Il period, coupled with the availability of
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affordable housing stock in the Mission that had been vacated by the earlier groups of residents,
underscored the Mission’s identity as an important, evolving working-class enclave in San Francisco.
(Summers Sandoval 2013:103-104)

The Mission first experienced an influx in Latin American residents in the 1940s, the start of a
demographic shift that ultimately came to define the neighborhood’s social and cultural identity in
the second half of the twentieth century. The Mission was not the first enclave of Spanish-speaking
residents in San Francisco; Mexican-American communities had previously taken root in North
Beach (known as Little Mexico) and the South of Market district (Summers Sandoval 2013:103-104).
Mexican-American laborers had also lived in neighborhoods along the city’s waterfront near their
employers, which included shipyards (Cervantes pers. comm.) As the twentieth century progressed,
however, large-scale infrastructure projects took place within or adjacent to the city’s Mexican-
American communities. These projects, particularly the construction of the Broadway Tunnel and
San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, displaced members of the existing Latino neighborhoods.
Seeking a new home, these communities were drawn to the Mission’s available housing and
proximity to industrial employers such as factories, warehouses, shipyards, and canneries
(Summers Sandoval 2013:103-104).

As aresult, the Mission—and specifically the Inner Mission—developed into San Francisco’s
foremost Latin American enclave after World War II. Estimates suggest that the neighborhood’s
Latino/a residents comprised 11% of its population in 1950; by 1970, the percentage had risen to
45%. The streams of new immigrant residents into the Mission during this period only strengthened
over time. Many Latino/a people arrived in the neighborhood because they followed established
social, cultural, and family bonds; the Mission provided an environment where Spanish was often
spoken and where social support was available for finding housing and employment. (Summers
Sandoval 2013:101-104)

Near the beginning of the Mission’s ascendance as a Latino enclave in the middle of the twentieth
century, many of San Francisco’s Spanish-speaking residents had been born in Mexico. Through the
1950s and 1960s, however, increasing numbers of Central American-born migrants arrived in San
Francisco and made their homes in the Mission alongside residents of Mexican heritage. The largest
numbers of Central American immigrants to San Francisco originated in El Salvador and Nicaragua.
(By 1960, just as many Nicaraguans resided in San Francisco as in the remainder of California.)
However, individuals arrived in San Francisco, and specifically the Mission, from all countries in
Central and South America. “Push” and “pull” factors motivated this new group of Latin American
immigrants, as many sought better economic opportunities in the United States and also fled
politically repressive governments in their home countries. The influx of foreign-born Latin
American residents to San Francisco was only strengthened by the passage of the Immigration and
Nationality Act of 1965, which reformed the United States’ previous quota-based immigration
system. While in some respects the new legislation eroded earlier restrictions based on country of
origin, it introduced a new cap on the total number of immigrants allowed from the Western
Hemisphere per year. By restricting legal avenues, this change in federal policy led to a rise in
unsanctioned immigration into the United States. Considered together, these various forces brought
many new Latin American residents to the Mission, which evolved as a vibrant, culturally and
nationally diverse pan-ethnic Latino enclave in San Francisco. (Summers Sandoval 2013:101-104;
Gutiérrez 2013)
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3.2.2 Community Needs and Organizational Response in the
1960s

In the 1950s and 1960s, San Francisco’s manufacturing industries that had previously nourished the
city’s blue collar and ethnic communities were rapidly disappearing from central San Francisco. The
Mission had long been recognized as a working-class enclave, but in the mid-twentieth century the
neighborhood experienced a rise in poverty among residents (Summers Sandoval 2013:123-124).
Compounding residents’ economic uncertainty were the myriad obstacles that ethnic minority and
immigrant communities faced in the job market and education system. The neighborhood
experienced major issues including youth unemployment, absentee landlords, lack of childcare
services, and poorly performing public schools (Howell 2015:222, 239). Furthermore, much of the
Mission’s building stock had been constructed within 15 years of the 1906 earthquake, and by the
1960s had suffered decades of deferred maintenance. Studies of the neighborhood’s physical
conditions judged many buildings in the Mission to be substandard and/or deteriorating (Summers
Sandoval 2013:123-124).

In light of the numerous challenges facing the Mission in the 1960s, the neighborhood’s political and
social landscape included a broad range of community-based organizations committed to improving
livelihoods and providing resources to the neighborhood’s residents. Many of the Mission’s
residents were economically disadvantaged, culturally distinct from San Francisco’s social elite, and
lacked representation in the city’s established political arenas. Yet the neighborhood embodied a
long tradition of self-determination as a “city within a city,” which continued to influence how
Mission residents, property owners, and businesses organized themselves and advocated for their
needs (Howell 2015:222).

Due to the Mission’s concentration of Spanish-speaking immigrant residents, many of the
community organizations active during the 1960s were aligned with specific Latin American ethnic
and nationality groups. They also represented a range of political positions; some focused on
business and social concerns from a cultural assimilationist perspective, while other organizations
employed activist approaches to address structural social inequalities. Taken together, however,
these organizations formed a broad network active in the neighborhood. Although by no means not
exhaustive, the following list summarizes several of the prominent community organizations that
operated in the Mission during the 1960s:

e Mission Neighborhood Centers (MNC): Founded as a settlement house, MNC advocated for
greater social services to address issues faced by the neighborhood’s residents. MNC
completed a study in 1960, “A Self-Portrait of the Greater Mission District,” that was an early
attempt to articulate the neighborhood’s social challenges and propose solutions (Howell
2015:222-227).

e Community Service Organization (CSO): The Mexican American-affiliated CSO was active
across California and focused on social and political issues facing Latino/a residents of
urban areas; the organization’s focus spread to San Francisco during the 1960s (Summers
Sandoval 2013:127).

e Organization for Business, Education and Community Advancement (OBECA)/Arriba Juntos:
Known as OBECA at its founding in 1965, this nonprofit organization developed programs to
address Mission residents’ needs in a range of issues, but focusing on employment skills.
Renamed Arriba Juntos (Upward Together) in 1967, the Catholic-affiliated service group
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was most active in training youth for employment opportunities. (Howell 2015:237;
Summers Sandoval 2013:132)

e Centro Social Obrero: A union caucus affiliated with the locally prominent Building and
Construction Workers Union, Local 261, Centro Social Obrero focused on the needs of
Mission laborers. Centro Social Obrero developed programs that benefited the union’s
Spanish-speaking members, such as English language instruction and naturalization support
(Summers Sandoval 2013:130).

e Mission Area Community Action Board (MACABI): MACABI was formed by San Francisco’s
Economic Opportunity Council and was involved in the distribution of federal anti-poverty
funds in the Mission. Operating with a board of directors consisting of members elected
from the neighborhood the organization served, MACABI directed funding to local
organizations—including Centro Social Obrero, OBECA/Arriba Juntos, and the youth-
focused service organization Mission Rebels—to support their community programs.
(Howell 2015:251; Miller 2009:50)

e Mission Tenants’ Union (MTU): Affiliated with the Progressive Labor Party, the Marxist-
orientated MTU fought for the rights of the Mission’s most in need residential tenants
(Summers Sandoval 2013:130-131).

In addition these organizations, the Catholic Church became a pronounced force for Latino political
inclusion and civil rights in the Mission. Existing neighborhood parishes, such as St. Peter’s Church,
provided important social and cultural institutions for the Mission’s many Spanish-speaking Catholic
residents. Priests were keenly aware of the social barriers faced by members of their congregations,
and their involvement in social justice struggles became an extension of their ministries. The further
left-aligned Catholic parishes worked to overturn discriminatory hiring practices of local employers,
and actively supported the civil rights efforts of the National Farm Workers Association. (Summers
Sandoval 2013:106-115; Miller 2009:49)

The robust network of community service organizations active in the Mission during the 1960s set
the stage for fruitful organizational collaboration when the issue of City-sponsored redevelopment
arrived in the second half of the decade.

3.2.3 Urban Renewal and Community Mobilization in the
Mission
3.2.3.1 The Roots of Urban Renewal in San Francisco

Social organizing in the Mission during the 1960s and 1970s can only be understood in the context
of broader trends in federal urban policy. The availability of new funding sources from the federal
government for redevelopment projects led cities across the United States to enact major new
projects that had pronounced, and often adverse, effects on the lives of their residents.

Broadly speaking, economic revival in the United States following World War II caused a rebirth of
interest in improvement of cities by some after nearly two decades in which private buildings and
public infrastructure had decayed due to lack of funding. Postwar planning addressed four major
issues: so-called urban blight, accommodating the automobile in the city, flight to the suburbs, and
integrating government-sponsored urban planning and social welfare programs into a private-
enterprise-driven economy (Pregill and Volkman 1999:704).
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The first significant postwar urban legislation was the federal Housing Act of 1949. This act and
much of America’s urban renewal and revitalization initiatives that followed during this period
focused on slum clearance and affordable housing development. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1956, which created the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, also had a significant
impact on America’s postwar development. The interstate road system was designed to link major
cities and most state capitals, reducing time over traditional long-distance routes and, in urban
areas, carrying a higher volume of traffic during congested, peak commuting hours. One
consequence of this federal transportation legislation was that in numerous American cities, new
highway construction led to the displacement of existing communities (Pregill and Volkman
1999:695).

In most cities, the task of coordinating urban renewal, as it became known, fell to newly created
local redevelopment agencies. In San Francisco, Justin Herman directed the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) during a particularly active period from 1959 until 1971. As with
other city redevelopment agencies throughout the country, the SFRA leveraged federal funding and
new powers to acquire land through eminent domain to facilitate redevelopment by razing large
sections of San Francisco. At the time, this large-scale clearance was considered a necessary
technique by some to prevent the redeveloped area from returning to its former blighted condition.
However, this method displaced thousands of residents and businesses, proving especially
disruptive to San Francisco’s low-income, black, and Asian communities (Brown 2010:41).

The Western Addition is one example of massive displacement led by the SFRA in San Francisco.
Through the 1940s and 1950s, the Western Addition neighborhood, also known as the Fillmore, was
largely composed of working-class African Americans who primarily lived in older Victorian homes
that the SFRA judged to be in disrepair. Through its attempts to redevelop the neighborhood, SFRA
displaced more than 13,500 people and destroyed approximately 3,120 housing units along with the
neighborhood’s beloved cultural institutions, including jazz clubs. At the time, it was the nation’s
second-largest residential redevelopment project (Howell 2015: 241). The leveling of the Western
Addition sounded alarm bells within other neighborhoods similarly composed of poor and working-
class minority populations.

3.2.3.2 Community Response in the Mission

By the 1960s, local opposition to the devastation wrought by urban renewal to existing residents
and historic fabric echoed nationwide. In the Mission, residents took note of the Western Addition as
a cautionary tale and organized to prevent a similar outcome in their neighborhood. While the SFRA
did not intend to replicate precisely the same types of clearance in the Mission, Mission residents
anticipated that considerable and disruptive changes would affect their communities as a result of
the SFRA’s redevelopment plans (Miller 2009:23-24; Summers Sandoval 2011:124-125).

In 1966, the SFRA sought funds for their proposed “Mission Street Corridor”—a study to understand
how construction of the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) system and associated redevelopment near
planned transit stations would affect the Mission’s immediate urban environment. This event
sparked one of San Francisco’s greatest urban political mobilizations, catalyzed by the threat of
urban renewal on the neighborhood’s predominantly low-income minority communities. Within
almost no time, local opposition to SFRA’s plans began, led by groups of business and property
owners. In 1966, Mary Hall, a realtor, along with “right-wing populist” Jack Bartalini and other
neighborhood groups, opposed the SFRA’s study out of fear of anticipated displacement. Residents
from a range of political backgrounds feared that BART access would generate massive speculative

2918-2922 Mission Street Historic Resource Evaluation Part | May 2018

ICF 00070.18
2518



RRTI, Inc. Historic Context

development in the Mission, which would then price out the existing poor, working-class, and
middle-class residents. (Summers Sandoval 2011)

That year, the Mission Council on Redevelopment (MCOR) was established in anticipation of the
city’s plans for redevelopment in the Mission. A consortium of existing Mission community
organizations, MCOR was formed by existing organizations such as OBECA, in addition to “Latino
social service providers, Catholic parish churches, tenants’ groups, homeowners’ groups, block
clubs, and the emerging left-wing Raza youth groups” (Howell 2015:267). MCOR was not strictly
opposed to the concept of federally funded redevelopment, but rather demanded the opportunity to
veto any of the SFRA’s urban redevelopment plans that MCOR judged as not meeting the needs of
Mission community members. Because the SFRA’s reputation had been severely damaged through
its earlier slum clearance approach in the Western Addition, the agency took a somewhat more
community-sensitive approach for urban renewal in the Mission, through the use of rehabilitation
grants and rental supplements in addition to limited building clearance and new construction.
MCOR specifically sought a high level of self-determination in the planning process for Mission
redevelopment, and held a series of meetings with the SFRA to convey the viewpoints of its
constituent members and to urge for neighborhood participation in the city’s urban renewal
planning efforts. When MCOR was ultimately not granted veto power over SFRA plans, the group
organized mass demonstrations that resulted in the Board of Supervisors not pursuing federal
urban renewal funds for projects in the Mission. Following its victory, MCOR quickly disbanded
(Howell 2015:258-277).

3.2.3.3 The Model Cities Program and the Mission Coalition
Organization

In 1966, the same year that MCOR mobilized in the Mission, the federal government was also
refining its policy perspective on how urban revitalization should be accomplished in the United
States. In 1966, the federal Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act established the
Model Cities Program—one of President Lyndon Baines Johnson’s Great Society programs—that
provided funding for urban renewal through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). In light of the acknowledged social failures of the earlier urban renewal
paradigm, the new Model Cities Program mandated citizen input into planning decisions and
required that urban improvement efforts involve neighborhood preservation rather than
demolition. (Pregill and Volkman 1999:706-711)

The nationwide Model Cities Program was composed of a five-year plan to address social and
economic issues pertaining to “blighted” urban neighborhoods. Cities that participated in the
program received a one-year grant to develop programming for education, housing, health,
employment, and social service improvements. Once these plans were completed, cities were then
eligible for additional grants and programming, such as supplemental Model Cities grants and
federal grant-in-aid programs. Local mayors or city managers were responsible for overseeing the
Model Cities Program for their local neighborhoods, and each participating city was required to form
a demonstration agency to coordinate the program at the municipal level. However, the Model Cities
Program also required “widespread citizen participation” for involving the voices of community
residents, groups, and businesses (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 1969:3-7).
According to a federal informational brochure on the program, Model Cities aimed to “give citizens
early, meaningful, and direct access to decision-making, so they can influence the planning and
carrying out of the program” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 1969:8). The
federal program did not specify any particular format for citizen participation, however, and each
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Model Cities application had to propose its own strategy (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development 1969:8).

Mayor Joseph Alioto was attracted by the Model Cities Program as a new, participatory mechanism
to fund social and built environment improvement programs in San Francisco with federal money.
In February 1968, Alioto presented the Model Cities Program to the neighborhood at MACABI’s
Spanish-Speaking Issues Conference. The mayor stated to community members that he would
sponsor an application from the Mission for Model Cities funding if the neighborhood supported the
idea (Summers Sandoval 2011; Cervantes pers. comm.). The members of MCOR viewed this as an
opportunity for meaningful community improvements in the Mission and reconvened to form a new
consortium, the Mission Coalition Organization (MCO)—a larger and broader organization than
MCOR. The aim of MCO was to strategically position the neighborhood on the Model Cities Program,
to articulate community needs, and to secure community control for how the new forms of HUD
urban renewal funds were to be used in the Mission (Howell 2015:282-287). MCO subsequently
became one of the most broadly based and highly visible community organizations in all of San
Francisco (Miller pers. comm.).

Figure 21. MCO Housing Chair Flor de Maria Crane lobbies State Assemblyman
Willie Brown and San Francisco Supervisor Terry Francois. Source: El Tecolote
Archives, via FoundSF,
http://www.foundsf.org/index.php?title=The_Truth_Behind_MCO:_Model_Cities-
-End_of_the_Mission.

As a neighborhood-based group that ultimately gained considerable influence over the use of federal
funding in the Mission, MCO was distinguished through its inclusive, coalition-based organizational
model. MCO was a grassroots entity united under multiethnic and diverse solidarity and was
developed after the Alinsky Model of Community Action, which was unusual for its time and set the
group apart from many other community organizations. Many 1960s social movements understood
themselves as representing a specific category or concern—such as Black Power, tenants’ rights, or
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welfare and low-income needs. The Alinsky Model attempted to create urban protest “and to draw
lessons from different experiences in order to provide a fulfilling model of popular organization,
able to improve the living conditions of the poor, empower the grassroots, and obtain more
democracy and greater social justice” for a wide range of disenfranchised groups (Castells 1983:60).

In California, the Alinsky Model was adopted by significant community organizers such as Fred Ross
Sr. of the CSO. Ross, who trained Cesar Chavez and was involved in the development of the United
Farm Workers union, mentored Mission community leaders who became involved in the MCO.
These leaders included Herman Gallegos, Abel Gonzalez, Chuck Ayala, Margaret Cruz, Rosario Anaya,
Lee Soto, Juanita Del Carlo, and Roberto Hernandez, among others (Cervantes pers. comm.). MCO
upheld memberships with a wide representation of Mission residents, including “conservative white
homeowners’ clubs, unions [such as the prominent Centro Social Obrero union caucus], ethnic
mutual aid groups, Latino social service providers, merchants, churches, and even self-described
third-world nationalist groups” (Howell 2015:13-14). As a strong community group with a broad
base of support, MCO was able to gain considerable political power and neighborhood support
during negotiations with Mayor Alioto regarding the Mission’s role as a Model Cities target
neighborhood.

On October 4, 1968, MCO held its first convention at the Centro Obrero Social Hall in the Mission;
over 500 delegates participated and elected OBECA’s Ben Martinez as president of MCO. MCO’s
power was also upheld by tenant’s unions and Centro Social Obrero (Howell 2015: 283). To create
an inclusive and varied following, MCO created numerous interest-group and nationality vice
presidencies, as well as twelve membership-concerns committees, and additional committees
focused on housing, employment, education, community maintenance, and planning. This diverse
web of committees helped the MCO develop into an expansive voice for community change (Howell
2015:283; Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation 1973:1). According to a history of the MCO
written for a Model Cities report several years after the coalition was formed, the coalition’s “long
range goal was to build a city wide identity as a powerful community organization capable of
speaking for the broad range of people and interests in the Mission” (Mission Model Neighborhood
Corporation 1973:2). It was through MCO’s unique and complex committee structure that MCO was
able to support unity across its organizations and ultimately MCO as a whole (Figure 22).
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Figure 22. MCO’s 5th annual convention at University of San Francisco, 1972.
Source: El Tecolote Archives, via FoundSF,
http://www.foundsf.org/index.php?title=MCO_and_Latino_Community_Formation.

Thus, MCO was positioned as a highly structured and inclusive neighborhood organization during
the ramp-up to Model Cities in San Francisco. (Bayview-Hunters Point, a San Francisco
neighborhood similarly composed of many low-income and minority residents, also began the
process of negotiating with the Mayor’s Office and HUD to become a Model Cities target
neighborhood.) The coalition’s direct involvement in the program, however, was limited because
HUD would not formally designate MCO as the neighborhood’s citizen participation structure. Even
so, MCO secured considerable control over the use of federal Model Cities funds. MCO worked with
Mayor Alioto to ensure that the coalition secured majority board representation of (and thus had
effective control over) the new decision-making planning authority, the Mission Model
Neighborhood Corporation (MMNC) (Howell 2015:283-288). Formed in 1970, MMNC somewhat
mirrored SFRA in function as a public authority but was a private, non-profit corporation and
focused only on Mission residents (Howell 2015:279). MMNC had a 21-member board, two thirds of
which were nominated by the MCO and later appointed by the Mayor. The remaining MMNC board
members were also appointed by the Mayor (Miller pers. comm.).
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Figure 23. Flyer for the Mission District’s
community programs. Source: UC Santa Barbara,
Library, Department of Special Research
Collections, Lucero (Linda) collection on La Raza
Silkscreen Center/La Raza Graphics.

Through its initial efforts (reflecting the priorities that MCO had developed during its first years in
existence), the MMNC board developed a Model Cities plan that laid out the Mission’s various
community needs and issues, with a focus on housing, employment, education, childcare, and legal
defense. Developing a planning process was essential for identifying community needs and
developing a proposal for how federal funds could meet such needs of low-income families and
peoples. The plan also proposed a number of new neighborhood-based organizations with programs
that would address these needs. The plan was submitted to HUD for review, and it was approved in
1970. Grant funding for the Mission was released shortly thereafter, and the various organizations
proposed in the Model Cities plan could be established (Miller pers. comm.; Del Carlo pers. comm.).
Several of these organizations—which included Mission Housing Development Corporation (MHDC),
Mission Hiring Hall (MHH), and Mission Childcare Consortium (MCCC)—ultimately occupied the
subject building; additional information on the missions and programs of these organizations is
included in Chapter 4, Owner/Occupant History.

In the context of the Model Cities Program nationwide, ample control and planning set the Mission
apart from other Model Cities target neighborhoods. MMNC developed several task forces with the
objective of gaining self-reliance for neighborhood residents. The task forces included Social
Services, Health, and Housing and Physical Development, and were responsible for monitoring and
evaluating the work of the various MMNC-affiliated nonprofit corporations (Figure 24).
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Figure 24. Map of Model Cities-funded organizations in the Mission, included on the cover of a
1974 programs report published by the MMNC
Source: Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation, Mission Model Cities 74-75

MCO operated from 1968 to 1974, with its peak years of power between 1970 and 1971. At one time
the organization had up to 12,000 members (Castells 1983:106). In addition to securing its
involvement in the MMNC, and thus exerting considerable control over the use of federal Model
Cities funding, the organization continued to advocate for sensitive redevelopment planning,
specifically related to the introduction of the two BART stations in the Mission. According to
historian Ocean Howell, the MCO had the foresight and organizational strength to prevent disruptive
speculative development around the transit stations:

The MCO addressed this issue by successfully lobbying the Department of City Planning
to downzone Mission Street, imposing height and bulk limitations. These limitations, in
turn, succeeded in making the speculative redevelopment of the area a losing bet. [...] In
the end, no buildings surrounding the BART stations were cleared. When the stations
themselves were finally built, they would be much better integrated into the
surrounding urban fabric, at least in terms of scale, than were any projects in the
Western Addition. (Howell 2015:288)

In 1969, President Nixon’s administration began to restrict federal funding for urban programs. In
1974, after a moratorium on Model Cities funding was issued, and due to internal organizational
issues, MCO dissolved. However, the work of MCO during the previous several years resulted in a
network of community-based service organizations, which continued to receive funding through
MMNC. In addition to MHH, MHDC, and the other programs that occupied the subject building and
are described in more detail in Chapter 4, Model Cities funded new and existing non-profit
corporations in the Mission. These included the following: Mission Education Project, which
provided support to Inner Mission children, parents, teachers, and administrators; Mission Reading
Clinic, which provided specific educational needs to children with reading disabilities and
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handicaps; Mission Contractors Association, which worked to lower barriers for minority
contractors working in the mainstream construction industry; and Mission Language & Vocational
School, which offered instruction in English language and related job skills to improve Mission
residents’ chances for employment (Office of the Mayor 1975). Model Cities funding also reached
arts institutions and programs in the Mission, such as Galeria de la Raza, that supported the work of
Latino/a artists in the neighborhood. Funding supported these artists as they developed new
approaches to artistic practice—such as public murals with themes related to political activism and
Latino culture and identity in the Mission (Howell 2015:291-292; Cervantes pers. comm.).

City directories reveal that MCO’s primary administrative space during the 1970s was at 2707
Folsom Street. Of the numerous groups developed under MCO, several were housed in the building
at 3145 23rd Street during their earliest years before ultimately moving into the subject building at
2918-2922 Mission Street beginning in 1974. These organizations include the Model Cities
nonprofits MHH and MHDC, both of which were established in 1971 and continue to operate today.
Further information on the histories and programs of these groups is included in Chapter 4,
Owner/Occupant History.

3.2.4 Mission District Community-Based Organizations and
Activism After Model Cities

Although the federal government formally ended the Model Cities Program in 1973, and MCO
dissolved the following year, many organizations that were developed under the auspices of Model
Cities with MCO involvement were able to sustain their programs and continued to be active forces
for social change and meaningful neighborhood improvement in the Mission. The Model Cities
funding paradigm transitioned to the federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) model,
created through the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974. Once the program was
established, CDBGs were funneled from HUD through city governments to organizations throughout
San Francisco, as long as the non-profits continued to serve low-income families and maintain their
original missions. The transition from Model Cities funding to CDBGs, however, limited the amount
of grass-roots activism that previously occurred during MCO'’s leadership; the organizations became
dependent upon the city for funding and thus had to cooperate with the city. Therefore, some
viewed the non-profits as an extension of city government with less local power. Conversely, CDBGs
allowed programs originally created under the Model Cities Program in the Mission to expand their
services outside of the earlier Model Cities neighborhood boundary (Del Carlo pers. comm.). In
addition to CDBG funding, existing Model Cities organizations also sought new funding from
municipal and state sources to supplement their federal money. For instance, major funding sources
for Mission Childcare Consortium included the State Department of Education and the Department
of Social Services.

Because the Mission received a significant amount of CDBG funding that was available, organizations
that developed from the Model Cities Program continued to grow their services and ultimately
expand operations into larger facilities. Such was the case for Mission Hiring Hall, Mission Housing
Development Corporation, Mission Childcare Consortium, and Mission Community Legal Defense
Fund, when they expanded and moved into the building at 2918-2922 Mission Street in 1973-1974.

Many organizations that developed under Model Cities and the MCO were later sustained through
CDBG funding. These non-profits included the Mission Language and Vocational School, Horizons
Unlimited, Economic Opportunity Council, and Arriba Juntos. This geography of community-based
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support embodied the spirit of close collaboration that had its roots in the MCO. The various
organizations frequently worked with one another in order to address the interlinked needs of
community members in the Mission. The fact that Mission Hiring Hall, Mission Housing
Development Corporation, Mission Childcare Consortium, and Mission Community Legal Defense
Fund, all shared space at 2918-2922 Mission Street at one time is reflective of such collaboration. It
was important that their staff shared workspace in order to collaboratively solve problems and
support one another’s missions. For instance, a Mission resident seeking employment through
Mission Hiring Hall may also require childcare in order to attend training or interviews; in those
cases, they were then referred to Mission Childcare Consortium. As each organization eventually
grew and required larger office/community space, however, they became more independent of one
another (Del Carlo pers. comm.).

Additionally, other organizations that developed after MCO with CDBG funding maintained
organizational missions related to those groups developed under Model Cities. One example of these
was Mission Economic Development Project, which formed in 1975 to provide socio-economic aid to
Mission residents who ran small businesses and those who wanted to start their own business.
(Office of the Mayor 1975)

The established and City-aligned network of active community-based non-profits in the Mission had
a counterpoint in a constellation of groups that represented a range of more radical perspectives,
and that reflected the growing urgency around the experiences of politically disenfranchised groups
in the United States. The various forms of organizing and service delivery that arose beginning in the
late 1960s but continuing through the 1970s and 1980s reflected growing consciousness and
political concerns related to movements around race/ethnic-based civil rights and militarism, Third
World solidarity, and women’s rights and women'’s liberation.

An important current of Mission activism in the 1970s and 1980s that operated outside of the
federally funded service organizations was largely led by the radical Latino student group known as
La Raza en Accidon Local (La Raza). Following the San Francisco State College strike (led by a leftist
coalition of student groups) and building upon the ideals of MCO, La Raza formed in the late 1960s
to accelerate local activism in the Mission and defend a unified Latino community (reflected in its
name, “the race,” referring to all Spanish-speaking people). Energized by the community
mobilization that accompanied the trial of Los Siete de la Raza, seven teenage Latinos accused of
killing a police officer in 1969, La Raza was set up similarly to MCO in that it created numerous
social and cultural programs, which were funded by other similar-minded groups as well as by the
Catholic and Baptists churches. Each program had an elected board and militant groups; La Raza
also had a general board that oversaw the organization. Membership was highly selective; a member
could vote only if he/she had served in a program for at least two years as an active participant. By
1970, La Raza significantly expanded their activities. The group developed the La Raza Information
Centre as part of their Latino educational tutorial program; established a legal counseling center,
silkscreen center, credit co-operative, and its own affordable housing development corporation. The
corporation’s first project encompassed building a 50-unit, low-income housing project on top of a
public parking lot, with solar-heating, in the heart of the Mission District (Castells 1983: 119).

In 1975, La Raza undertook a campaign with the Mission Planning Council and successfully
preserved housing for approximately 4,000 people while also shutting down pornography-related
bookstores and theaters. La Raza also closed down a bar at 24th Street in an attempt to halt
gentrification, and redirected the city’s funds for urban landscaping towards sanitation, public
transit, and traffic improvements. Additionally, La Raza, in joint effort with a neighborhood coalition,
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achieved approval of a zoning ordinance to help preserve the neighborhood’s residential character.
Although these achievements were important, La Raza hoped for a larger mobilization by San
Francisco’s low-income neighborhoods that would impose a new urban development strategy
(Castells 1983: 119).

Throughout the 1970s, Mission District activism remained strong, and by the late 1970s there were
approximately 60 community-based organizations in the Mission, most all of which were relatively
active (Castells 1983: 120). Longstanding Latino community organizations continued to operate in
the post-MCO era, such as the G.I. Forum, Mexican American Political Association (MAPA), Catholic
Social Services, the YMCA, and the Salvation Army, for example. Following the MCO movement, some
new organizations were founded to focus on more narrowly defined services, clientele, or political
goals, and in some instances began looking towards international political situations rather than
social conditions at home (Gallegos pers. comm.).

One notable development in this vein was the Central American solidarity movement, which was
active in Mission through the 1970s and 1980s. As a result of repressive regimes in Central
American nations supported by the United States—such as in Nicaragua, El Salvador, and
Guatemala—immigration to San Francisco from these countries remained pronounced. Central
American activists in the Mission, as well as those standing in solidarity with them, organized
around anti-militarism. These activists supported the needs of those involved in political struggles
in Central America, with some leaving San Francisco to join the revolutions. A sanctuary movement
also emerged to protect refugees who arrived in the city, specifically in the Mission. (Marti 2006:6-7;
Gallegos pers. comm.)

A period of varied political positions and strategies for producing social change, the 1970s and
1980s saw a flourishing of organizing and political activity in the Mission. The focus of Mission social
service providers and activist groups in the post-MCO era formed around the myriad needs of the
residents. Many of these needs were similar to those first laid out in the Mission Model Cities plan,
including housing, education, and employment within the neighborhood. However, the post-MCO
era’s groups became more specialized as the community, too, became more politically diverse.

3.3 Comparative Context: Latino Civil Rights and
Activism in California in the Post-World War Il
Period

In order to provide a comparative context that informs the evaluation of the subject building at
2918-2922 Mission Street, the following section describes significant trends in organizing and
service delivery that occurred throughout California during the post-World War II period. While
diverse, the developments described in this section shared the aim to rectify the social and political
disenfranchisement experienced by Latino/a people statewide. Adapted from information contained
in the National Register of Historic Places context statement Latinos in Twentieth Century California
(prepared for the California Office of Historic Preservation), this summary addresses major
organizations and movements that originated within various Latino communities and political
contexts, and that illustrates the impressive range of ways in which Latino/a individuals have
become socially and politically active and have fought for greater rights as Americans.
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3.3.1 Organizations for Latino Rights and Inclusion

Throughout the twentieth century, Latino/a people have created movements and service
organizations in all regions of the United States against numerous forms of racial and ethnic
discrimination in realms closely tied to inclusion in American civic life—including education,
employment, housing, and political participation. Broadly speaking, before 1960 Latino activism was
most often visible as

community-based, civic and trade union organizing. After 1960, electoral politics and voter
mobilizations assumed greater importance, signifying the accumulating power of Latinos. In the
process, activists formed key organizations to harness the collective power of the Latino
community. This history was characterized by generational waves of organization building and
leadership, each animated by the broad social context of their times (California Office of Historic
Preservation 2015:99).

Formed in 1947, the Community Service Organization (CSO) was an early and important postwar
Latino civil rights advocacy organization based in Los Angeles, which eventually expanded
throughout the state of California. Initially formed in Los Angeles by Antonio Rios, Edward Roybal,
and Fred Ross, CSO began by leading Roybal’s voter campaign for the Los Angeles City Council. In
1949, Roybal won the position, making him the first Mexican-American since 1881 to be elected to
the Los Angeles City Council. By 1950, CSO had registered 32,000 East Los Angeles’ Mexican-
Americans as voters. From there, the organization expanded into larger and broader activism. In
1950, CSO’s membership grew to more than 5,000 and comprised chapters throughout 35 cities.
CSO advocated for worker rights such as unionization, minimum wage, and migrant worker medical
care, and also advocated against housing displacement, educational segregation, and police
brutality. Membership continued to increase with 10,000 members throughout the state by the early
1960s, which included those in the San Francisco Bay area, the Central Valley, the Los Angeles
region, and others. Local CSO chapters trained Cesar Chavez, Dolores Huerta, and other
Latinos/Latinas for future leadership roles (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015:115-
116).

During the 1960s and 1970s, Latino civil rights national activism expanded substantially and
changed in tenor. While activists shared the goal of ending racial discrimination, various strategies
diverged within Latino political activism during this time. Some groups fought for acceptance and
inclusion by Americans into the American mainstream society; however, many rejected a cultural
assimilation approach and instead underlined Latino cultural integrity. At this time, Latino activism
fought to be included in, or to change the structures of, America’s political system.

The 1960s brought the formation of La Raza Unida, a Mexican-American political party based in
Texas. In 1972, La Raza Unida held a national convention and also fostered local and state political
candidates within the Southwest (DeSipio 2013). In 1968, the National Council of La Raza (NCLR)
was established in Arizona by Julian Samora, Ernesto Galarza, and activist Herman Gallegos (of San
Francisco) who served as the group’s executive director. NCLR was a large national organization
that operated as an umbrella for other community organizations. Its work supported organizations
nationwide while creating a national Latino-activist plan. The Mexican American Legal Defense Fund
(MALDEF), established that same year in San Antonio, worked on gaining equity within various
fields including employment, education, politics, and immigration. MALDEF eventually opened
headquarters in San Francisco and Los Angeles. Vilma Martinez led MALDEF while it was
headquartered in San Francisco in the 1970s. Four years after MALDEF formed, the Puerto Rican
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Legal Defense Fund (PRLDF) developed (DeSipio 2013). Additional Latino activist groups that
formed through the 1960s and 1970s include the National Hispanic Chamber of Commerce and the
United Farm Workers (UFW), established by Cesar Chavez, Dolores Huerta and others. UFW
elevated California’s Mexican farmworker plight to the national level, which helped increase
awareness of injustices against Latino laborers.

In the 1960s, injustices against largely immigrant farmworkers from Mexico provided stimulus for
the Chicano movement: an urban movement with a broad constituency that developed from the era
of 1960s social protesting. An important part of the struggle for Latino civil rights, the Chicano
movement inspired many community-oriented services to open, of which several received funding
from federal War on Poverty programs. In California, community services to open under the
momentum of the Chicano movement include an Oakland health clinic, Centro de Salud Mental; San
Diego’s Chicano Community Health Center; the Chicana Service Action Centers for job-training
located throughout Los Angeles; the East Los Angeles Community Union; and Santa Clara County’s
Mexican American Community Services Agency (California Office of Historic Preservation
2015:104).

The Chicano movement also relied on youth activism. Groups included those such as high school and
college quasi-military radical student protesters known as the Brown Berets, who demanded equal
education and cultural acknowledgement. Additionally, the National Chicano Moratorium (NCM)
was an anti-Vietnam War group that protested from 1969-1970 in Los Angeles. Latina activists also
utilized feminism and the 1960s feminism movement to demand social equality. Francisca Flores led
the creation of Los Angeles’ Comision Feminil Mexicana Nacional, a group that prepared Latinas for
leadership roles within and beyond the Chicano movement (California Office of Historic
Preservation 2015:104-105).

The Chicano movement’s efforts resulted in noted victories for Latino/a people in the United States.
The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments were nationally enforced; national Latino advocacy groups
and organizations gained permanency; Latino/a individuals began to progress into the national and
political mainstream; and newer Latino groups—those who demanded stronger civil rights—
outweighed earlier methods of assimilation into mainstream American culture (California Office of
Historic Preservation 2015:105).

The year 1975 was pivotal for California’s Latino population. Through grassroots activism, the
Voting Rights Act extended to Latino/a people, easing the voting process along with providing
bilingual materials. In 1982, the Voting Rights Act was amended to allow majority-minority voting
districts that benefited minority voters. This amendment helped the election of several Latinos into
political roles (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015:117-118).

3.3.2 Postwar Latino Labor and Union Activism

Following the Depression era and World War II, the United States underwent tremendous economic
growth. This trend meant greater jobs for some and many Latino workers—many of them of
Mexican heritage—quit their agricultural jobs and searched for work in cities. By 1960, 85 percent
of the Spanish surname population in California resided in the state’s cities (California Office of
Historic Preservation 2015:72). Latinas, too, generally shifted from semi-skilled factory occupations
into clerical positions. An increase in jobs in urban areas, along with the G.I. Bill that allowed Latinos
to achieve higher education and therefore greater opportunities for white-collar jobs, provided them
upward mobility for the first time. However, much of their gains were temporary, and Latino/a
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workers continued to hold inferior jobs, continued to largely occupy the manual labor sector, and
continued to earn lower wages than Anglos.

In the 1960s, Latino/a Californians led strike efforts with political support at the state level by
Governor Pat Brown, who gained political control through his 1958 pro-labor campaign. Latinos
also strengthened their union forces by entering into AFL-CIO unions. In Southern California,
Mexican-Americans held union membership in high numbers. At a meat-processing factory, workers
grew union membership with strong organizing tactics and through the leadership of ].]. Rodriguez,
a CIO local president. The Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers Union of Los Angeles held numerous
strikes from the 1940s-1960s, with 400 Mexican union members out of a 2,100-member union. Also
in Los Angeles, Mexican steelworkers made up a third of a 16,000-member union. Mexican laborers
of Southern California unionized and led strikes in other industries, such as auto, electrical, aircraft,
rubber, and longshoremen (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015:76).

Farmworkers also organized. The Agricultural Workers Unionizing Committee (AWOC), established
in 1959, held a strike in 1961 against lettuce growers of the Imperial Valley, and again the following
year towards the California Packing Corporation (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015:76-
77).

On a national level, the National Farm Workers Association (NFWA)—Ilater renamed the United
Farm Workers (UFW)—Iled efforts to organize farm workers. NFWA demanded minimum wage,
social security, housing, healthcare, and education assistance for farm laborers. NFWA led several
strikes that drew attention nationwide for the first time. In 1965, a UFW strike against grape
growers that lasted until 1970 attracted national support and sympathy, coinciding during the civil
rights movement (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015:77-78). In 1972, the UFW had
increased California’s farmworker wages to nearly double with some then receiving basic
healthcare. The UFW peaked in the 1970s while organizing workers in Arizona, California, and
Florida, and securing the passage of the Agricultural Labor Relations Act for California, giving farm
labor unions new protections (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015:78).

In the 1970s, Latinos and Latinas continued advocating and fighting for worker rights. “Housing the
largest Spanish-speaking population in the U.S., California emerged as the site of nationally
significant labor activism” (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015:79). By the 1980s, the
Reagan administration propagated national anti-unionism sentiment when the President fired air
traffic controllers who went on strike in 1981 and replaced them with other employees. Reagan’s
firings led other employers across the nation to follow suit with their own employees who went on
strike.

While the national labor movement began to wither at this time, Latino/a organizers brought fierce
union tactics, which ignited the labor movement on a national scale. In San Francisco in the 1980s,
the Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees Union (HERE) Local 2 aided a hotel strike with the
organization of Miguel Contreras. HERE also created Latinos Unidos (United Latinos) to additionally
assist the strikers. The strike lasted 27 days, and ultimate gained higher wages and increased
benefits. In Van Nuys, California, Mexican workers at a General Motors plant delayed closure of the
plant through grassroots boycotting. In Watsonville in 1985, 1,500 Mexican and Mexican-American
women employees went on strike against their frozen food employer for 19 months. Although they
lost, their strike was noticed across the nation (California Office of Historic Preservation 2015:81).
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Chapter 4

Owner/Occupant History

4.1

Owner/Occupant Chronology

Table 3 provides a list of the known owners of 2918-2922 Mission Street. Table 4 provides a list of
known occupants. Given that the building contained many commercial tenants at any one time,
Table 4 presents the tenants listed in San Francisco city directories at four points in time between
the building’s construction in 1924, and 1982, the final year that city directories are available.

Table 3. Owner Chronology

Date Name/Address Source

APN 6529-002 2918-2920 Mission Street

1917- 1953 Henrietta Sittenfeld San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder; June 2, 1953 Building Permit,
source: SF Dept. of Building Inspection

1947 Union Trust So. Exrs San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

1952-2006 Marvin Sugarman, Warren A. San Francisco Office of the Assessor-

2006-present

Sugarman, Georganna S.
Sugarman, and/or Sugarman
Family Trust

RRTI Inc.

Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

APN 6529-002A

2922 Mission Street

1917

1938

1938

1938-1946

1946

1956

Unknown-2006

2006—present

Commercial Centre Realty

ML Fruhling

Cal Pao Title & Tr Co

Aaron A. and Louise R. Heringhi
Louise R. Heringhi

Bertha A. Gordon, Wells Fargo
Bank, and Marvin Sugarman

Marvin Sugarman, Warren A.
Sugarman, Georganna S.
Sugarman, and/or Sugarman
Family Trust

RRTI Inc.

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

APN 6529-003

Parking Lot

1948

Jessie B. Lyon

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder
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1960 Bertha A. Gordon, Wells Fargo San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Bank, and Marvin Sugarman Recorder
1952-2006 Marvin Sugarman, Warren A. San Francisco Office of the Assessor-

2006-Present

Sugarman, Georganna S.
Sugarman, and/or Sugarman
Family Trust

RRTI Inc.

Recorder

San Francisco Office of the Assessor-
Recorder

Table 4. Occupant Chronology

Date

Name/Address

Source

1925

1926-

1929

1933

1953

1955-56

1958

1959-

1972

1973-
1985

e Coast Auto Company

Badger & Hayes Inc. (2922 Mission St)

Morton & Wildman (used cars) (2922 Mission St)

Malkason Motors Co. (2920 Mission St)

Lesher-Muirhead Motors (2920 Mission St)

Better Values Store Inc. (2920 Mission St)

Volvo Motors Auto (2922 Mission St)

Sam’s Speed Service (auto repair) (2920 Mission St) Directory 1958 (Los

Mission Hiring Hall Inc. (2922 Mission St)

Crocker-Langley San
Francisco City Directory
1925 (San Francisco, CA:
R.L. Polk & Co. 1925).

Crocker-Langley San
Francisco City Directory
1928 (San Francisco, CA:
R.L. Polk & Co. 1926-1929).

Polk’s Crocker-Langley San
Francisco City Directory
1933 (San Francisco, CA:
R.L. Polk & Co. 1933).

Polk’s San Francisco City
Directory 1953 (San
Francisco, CA: R.L. Polk &
Co.1953).

Polk’s San Francisco City
Directory 1955-56 (San
Francisco, CA: R.L. Polk &
Co. 1956).

Polk’s San Francisco City

Angeles, CA: R.L. Polk & Co.
1958).

Atlas Motors or Atlas Volkswagen (2920-2922 Mission St)  Polk’s San Francisco City

Directory 1959-1972 (Los
Angeles; Monterey Park, CA:
R.L. Polk & Co. 1959-1972).

Polk’s San Francisco City
Directory 1973 (Monterey
Park, CA: R.L. Polk & Co.
1973); San Francisco City
Directory 1974 (El Monte,
CA: R.L Polk & CO. 1974~
1977); San Francisco City
Directory 1978 (Dallas,
Texas: R.L Polk & Co. 1978).

San Francisco Telephone
Directory 1979-1985.
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1974- ¢ Mission Housing Development Corporation
1985 (2922 Mission St)

1974 e Mission Model Neighborhood Corp.
(2922 Mission St)

1974~ e Mission Childcare Consortium Inc.
1975 (2922 Mission St)

1974- e Mission Community Legal Defense Fund
1978 (2922 Mission St)

1989 e Movie Magic

1991- e Wash Club Laundry
Present (2922 Mission St)

San Francisco City Directory
1974 (El Monte, CA: R.L Polk
& CO. 1974-1977); San
Francisco City Directory
1978 (Dallas, Texas: R.L
Polk & CO. 1978).

San Francisco Telephone
Directory 1979-1985.

San Francisco City Directory
1974 (E1 Monte, CA: R.L Polk
& C0.1974).

San Francisco City Directory
1974 (El Monte, CA: R.L Polk
& CO. 1974-1975).

San Francisco City Directory
1974 (El Monte, CA: R.L Polk
& C0.1974-1977); San
Francisco City Directory
1978 (Dallas, Texas: R.L
Polk & CO. 1978).

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection, Permit No.
612733

SF Dept. of Building
Inspection, Permit No.
668045

4.2 Organization Occupant Histories

The five community-based nonprofit organizations whose offices were housed in the subject
building beginning c.1974 developed in close association with one another and have interlinked
histories (Figure 25). These five organizations—Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation (MMNC),
Mission Housing Development Corporation (MHDC), Mission Hiring Hall (MHH), Mission Childcare
Consortium (MCCC), and Mission Community Legal Defense Fund (MCLDF)—have a shared origin
created through, and funded by, the federal Model Cities Program. They also embodied a shared goal
to improve the lived experiences of the residents of the Mission, many of whom faced serious social

barriers regardless of their ethnicity.
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Figure 25. Detail of 1974 Model Cities programs report cover, showing a hand drawn map
indicating the location of four Model Cities organizations within the subject building
Source: Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation, Mission Model Cities 74-75

The organizations were created following the submittal of the Mission Model Cities plan to the
Department of Housing and Urban Development and the first delivery of Model Cities funding to San
Francisco in 1971. The plan identified a broad range of community needs for the Mission in the
realms of employment, education, housing, health, recreation, and other areas. Upon their formation,
the majority of these organizations (with the exception of MCLDF) established their offices at 3145
23rd Street. As the organizations grew their staff and programs, it is believed that their first shared
space proved too small for them, and they relocated to 2918-2922 Mission Street in order to expand
(Del Carlo pers. comm.). Based on city directories and municipal Model Cities reports, the first of the
organizations to relocate was MHH, in 1973; the remainder followed in 1974. The various groups
vacated the building over time, with the MCCC offices remaining for only one year. MHDC and MHH
remained the longest, until 1985, when it appears that these organizations outgrew the space they
had occupied for over ten years (Del Carlo pers. comm.).

The following section presents brief histories of the five Model Cities-funded programs that
occupied the building at 2918-2922 Mission Street during the early- to mid-1970s. These histories
provide an overview of the programs’ primary programs and major organizational
accomplishments, as well as brief comparative context that describes similar organizations that may
have also operated in San Francisco during the same period. The building’s earlier automobile-
related commercial tenants are not expanded upon in this section, as they appear to be
unremarkable businesses within the context of a neighborhood commercial corridor in San
Francisco during the early- to mid-twentieth century.

4.2.1 Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation

In 1970, MMNC was formed by MCO and Mayor Joseph Alioto’s office as a private, not-for-profit
corporation that was the primary citizen participation mechanism required by the Model Cities
program. The corporation resembled existing agencies that operated throughout the entire city
(such as the SFRA), but MMNC was responsible for administering Model Cities funding to programs
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occurring within the boundaries of the Mission Model Cities target area. Prior to the waning of
MCO'’s political influence in 1974, MMNC operated in tandem with the Mission Housing
Development Corporation (described in the following section) to assess the Mission’s policy and
planning needs. Most importantly, MMNC became an instrument for the MCO’s political objective to
allow residents of the Mission to identify urban planning priorities and to determine its own
political future (Howell 2015:279-280).

The community-focused planning efforts of the MMNC were rooted in its 21-member board of
directors, two thirds of which are put forward by the MCO and formally appointed by the mayor. The
directors were responsible for developing the Model Cities improvement plan that outlined MMNC'’s
areas of community involvement in the Mission (Del Carlo pers. comm.). On May 3, 1971, a $2.9
million Mission District improvement plan, drafted by MMNC, was approved by the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors and forwarded to HUD. The plan proposed approximately $800,000 for job
development, $800,000 for housing development, $775,000 on education, and $200,000 on citizen
participation and outreach (Burns 1971:5).

Playing a central role in the work of MMNC was its large collection of task forces—in areas such as
employment, police, recreation, welfare, and housing—that liaised with applicable Model Cities
organizations. For instance, the housing task force was linked with programs including the Mission
Housing Development Corporation; the police task force was a bridge to programs such as Mission
Community Legal Defense Fund. The task forces were responsible for evaluating the efficacy of their
respective organizations and had the authority to withhold funding if any organization’s programs
were deemed as not meeting community needs sufficiently (Mission Model Neighborhood
Corporation 1973).

MMNC was initially allocated an annual budget of $3.2 million and was viewed as the primary source
of local planning expertise and community participation in the Mission. During the early 1970s
MMNC gained considerable funding and access to City Hall, which it used to propose new programs
and policies to improve the quality of life for existing Mission residents and mitigate potential
displacement. One example of MMNC'’s influence was its successful campaign to downzone areas of
Mission Street near the BART station locations, making those areas less attractive to outside real
estate developers. Also in the early 1970s, MMNC drew attention to issues such as inadequate
municipal service performance (i.e., garbage collection), and lobbied appropriate city agencies to
address residents’ concerns (Howell 2015:284-289).

City directories indicate that MMNC was housed in the subject building for one year only. As MMNC
fulfilled the community participation mandate of the Model Cities Program, the moratorium on
Model Cities in 1974 forecast an uncertain future for the corporation. Mayor Alioto proposed that
both the MMNC and the equivalent organization in the city’s other Model Cities neighborhood,
Bayview-Hunters Point, be combined into a new body, the Model Cities Council. The council was to
include board members from each of the neighborhoods but would be housed in the mayor’s office
(Burns 1974:3). Thus MMNC pivoted to a position more closely associated with City Hall; historian
Ocean Howell has written that the corporation “effectively ceased to be a strictly community-
controlled organization. From that point on, the organization’s activities were severely curtailed by
a conservative Department of Housing and Urban Development” (Howell 2015:294).
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4.2.2 Mission Housing Development Corporation

MHDC was formed alongside the MMNC and functioned as a public housing development authority
that initially operated using Model Cities funding. MHDC'’s primary goal was to improve housing
options for low-income residents of the Mission, and it was closely aligned with the planning
expertise of MMNC. Reflecting their interconnected relationship, both organizations shared space
within the building at 3145 23rd Street beginning in 1971, and in 1974 relocated together into the
subject building at 2918-2922 Mission Street.

When established in 1971, MHDC was an early non-profit affordable housing development
organization in San Francisco. Although it does not appear that comparable neighborhood-based
affordable housing corporations existed previous to MHDC, an important antecedent to the
organization’s work is the ILWU Longshore Redevelopment Corporation, which planned and
developed the St. Francis Square complex in the Fillmore District during the 1960s. While not
strictly a community-based non-profit like MHDC, the union-affiliated developer of St. Francis
Square is notable for constructing affordable housing units outside the auspices of the municipal
housing agency, the San Francisco Housing Authority. Union pension investments funded St. Francis
Square, whose 300 units were sold to low- and moderate-income San Francisco residents. The
project has been viewed as an important model for creating affordable housing units for individuals
who otherwise faced barriers in the housing market in the city (Cole 2016).

Compared to St. Francis Square, the work of MHDC ultimately represented a longer-term investment
in a single neighborhood. MHDC was formed to address the specific housing needs of the Mission. A
1974 fact sheet on the corporation described its rationale: “overcrowding, deterioration, high rent,
high construction cost, dilapidation, and lack of a master plan are some of the housing problems
existing in the Mission Neighborhood Area. Lack of cooperation from existing housing agencies to
deal with these problems has created the need for the MHDC Project” (Mission Model Neighborhood
Corporation 1974:“Fact Sheet: Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation” para. 3).

In conjunction with the MCO and MMNC, MHDC oversaw programs that distributed federal Model
Cities funding into new housing development projects and other housing-related initiatives in the
Mission. The program’s earliest efforts were in community funding for the rehabilitation of existing
buildings that had suffered from deferred maintenance (Del Carlo pers. comm.). MHDC employed
Model Cities funding for a provision of $150,000 to Crocker National Bank, which the bank used as
security against potential defaults for rehabilitation loans that were available to Mission residents
(San Francisco Chronicle 1972:2). The corporation furthermore acquired a limited number of
properties, which it then arranged to be sold to Mission residents who were not able to buy
property without MHDC's financial assistance. According to a 1974 program report, MHDC had
sponsored the rehabilitation of more than 100 buildings in the Mission (Mission Model
Neighborhood Corporation 1974:“Fact Sheet: Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation”). In
addition to its rehabilitation and home buying assistance programs, MHDC sought a clearer picture
of housing issues in the Mission and conducted a door-to-door survey to identify the neighborhood'’s
makeup of owners and renters (Cervantes pers. comm.)

The most visible of MHDC'’s projects within its first two years in existence were its successful appeal
for federal funding for two new below-market-rate housing projects. This money was awarded
shortly before President Richard Nixon’s administration slashed Model Cities program funding.
Apartamentos de la Esperanza, at 19th and Guerrero streets, and the Betel Apartments complex, at
24th Street and Potrero Avenue, were funded in 1973 and completed several years later, providing
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39 and 50 units of affordable housing respectively (San Francisco Chronicle 1973:2; Howell
2015:292-293).

MHDC additionally spearheaded new urban planning efforts in the Mission. A significant
accomplishment for the organization was the completion of the 1974 A Plan for the Inner Mission,
also known as the Mission Plan. During the development of the plan from 1972 to 1974, planners
hired by MHDC worked with community members to refine priorities for neighborhood
improvements in a range of planning-related areas, including housing, recreation and park space,
economic development, public health, education, community services, and transportation. Although
not an official neighborhood plan developed by the Department of City Planning, the Mission Plan
was a major effort for a community-based organization to analyze and synthesize a range of urban
issues affecting quality of life of neighborhood residents (Mission Housing Development
Corporation 1974).

Following the dissolution of MCO, MDHC’s two affordable housing developments in the Mission had
already been awarded federal funding and were underway; the organization’s completed initiatives
included rehabilitating several buildings as subsidized condominiums, as well as providing financial
assistance to approximately 450 residents. Despite MMNC and MDHC’s ambitions to introduce
thousands of new affordable residential units in the Mission, in 1974 political developments at the
local and national levels heavily restricted their ability to enact those plans (Howell 2015:294-295).

Through the 1970s, MHDC saw its two funded development projects—Apartamentos de la
Esperanza and Betel Apartments—through to completion, and continued to explore new affordable
housing construction. In the early 1980s, MHDC was responsible for constructing a third housing
project from scratch, as well as rehabilitated a single-room occupancy hotel (Moss pers. comm.).

MHDC remained at 2918-2922 Mission Street until the mid-1980s. As a tenant of 2918-2922 Mission
Street, MHDC originally utilized the building as an administrative office. While today MHDC has
internal facing programs that go beyond affordable housing provision—such as engaging
community members through skills building classes—those programs did not start until after MHDC
relocated from 2918-2922 Mission Street (Moss pers. comm.). The organization currently occupies
offices in the Mission at 474 Valencia Street.

4.2.3 Mission Hiring Hall

MHH was established as a Model Cities employment service for Mission residents, and was among
several “manpower” organizations that operated in the neighborhood at this time. Once formally
funded by Model Cities grants, MHH carried forward the goals of the MCO'’s jobs committee, which
had developed its role negotiating directly with San Francisco employers to secure employment
contracts. A number of individuals who had been heavily involved in the MCO jobs committee
transferred to MHH upon its creation (Miller 2009:222).

The name given to MHH harkened to the hiring hall concept that is closely associated with San
Francisco labor history, and specifically with the 1934 West Coast Longshoreman's Strike. During
the strike, one principal demand of the waterfront workers was to establish a union-administered
institution, the hiring hall, to dispatch union members to jobs on the docks. Once implemented, the
hiring hall system regulated job assignments and eliminated the favoritism that had previously been
rampant along the waterfront (Mills n.d.). MHH thus had a meaningful connection to an established
tradition in San Francisco, but the organization operated outside of a union context. Based on
research conducted for this report, it could not be determined whether any comparable
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neighborhood-based employment organizations existed prior to Model Cities that used a similar
strategy to negotiate directly with employers to secure jobs for underserved residents.

The primary goal of MHH during the 1970s and 1980s was to place unemployed residents of the
Mission in jobs in San Francisco. The organization sought to overcome the various barriers faced by
neighborhood residents, particularly Spanish speakers, in the employment market: these barriers
included lack of job training and formal education, lack of English language skills, and
discriminatory hiring practices. Many of the positions that were open to job seekers who had limited
experience were in sectors such as garment manufacturing, and offered low pay and difficult
workplace conditions (Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation 1974:C4-C5).

Staff members of MHH met with unemployed residents of the Mission seeking job referrals, and
provided employment counseling and skills related to resume writing and application completion
(Figure 26). With a formal bureaucratic structure and full-time, paid staff, the MHH forged
relationships with major employers in the city, including Pacific Gas & Electric, Chevron, Foremost-
McKesson, Hostess, and Safeway, which committed to interview and hire Mission job seekers. (Del
Carlo pers. comm.; Office of the Mayor 1975) The organization therefore advocated for employment
opportunities, some of them white-collar, that may previously have been unattainable to Mission
residents. By 1973—prior to the moratorium on federal Model Cities funding and the organization’s
relocation into the subject building—MHH had placed over 650 individuals in jobs, and had placed
nearly 200 Mission residents in employment training opportunities (Mission Model Neighborhood
Corporation 1973:“Fact Sheet: Missing Hiring Hall”).

Figure 26. Interior space occupied by Mission Hiring Hall in the subject building, c.1975
Source: Office of the Mayor, San Francisco Model Cities Program, 1975

Although the federal Model Cities Program was eliminated in 1973, MHH was able to continue work
through funding provided by the Department of Labor (Miller pers. comm.). The organization’s
relocation to new offices in 1973 and its transition to federal block grant funding do not appear to
have disrupted its program offerings, and MHH continued working to place unemployed Mission
residents in jobs. By 1975, the organization had received over $300,000 in funding from HUD (Office
of the Mayor 1975). According to the 1979 municipal performance report for community
development programs, MHH operated to “provide sufficient job information, supportive services
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and referrals of Mission Model Neighborhood residents to place them in full-time employment. A
secondary goal is Affirmative Action and Job Development activities leading to job creation and
placement” (Mayor’s Office of Community Development 1979:48).

MHH worked closely with other manpower organizations in the Mission, including Arriba Juntos
(which also received HUD funding through the Model Cities program and community block grants).
Job applicants who arrived at Mission Hiring Hall but required additional training prior to
employment were referred to Arriba Juntos, which provided the necessary support (such as a
specific training program for jobs at Safeway). Arriba Juntos also provided post-hire counseling to
assist in job retention. The collaboration between these two organizations reflects the tightly
connected environment of community-based nonprofits in the neighborhood during the 1970s. (Del
Carlo pers. comm.; Office of the Mayor 1975)

MHH remained in the subject building until 1985. The organization remains in existence as of the
writing of this report, with offices in the Mission at 3080 16t Street, and in the South of Market
district at 1048 Folsom Street.

4.2.4 Mission Childcare Consortium

MCCC was established to provide sliding-scale child day care to families residing within the Mission
Model Cities target area, which was identified as in high need of affordable day care options for
working-class families. The organization grew out of the MCO’s childcare committee (Del Carlo pers.
comm.). A 1973 Model Cities Program report articulated the community’s need for affordable
childcare, stating that “parents, single mothers in particular, are unable to find childcare at a cost
which will permit them to go to work or continue working” (Mission Model Neighborhood
Corporation 1973:"Fact Sheet: Mission Childcare Consortium” para. 2). The provision of community-
based childcare, therefore, was viewed as a tool to support not only childhood development but also
employment and family financial security. Additional funding for MCCC was initially supplied by the
Department of Social Services (Office of the Mayor 1975). Research completed for this report did not
determine whether any comparable community-based childcare organizations operated in San
Francisco during the second half of the twentieth century.

The consortium’s first day care location, accommodating 40 children, opened in November 1971 at
the former St. Peter’s school on Alabama Street; seven additional locations opened early the
following year, housed in both residential and commercial properties in the Mission (Stack 1971:4;
Cervantes pers. comm.). Many of the coalition’s staff members were hired directly from Mission
communities and were fluent in Spanish, although not all children who participated in the group’s
day programs were from Spanish-speaking homes. The organization was structured to meet varying
childcare needs within the community: several locations operated throughout the day, others
operated before and after school hours, and one additional location was a drop-in center. The
coalition’s services aimed to allow parents—particularly mothers, who were traditionally assigned
to child-caring roles—to take employment or receive job training during the daytime (Hamilton
1971:4; Stack 1971:4).

Within the consortium’s first years in operation, its programs were expanded to include a 24-hour
Extended Family Center that provided social services to abused children and their families
(California Living Magazine 1973:23). By 1973, the organization reported that it had grown rapidly
to serve approximately 250 children in the Mission. Its day care services included a nutrition
program providing free meals and snacks, as well as a health program with medical, vision, and
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dental examinations. Social workers were also employed at the individual childcare locations
(Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation 1973:“Fact Sheet: Mission Childcare Consortium”).

According to city directories, the administrative office of MCCC relocated from its initial location at
3145 23rd Street into the subject building at 2918-2922 Mission Street in 1974, and remained there
through 1975. At this time, the organization had six childcare centers throughout the Mission, and
continued the scopes of its nutrition, health, and social service programs (Mission Model
Neighborhood Corporation 1974:“Fact Sheet: Mission Childcare Consortium”). After the moratorium
on federal Model Cities funding, the Mission Childcare Consortium continued to receive money from
the Department of Social Services but also secured major funding from the State Department of
Education. The change in funding source did not disrupt the organization’s programs, and in 1975
eight childcare centers were in operation (Office of the Mayor 1975). However, the consortium’s
dependence on state money meant that policy changes at the state level at times threatened to limit
certain families’ participation in its subsidized childcare programs. In response, through the 1970s
the consortium fought to maintain the community’s access to its programs and joined campaigns
against proposed state policy changes (Zane 1974:4; McKillips 1976:4).

City directories indicate that the offices of the Mission Childcare Consortium relocated out of 2918-
2922 Mission Street in 1976, after two years’ occupancy of the building. Immediately after its
relocation out of the subject building, the organization retained spaces at 3000 Folsom Street and
1406 Valencia Street and was led by Ben Martinez, the former president of the MCO (Cervantes pers.
comm.). The organization remains in operation as of the writing of this report.

4.2.5 Mission Community Legal Defense Fund

MCLDF was founded to provide bilingual (Spanish and English) legal services free of charge to
residents of the Mission, particularly serving low-income Latino/a residents who faced legal
barriers to full participation in civic life. The legal defense fund was established in 1973, two years
after the formation of the other organizations that ultimately joined it within 2918-2922 Mission
Street. MCLDF’s original office location was at 2707 Folsom Street (Mission Model Neighborhood
Corporation 1973:“Fact Sheet: Mission Community Legal Defense Fund”), which it occupied briefly
before moving to the Mission Street Model Cities building in 1974.

Although focused at a community scale, MCLDF followed in the tradition of influential public interest
legal defense funds that had become active nationwide in the twentieth century. Prominent
organizations included the NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund, in addition to MALDEF and
PRLDF, which addressed issues specific to Latino/a communities. These legal defense funds pursued
legal action with the aim of changing socially unjust institutions and winning civil rights in areas
such as employment, voting, and housing (DeSipio 2013). By providing legal services to individual
community members, however, MCLDF was perhaps more similar to the Bayview-Hunters Point
Community Defender, a federally funded legal program founded in 1971 in San Francisco’s other
Model Cities target neighborhood (Office of the Mayor 1975).

The programs of MCLDF responded to the inability of the public defender’s office to provide
effective legal counsel to Mission residents. According to an MMNC report drafted immediately
before the legal defense fund began operating, the organization was created to lower “the large
number of Mission Neighborhood Area residents arrested and found guilty of offenses simply
because they cannot afford adequate legal services and must depend on the Public Defense Office”
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(Mission Model Neighborhood Corporation 1973:“Fact Sheet: Mission Community Legal Defense”
para. 2).

The legal defense fund'’s staff was comprised of attorneys who volunteered their time, or worked
well below the rates they would be paid by a private law firm (Del Carlo pers. comm.). Upon its
establishment, the organization defined its parameters as providing criminal defense services,
assisting with “own recognizance” release and bail services, as necessary. After one year in
operation, the organization had expanded its services to encompass the following: “Legal counseling
for those charged with criminal offenses; some legal aid for civil matters of community concern;
court representation; attorney referrals; probation hearing aid; drug diversion assistance; legal
research; training legal workers; law classes; coordination with other Mission community
organizations; on-going study regarding arrests, police brutality, etc.” (Mission Model Neighborhood
Corporation 1974:“Fact Sheet: Mission Community Legal Defense” para. 3). Within six months in
1974, the organization reported that it had served more than 250 clients and appeared in court
more than 150 times. The organization reported that, “Compared with the data in the Annual Report
of the Public Defender’s Office - 1972, the MCLD showed significantly fewer ‘guilty’ judgments,
fewer clients sent to prison, more probations and more not guilty findings and dismissals” (Mission
Model Neighborhood Corporation 1974:“Fact Sheet: Mission Community Legal Defense” para. 4). By
1975, Mission Legal Defense Fund had provided some form of legal assistance to over 600 residents
of the Mission (Office of the Mayor 1975).

In addition to courtroom representation and legal research, MCLDF developed programs to assist
Mission residents navigate the legal territory of immigration and welfare assistance. Through its
immigration services, the organization provided counseling and representation at immigration and
naturalization hearings. MCLDF’s welfare services were a later addition to its suite of programs, and
encompassed legal advising, representation, and workshops to familiarize welfare aid recipients in
the Mission with their rights and responsibilities (Mayor’s Office of Community Development
1979:47).

Beyond the organization’s courtroom-based legal services and educational programs for Mission
residents, MCLDF was involved in public campaigns to reform racially biased public policies in San
Francisco, which reflected the strategies used by national civil rights legal defense funds such as
MALDEF and PRLDF. During the years that the organization was housed at 2918-2922 Mission
Street, it was one of several community groups involved in a reform campaign to establish new
guidelines for police treatment of public witnesses during arrests. The organization also campaigned
against changes to the admissions practices of Hastings College of the Law, which were viewed as
creating bias against racial and ethnic minority applicants (Robinson 1976:14; Ramirez 1978:10).

City directories indicate that MCLDF moved its offices to 2940 16th Street in 1979. The organization
no longer operates.
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Chapter 5
Evaluation

5.1 California Register Eligibility

The following section evaluates the property to determine whether it meets the eligibility criteria
for listing in the California Register, for the purposes of CEQA review. These evaluative criteria are
closely based on those developed by the National Park Service for the National Register. In order to
be eligible for listing in the California Register, a property must demonstrate significance under one
or more of the following criteria:

e (Criterion 1 (Events): Resources that are associated with events that have made a significance
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of
California or the United States.

e (riterion 2 (Persons): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to
local, California, or national history.

e (riterion 3 (Design/Construction): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess
high artistic values.

e (riterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources that have yielded, or have the potential to
yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the
nation.

In addition, a property must retain integrity when being evaluated for listing in the California
Register. Integrity is the measure by which a property is evaluated based on the property’s ability to
convey its historical significance. To retain integrity, a property must have most of the seven aspects
of historic integrity as defined by the National Register and adopted by the California Register:
location, design, materials, workmanship, setting, association, and feeling.

5.1.1 Criterion 1 (Events)

2918-2922 Mission Street is significant under Criterion 1 at the local level, for its association with
five community-based non-profit organizations that occupied the building and formed a locus of
community services in the Mission between the mid-1970s and mid-1980s: Mission Model
Neighborhood Corporation (MMNC), Mission Hiring Hall (MHH), Mission Housing Development
Corporation (MHDC), Mission Childcare Consortium (MCC), and Mission Community Legal Defense
Fund (MCLDF). These organizations represented the successful implementation of community-
based (and largely Latino/a-based) control over the use of federal Model Cities funding for
neighborhood resident empowerment in San Francisco during the post-World War II period. The
organizations are closely associated with the evolving story of federal anti-poverty and urban
renewal programs in the second half of the twentieth century. Through its use as a hub of
neighborhood-based social services during the 1970s and 1980s, the building is associated with the
Mission’s successful Model Cities community participation strategy to define community needs and
develop impactful organizational solutions.
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Through the involvement of the MCO, a broad-based neighborhood coalition formed in 1968 based
on the community organizing principles of Saul Alinsky, Mission residents gained a voice in the
process of defining community needs. The MCO'’s participatory approach has been recognized as
highly innovative and successful in terms of citizen participation, which distinguished the Mission
from the majority of Model Cities programs across the United States. Specifically, the MCO
negotiated with Mayor Alioto’s office during the application process for the Mission’s Model Cities
designation, and ultimately secured majority representation on the board of the MMNC, the
neighborhood-based nonprofit corporation responsible for planning, distributing funding to, and
evaluating the Mission’s Model Cities programs.

The Mission’s experience in the Model Cities program thus represents a significant development in
the history of the Mission during the twentieth century, and in the social history of Latino/a
residents of San Francisco (who were served predominantly, but not exclusively, by the Mission’s
Model Cities initiatives). The strong involvement of the MCO in the MMNC (and by extension its
affiliated community non-profits, which developed out of the MCO'’s standing committees) allowed a
spectrum of community members to become involved in articulating the needs of residents,
developing organizational solutions to overcome social barriers, and working towards the political
and social inclusion of the Mission’s underserved populations.

MMNC occupied the subject building for one year, 1974. It was joined by four of the neighborhood’s
Model Cities organizations (as represented in Figure 25). These organizations were:

e Mission Hiring Hall (1973-1985)

e Mission Housing Development Corporation (1974-1985)
e Mission Childcare Consortium (1974-1975)

e Mission Community Legal Defense Fund (1974-1978)

Although MMNC, MHH, MHDC, and MCCC previously shared a smaller office at 3145 23rd Street
beginning in 1971, the subject building at 2918-2922 Mission Street has a long-term affiliation with
the organizations. Specifically, MCLDF delivered social services and resources to Mission residents
from the building for a period of at least five years and MHH and MHDC remained in the building for
more than ten years. While the Model Cities program was phased out immediately prior to the
organizations’ relocation into the subject building, the organizations received federal HUD money
through a different funding model (Community Development Block Grants) and continued to
embody the vision of neighborhood-based social service delivery that had been developed by the
MCO and implemented by MMNC.

The subject building meets the definition of “Headquarters and Offices of Prominent Organizations,”
a property type “associated with struggles for inclusion” as described in the publication Latinos in
Twentieth Century California: National Register of Historic Places Context Statement (California Office
of Historic Preservation 2015:139). While not significant specifically for individual achievements
attributed to the tenant organizations, the subject building at 2918-2922 Mission Street was
recognized as one of the neighborhood’s most prominent hubs of Mission activism and social service
organizations that worked to overcome the systemic social barriers faced by Mission residents,
specifically Latino/a individuals. Working collaboratively with one another and housed together on
the Inner Mission’s primary commerecial corridor, the four nonprofit organizations listed above (and
initially joined by the MMNC) provided services to improve affordable housing options in the
Mission, secure stable employment, provide childcare options for working and work-seeking
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parents, and offer legal representation. Given the demographic composition of the Mission at this
time, the organizations supported community-based efforts to improve the lives of its Latino/a
residents and more fully integrate them into the social and political life of the city at large.
Considered together in light of their cumulative influence on Mission residents, the four
organizations (initially with the close oversight of the MMNC) formed an impactful neighborhood
center that led to meaningful change in the lives of Mission residents following the influential
organizing principles of the MCO.

The significant association of the subject building at 2918-2922 Mission Street with community-
based social service delivery in the Mission was furthermore expressed through the MMNC'’s
decision to commission the pioneering Latina muralist collective the Mujeres Muralistas to paint the
mural Latinoamerica on the south fagade of the building. Latinoamerica introduced the collective
into the Mission muralist tradition, which previously had been dominated by men. The mural
included complex themes related to the cultural identities and lived experiences of the Mission’s
Latino/a residents in the 1970s, and it marked the building’s strong connection with the culturally
vibrant neighborhood that its tenant organizations served. The mural continued to express the
building’s link to Mission community members until it was painted over during the late 1980s.

For the reasons described above, ICF finds that 2918-2922 Mission Street is significant under
Criterion 1. The building’s period of significance associated with this significance is 1974-1985,
encompassing the years that the building housed the organizations originally established through
the federal Model Cities Program. The period of significance ends in 1985, the year the final two of
the organizations, MHDC and MHH, vacated the building.

5.1.2 Criterion 2 (Persons)

The subject property has been occupied by commercial enterprises and social service organizations
for the entirety of its history and is not closely tied to any particular individual. To be found eligible
under Criterion 2, the property has to be directly tied to a historically important person and the
place where the individual conducted or produced the work for which the individual is known. The
building housed a collection of Mission-based community organizations during the 1970s and
1980s, whose potential significance is analyzed under Criterion 1. Although staff members of these
organizations were involved in notable initiatives to improve the opportunities and quality of life of
Mission residents, the accomplishments of any persons would be better understood within the
context of their organizations than as individuals. Consequently, ICF finds that 2918-2922 Mission
Street is not significant under Criterion 2.

5.1.3 Criterion 3 (Design/Construction)

The building at 2918-2922 Mission Street is a one-story commercial building with relatively simple
massing and design. Decorative elements are restricted to the front fagade, which comprises a
Gothic Revival-style frieze above a glazed storefront that has been altered numerous times over the
course of nearly a century to meet tenant needs. The frieze provides visual interest to the building
and conveys the ambitions of the original designer(s) to create a somewhat refined appearance for
an otherwise vernacular commercial building. However, this design strategy is common among
modest industrial and commercial buildings constructed during the 1910s and 1920s in San
Francisco, and the repeated changes that have occurred to the materials and design of the
storefronts prevent the building from exemplifying the qualities of an automobile-related
commercial building dating to the mid-1920s. Furthermore, the building’s architect or original
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builder has not been identified through review of historical building permits, and 2918-2922
Mission Street does not employ Revival-style decorative elements or construction techniques in an
inventive manner such that the design would indicate the hand of a master designer. 2918-2922
Mission Street does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, and does not possess high artistic values. For these reasons, ICF finds that 2918-2922
Mission Street is not significant under Criterion 3.

5.1.4 Criterion 4 (Information Potential)

The property is not evaluated for eligibility under Criterion 4 (Information Potential), which
typically is employed for archaeological resources and is outside the scope of this report.

5.1.5 Integrity

The following discussion addresses the subject property’s integrity under Criterion 1 as it relates to
2918-2922 Mission Street’s significant associations with the Model Cities-affiliated community
organizations that occupied the building between 1974 and 1985.

Location: The building at 2918-2922 Mission Street has not been moved since it was originally
constructed; therefore, the property retains integrity of location.

Setting: The numerous properties in the immediate vicinity of 2918-2922 Mission Street continue to
comprise a distinct, linear commerecial district to which the subject building belongs, and to which it
has belonged since its construction. Select buildings in the vicinity were constructed after Model
Cities community organizations occupied the building in the 1970s and 1980s, including the
adjacent building at 2900 Mission Street. However, the series of storefronts facing the Mission Street
streetscape continue to form a primary business corridor serving the Mission’s Latin American
residents. Therefore, the subject property retains integrity of setting.

Design: While the basic elements of the subject building’s original footprint and massing remain the
same since its date of construction in ¢.1924, the building’s exterior and interior have been altered
substantially since Model Cities-affiliated community organizations vacated the building in 1985. At
the exterior of the building, the Gothic frieze located at the roofline of the Mission Street facade is
currently exposed, whereas a screen installed over the frieze c.1960 appears to have remained in
place during at least a portion of the community organizations’ tenancy in the building. (Portions of
the screen system are visible in Figure 20, taken after the organizations had moved into the
building.) The awning that spans the front facade above the storefront windows was installed after
1985 and is associated with the building’s recent commercial use as a laundromat and market.
Furthermore, visual inspection of the building indicates that the division of windows and entry door
within the building’s Mission Street storefront also appear to have been altered through the
insertion of additional mullions, although the size of the window and door openings do not appear
to have been expanded.

Interior tenant improvements that accommodated the building’s conversion from auto sales to office
use during the early 1970s included new plastering and painting, as well as the installation of new
mechanical systems and concrete flooring. The construction of partition walls to divide the building
into separate office spaces for the tenant organizations also occurred at approximately this time.
The interior of the building, as illustrated in Figure 26, was characterized by simple finishes that
were appropriate to its administrative use, as well as interior partial-height partitions that
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separated staff offices. Based on available building permits, the conversion of the building to retail
use in the late 1980s and ultimately to a laundromat in 1991 involved numerous changes to its
interior layout, including new vinyl flooring and partition walls. Plans submitted in 1991 indicate
that the partitioned office spaces that had previously housed the individual service organizations in
the building had been removed by this time (See Appendix A). Rather, the building contained two
primary, largely open, interior spaces: the smaller retail tenant space within the northeast corner of
the building, and the laundromat space filling the remainder. The partial-height office partitions no
longer exist. The laundromat space was furthermore altered through the installation of banks of
industrial washing machines and clothes dryers, which involved the construction of new service
corridors and walls at the south and west sides of the building interior. Visual inspection of the
building interior reveals additional changes, including lighting fixtures, interior doors and windows,
signage, and tile flooring that do not appear to date to the building’s use as an office between 1974
and 1985.

Additionally, an important element of the building’s design associated with the Model Cities tenants
was the 1974 mural Latinoamerica at the building’s south fagade, which was painted over in the late
1980s.

As a result of the changes described above, the building does not retain elements of its design that
previously characterized it as the administrative office space of MMNC, MHDC, MHH, MCCC, and
MCLDF. Therefore the building does not retain integrity of design.

Materials and Workmanship: The historic material palette and construction methods of the subject
building, dating to the occupancy of community service organizations between 1974 and 1985, are
no longer evident based on the building’s exterior and interior, which is mainly due to alterations in
the late 1980s and early 1990s during its conversion to a laundromat. As described above under
“Design,” the simple finishes of bare concrete floor and multiple partition walls dividing the office
spaces (including partial-height office walls) no longer exist. The current material palette of vinyl
and ceramic tile flooring, modern interior doors, and banks of laundry equipment express different
physical characteristics than the office finishes that defined the building during the 1970s and
1980s. The remaining interior finishes that appear to remain from the period of significance (1975-
1985) appear to be gypsum board covering portions of the interior walls. Furthermore, the
destruction of the Latinoamerica mural has removed the work of skilled artists from the exterior of
the building. Therefore, the subject property does not retain integrity of materials and
workmanship.

Feeling: The property no longer conveys its former character as an office building that once housed
the offices of several community-based service organizations serving the Mission’s population. Its
change of use into a laundry and minimart and associated interior changes have altered the types of
activities that occur there. The building does not express the feeling of an active organizational hub
where community members of the Mission gather around neighborhood social issues and solutions.
The destruction of the Latinoamerica mural has further reduced the building’s feeling as an
establishment connected to the needs and identity of the Mission. Therefore, the subject property
does not retain integrity of feeling.

Association: As a composite of the other aspects of integrity, association would be present if the
subject property retained a direct link to the organizations that occupied it during the 1970s and
1980s. 2918-2922 Mission Street retains few to no tangible or intangible aspects of its community-
focused organizational use—as the interior partitioned office spaces have been removed and its use
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has changed from community needs-serving to commercial. Of particular importance, the mural
Latinoamerica previously formed a direct link between the property and its organization tenants’
work largely serving the Latino/a residents of the Mission, but is no longer extant. Therefore, the
subject property does not retain integrity of association.

In summary, although the subject property at 2918-2922 Mission Street retains integrity of location
and setting, it lacks integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Per
guidance provided in the California Office of Historic Preservation publication Latinos in Twentieth
Century California: National Register of Historic Places Context Statement, properties with
significance as headquarters or offices of significant Latino political or community organizations can
be listed or found eligible under National Register Criterion A (the equivalent of California Register
Criterion 1). However, in order for a property to be eligible for historic register listing under
Criterion 1, its “historic location, setting, feeling, and association must be strongly present in the
evaluation of integrity” (California Office of Historic Preservation 2013:140). As described above,
2918-2922 Mission Street lacks integrity of feeling and association, such that the building retains
very few tangible or intangible qualities that would convey its past use as offices of Model Cities-
affiliated community organizations in the 1970s and 1980s. For this reason, 2918-2922 Mission
Street does not have sufficient integrity to convey its identified historic significance under Criterion
1 and is not eligible for listing in the California Register.

5.1.6 Historic District Evaluation

Properties located within the blocks surrounding the subject property were previously documented
in the South Mission Historic Resource Survey. The methodology of this survey included the
evaluation of California Register-eligible historic districts. Several such historic districts were
identified in the neighborhood. The contributors of these districts were linked through their shared
architectural character, urban development history, and/or significant builder. The South Mission
Historic Resource Survey did not document any historic district that encompasses or is in the
immediate vicinity of 2918-2922 Mission Street, which does not express a discernible consistency in
architectural style or era of construction. For this reason, the subject building does not appear to be
located within a historic district that is eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.

Additionally, this HRE considered whether a historic district analysis would be applicable to the
subject building under California Register Criterion 1. It does not appear that a historic district
exists, in consideration of the building’s associations with postwar community organizing and social
service delivery in the Mission. There does not appear to be a concentration of other properties in
the immediate vicinity of the subject building that were historically linked to the subject building
within the context of community organizing or political action during the 1970s and 1980s. As a
result, 2918-2922 Mission Street does not contribute to any historic district that is eligible for listing
in the California Register under Criterion 1.
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Chapter 6
Conclusion

The subject building at 2918-2922 Mission Street is not individually eligible for listing in the
California Register. Although ICF finds that the property has significance under California Register
Criterion 1, with 1974-1985 as its period of significance, it lacks sufficient integrity to convey its
identified significance. The property is also not eligible as part of any known historic districts.
Therefore, the property does not meet CEQA’s definition of a historical resource.
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Chapter 8
Preparers’ Qualifications

Andrea Dumovich (Preparer) is an architectural historian with 5 years of diverse policy and project
support experience in historic preservation, California Environmental Quality Act, and affordable
housing. She has experience in historic research, including reviewing building permits, Sanborn
maps, and building directories, among other sources. Andrea has prepared Department of Parks and
Recreation forms, Supplemental Information Forms, Historic Resource Evaluation sections, and
architectural descriptions. Her previous work has included proposal writing, project research, data
collection, and assisting with specific plans, environmental impact report chapters, and other
planning documents. Andrea has provided writing and editorial skills to many non-profit
organizations focused on environmental and urban planning issues. She has also been published in
planning literature such as Earth Island Journal, SPUR’s The Urbanist Magazine, and Urban Land
Institute’s San Francisco blog.

Jonathon Rusch (Preparer) holds a bachelor’s degree in geography from the University of Minnesota
and a master’s degree in historic preservation planning from Cornell University. In more than 5
years of professional experience as an architectural historian, Rusch has worked throughout the
United States for federal agencies and within the private sector; he has an extensive background
preparing context studies, evaluating the historic register eligibility of properties in urban and rural
settings, and assessing project impacts on historical resources. He has served as primary author of
numerous historic resource evaluations in San Francisco and surrounding municipalities in the Bay
Area. His experience also includes preparing architectural survey reports, Historic American
Building Survey documentation reports, National Register nomination forms, federal rehabilitation
tax credit applications, Section 106 technical reports, and neighborhood design guidelines. Rusch
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Architectural History.

Gretchen Hilyard Boyce (Senior Technical Reviewer) holds a bachelor’s degree in architectural
history from the University of Virginia and a master’s in historic preservation planning from the
University of Pennsylvania. Gretchen has worked as a historic preservation planner and cultural
landscape specialist in California for 11 years and has extensive experience in cultural resource
documentation, evaluation, design review, and compliance. Gretchen meets the Secretary of the
Interior’s professional qualification standards for architectural history, history, and preservation
planning.
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SAN FRATCISCO.

.._‘.‘3 I \ ) L f é\) 1 Bubldin Inspection
1 ) ) I Iy R‘ of Fubllo ‘Works No.

RS

soitnrunitad  ALTERATION BLANKS

SUILDING INSPECTION

AdOD 'IVIOI:I:IO

- WRITE IN lNK—FlLE WO COP[ES

TO THE - HONORABLE

 THE. BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS

OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Gentlemen

The underslgued respectful]y petltlon your; Honorahle Boord for permmsmn to do the fol!owmg
work at corner ,%é

. o - &
Estimated cost of work, $,224..7553

. Building to be used as..... M/ AP oo eeeesemeeee e eee

1 hereby agree to save, indemnify and keep harmleds the ity and County of San Francisco and ite
officials against alf liabilities, judgments, costs and expenses which may in anywise accrue against said
city and county in consequence .of the granting of this permit, and all costs and damages which may
acerie from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street or sub-sidewalk place by virtue thereof and will
in all things strictly comply with the conditions of this permit. )

Name of Architect... @2 At ... ISR
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QIEAT FHAN C I Beeiturme surani 5308

Tl N '—’ , ’ o Write in Ink—File Two Cop1es )

O »r. '

g \ Y . CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO |
UR jEﬁ? RTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS . CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
QIO EFARTHEN BIDG FORM .. )

% BUILDIN G INSPECTION APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT

< X ALTERATION

43 A

Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of the City and County of San Frangisco
for permission to build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herew:th and accorumg
to the descnptlon and for the purpose hereinafter set forbh

) Logatlon .................... @Z ? i W ......... .
) iy :
(2) For what purpose is present building now used? . M% .

=~ (8) For what purpose will building be used hereafter?...... i S .

*(4) Total Cost $/ﬂof—-7 :

(B Descnptlon of work to be done

@/‘/J'7)tﬂ A//e 6

M .;zm*"‘*-

© . '(8) Contractor (DOES) )carryWorkméﬁ’:s Comﬁansn_tion Insurance,

7 ) Supervisiqn of construction by.

Address

d hereby certify and agree, if a.permit is msued that all the provisiong of the BUILDING LAW, THE -
BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET- BACK LINE REQUIREMENTS AND THE FIRE ORDI-
- NANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO and the STATE HOUSING ACT oF
‘CALIFORNIA will be complied with, whether herein speeified or not; and I hereby agree to save, in-
“demnify and keep harmless the Clty and County of San Francisco agamst all Habilities, judgments,
costs and expenses which may in anywise accrue against said eity and county in consequence of the grant~
ing of this permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street or sub-sidewalk placed by virtue
thereof, and will in all things stnct]y comply with the condltmns of this perm1t

i — SR —

Certificate 1A, Ticense No

State of California - City and Couﬁty of San Francisco 7
Address
(9)_Brgineer..... . . : _ B
Certificate No...... : - License No —
State of Californja Cxty and Cou.nty of S8an Francisco )
Address ' ‘ e :

(10) Plans and specifications prépared by
Other than Architect or Engineer

n Address

1) Contret.....NEON, SIGN SERVICE CO.

License No E526 3. _' - License No, ... .
State of California : : Clty and County of San F‘ranclaco

A d DB T
(12) Owner....= Q. 7;?’/
Address '
By

. Owner's Authorized Agent. .

THE DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TELEPHONE NO
IF ANY ALTERATIONS OR CHANGES 2%%8]- ECESSARY ON 'I‘HE PLANS SUBMI'I'I’ED
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B

" A N F R A N NE me;mtt Bure._nu—F.Nn._das ’ ' E 7 .
: S Wnte m Ink-—~FJIe Two Coples -

]

o

Q
" -
ol ) A
A T 'CITY'AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO -
- " -DERARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS = CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
4 i .
QRELARTMEN POF APPLICATION FOR'BUILDING PERMIT
v- " - -
=< -A_L'-I‘ERATION .-
' NOV 15 1037

- 198,
Apphcahon is hembyr made to the Department of Public Worka of the City ‘and County of San Fran-
eigeo for permission to build in accordance with the plans and specifications submltted herew:th and .
according to the description and for the purpose heremafter set forth:

(1) Location......e2.F 20 7729«4—00% :
(2) For what purpose is present bu11d1ng now used ? W ’é'w A

(3) For whaf: purpoEIe W111 buiiding be used hereaf er"

—*”P-—.

(4) Total Cost $22C o : . T
(5) Description of work to be done "
ODSED A /2 ©

To install one horizontal doubls face ) Y 4

/ Tt
NEIN SIGN_QXH/_Z_'_We'ight S2 PLbs. WM//%WDW
Swingired— —Lebledi~  Reading; |k -
e vl e} / N \
S : '
‘ : ; I
\. / e ; N
(8) Contractor (DOES) carry- Workmen’s Compensation Insurance.
(DOES NOT) -

(7) Supervmon.of conatruction by..... §

Address..

1 hereby certify and agree, if a permit is issued, that all the provisions of the BUILDING LAW,
_ THE BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET' BACK LINE REQUIREMENTS AND THE FIRE ORDI-
" NANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. and the STATE HOUSING ACT
, OF CALIFORNIA will be compliad with, whether herein specified or not; and I hereby agree to
save, indemnify and keep harmless the Clty and County of San Francisco agamst all llablhtles, judg-
ments, costs and expenses which may in anywise accrue against said city and county in corisequence
of the grantmg of thig permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street or sub-sidewalk

. placed by virtue thereof, and will in all things strictly comply with the condxtmna of thls permit,

(8) Arghit... — S — e

b Certificate No o License No ; ‘
\ ' State of Cal;fqrnia L - City and County of San Francisco
. Address ' - N
(9 )%ﬂj::r l ; Y- - .
- Cerfifitate No i :.....License No......... ‘
) . State of California " ) City and County of San Franclsco
Address ) , ‘ ' _
| T oLy Plans dhd Specifications prepared by . TSI A s s ¢ o s e e
‘ Other than Architect or Engineer.
f o . Address ‘ — ‘ _
l (11) Contrécto\‘_ NiEON SIGN SERVICE.CO. ‘ _ . : S
.; S License No 53263 HE 1243 . License No..... ) -
t " . State of California =~ City and County of San I‘ranmsco e Ty
: . . o 4
i o - Address 1707 FOLSOM STREET
(12) . Owner%%m%m Za S—— : e :
o Addre%;? 22 M .W‘ _ g
C g | KON, SIGN SERICE 0, M .
1 . : -

Owner ] Authorlzed Agant'

- THE DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TDIEPHONE NO.,
' IF ANY ALTERATIONS OR CHANGESQ%%NECESSARY ON THE PLANS SUBMIT’I‘ED o

- T I e £ G H VPSS A VUG S S |
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SAN FRANCIS Write in Ink-File Two Copies

Sﬁ'ﬂﬁ‘g FEAMIT BUREAU F. NO. 438

aITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO \
GENTRAL ER;
PoRETA AR T
L Aal uw,,,, o g s B

y T \\ . ; 'l S,

| / For /E TMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
- LE(}. FORM

DEPARTMENT OF

BUILDIMG INSPECTIONTY

.
LD R 1]

API’LIGATION FOR BI]ILD]NG PERMIT

AdOD TVIOIHL0

ALTERATION
7z d 1941 (

App].lca.tlon i hereby made to the Depa.rtment of Puhhc Works of the Clty and Cou.nty of San Fran-
cisco for permiggion to build in aecordance with the plans and specifications’ submitted herewith and ac--
cording to the deseription and for the purpese hereinafter set forth:

: (1) Location : i 7 e %WL
£ - (2) Present use of huilding..... a%/,t ) W

....... No of fam111e&

(3) Use of building hereafter. No of families......_........

(4) Total Cost §....K 2.2 -

{5) Description ome W Mm?

(6) APPLICANT MUST FILL QUT COMPENSATION CE DATA ON REVERSE SIDE.

(1) Supervision of ‘construction by. 7 Mg/
'_A_d_dx;ess 7 Ll M% j

(8) Architect.

Certificate No
 State of California

License No
City and County of San Francisco

"Address ' 3 S P el
(9} Engineer

Certificate No

License No

State of California
Address

City and County of San Francisco

(10) Plans and specifications prepared hy

Other than Architect or Engineer
Address :

IR

{(11) Contractor.

-

License:No

Licenze No

State of California

‘City and County of San Francxsco

- T . :‘J\L
Add.ness . et e et ; - R

P! hereby certl.fy a.nd a.gree ifa permit is issued herein that all the prgmsmns of the BUII..DING

LAW AND BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET-BACK LINE S AND FIRE
ORDINANCES OF THE CITY AND COU'NTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, the STATE HOUSING ACT
OF CALIFORNIA, and of said .permit will be cgmplied with, whether specified herein or shown on
any plans submltted herewith, and hereby agree to save, mdem.mfy and keep harmless the City and
County of San Francisco and its officials against gl1 damages, liabilities, judgments, costs and expenses
which may in anywise acerue against said City and County or any of its officials in consequence of the
granting of this permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street, or sub-sidewalk space
by virtue thereof, and will in all things strictly comply with the condatlons of this permit. The fore-
- going covenants shall be binding upon the owner of said property, the a‘ppllcant their heirs, succes-

sors and agsignees, W % ,4/%

(12) Owner P 2 a0 2 N e

Address ,I?.Z'f' %’?MM % _ —
By. %,7,{1 ﬁ%ﬂmﬁfw

THE DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TELEPHONE NO...
- IF ANY ALTERATIONS OR CHANGES %@?ECESSARY ON THE PLANS SUBMITTED.

Owner's Authorized Agent.
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SAT]FRAN C I Gk pemar ens ..o ' Write in Ink—File Two Copies - |LD B GEIVE [ .

. ,\\ [
! j | .

: . g ) ) - "t’q‘} '
DEPARTMENT OF AFPPLICATION FOR BUILDING

l L, _ . CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO MAR 2 § 1347
Japmmyr on pURUo womks RS FERIEL AVERAD,,

= CITY AND COUNTY ur san FRAxuISL) -

BUILIUNG INSPECTIOMY

pre

AOD TVIDIHO

' cording to the description #nd for the purpose hereinafier set

" (3) Use of building hereafterB111board ciioNo, of families . ...

. (12) Owper.... West Coast Advertlsineg Co.

D . ) = ALTERATION

L Mareh. 25, A947. . .l 104

Application {8 bereby made to the Department of Public Works of the City-and County of San Fran-
cigco for permission to build in accordance with the plans and sFe:ti]flicatjons.Suhmitted herewith and ac-
orth: S

f&n) Locatiolg.j-]diﬁ.siﬂn-ﬁ‘fﬁﬂ.ziﬁ.'_--.s.....25:th-.‘lfa1'l '

" (2) Present use of building. ¥Yacant: ... : : i coeeenNO. Of fa.m:hes

(4) Total Cost §..20400 e - : , S &
(5) Description of work-to be done... To_ereet standard billboard having asteel :

advertising surface of not over tem feet.in height and twenty-flve

_-..fae.t..1n..J._eng.th..and;.s:ur::aunded...bx..nma.ment.al_.moulﬂiugﬁ, ______ Structure. .. .
to be in accordance with our customary plans and te conform with
‘...gll..r.eq'uir.gmen.ts..mf...sign..crdiné.nm' »

20..m.3/8% x 1M lag serews.are.placed._at bearing points.. Xf. platform .
14 used, 8 additicnsal screws of the same size are placed for platform

support, ’

{6) APPLICANT MUST FILL OUT COMPENSATION INSURANCE DATA ON REVERSE SIDE,
(7) Supervision of construction by..... .. West Coast Advertising Co,
Address..... ' .- 123 S0, Van Ness

(8 A.';'chiterr Naone

Certificate No PRI License No....... b0 !
State of California - :City and County of San Francisca

Address. ;...

B

i

" (9) Engineer. None SR TR A

L . Lo . : I : : [
Certificate No - r License No :

Staté of California . "Gty and Coiaty of San Franeises
R S U BT 1
R 18}:?1%5; ﬁ‘gnsﬂiﬂctzchtogi ﬁfg‘ii’;ﬂ " Walter Henderson ‘ :

Address...... ' 123 So. Van Ness . } :

" (11) Contractor..SeLf ' :

Licenss No. L - License No .'

State of California ~ ° ° - City and County of San Francisco

Address - . S

I hereby certi.fy and agrese, if a permit is issued herein that all the proviéions of the BUILDING

‘LAW AND BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET-BACK LINE REQUIREMENTS AND FIRE

ORDINANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY .OF SAN FRANCISCO, the STATE HOUSING ACT
OF CALIFORNIA, and of said permit will be complied with, whether specified herein or shown on
any plans submitted herewith, and I herchy agree.to eave, indemnify and keep harmless the City and -
County of San Francisco and its officials against all damages, liabillties, judgments, costs and expenses’
which may in anywise accrue against said City and County or any of its officials in consequence of the
granting of thig permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street, or sub-sidewnlk space
by virtue therect, and will in all things strictly comply with the tonditions of this permit, The fore-
going covenznts shall be binding upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs; succes-
gors and assignees, - ' : : . - - ' .

Address.. APB.. 80, Van Ness...

By

i Owner's Authorized Agent.

THE DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TELFPHONE No._UN_1959, _ N
IF ANY ALTERATIONS OR CHANGES AJGNECESSARY ON THE PLANS SUBMITTED,
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SAMN FRANC

*ui_r yl !

BUr
p FORM , 53 MATE3 fip A
OEPARTM NP ‘ APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT 5 M k-8 47

1 C . ' '.'_ ! : o o SN ‘_‘
m*‘. { FERMIT BUREAU F435 Write in Ink—File Two Copies _ s

[ i P -1 inn s
EHAR ;\ ‘

ary AND COUNTY OF SAN mmcnscobr[ o e

] \| -
JEP \RTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS . A CENTBAL PERMIT

BUILDING h\wzg.no:\B

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS mebh,L ‘\5 o

‘ ey, 25,1958 -

Apphcatlon is hereby made to the Department of Pubhc Works of San Franclsco for permlss:on w :
build in acdordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith and according to the desmphon

and for the purposa hereinafter set forth: o

(1} Location........ 2920 Mission Street S S '1' . 8 ;

|t (2) Total Cost$.500.s 00,0 +(3) No of stones..j........ L esvuion (&) -Bagement ne

b : Yes or No, ‘
(5) Présent use of buuding.....................,. 8 7‘ S\A b€ . .{6) No. of familiep A/ M/ &

(7) Proposed use of building........S2M8. - Ceeerehaens s sees s (B) No. of famihe& ........ AL

)] Tj'pe of construction (‘Ir‘w;h-r-n+n_'. o 3 B 4 L) ST /‘ : . Co

.. 1,2,3,4,0r5 7 - " Building Code Oecupancymasaiﬂcation "y
e 1) Any other buildmg on lot ...... 1.19 ............... .(Must be shown on plot plan if angwer is Yes ) :

: (12) Does this alteration create an additional floor of occupancy...ng... S Co
YesorNo ’ : T,

(13) Does this alteratlon create an additional story to the building..n0 ... R .
Yes or No \ c :

- (14) Electrical work to be performed........ b Lo NS—— Plumbmg work to be periormed ........ 8415 WO

Yes or No . Yes or No
.(15) Ground floor area of building.Aprnx..2600.5q. ft. (16) Height of bulld.mg Apraox .22 ... ft.

- (17) Detailed description of work to be drms- ‘ Remove vregent glass fronfs-

and. rebnild. with. hoellow.. tllﬁ bﬁse,plaatereﬂ‘ :

! . in.and ou‘ts:mde.

s

'(18) No portion of bui]dmg or structure or scaffolding used during construchon, to be closer than 60" to
any wire containing more than 750 volts. See See. 385 Cahfomia Penal Code.

(18) Supervision of construction by : ! Address ;

(20) General contractor. L.A.Hi ngan — California Ll'cense No,.. 14504 ...

+

Address.... BB 4B AV SIS A

(21 AIChIifEct - S o S— Caht‘orma Cerhﬁcate No ................. — e '
'.:‘_‘ e e - s e T I ;A:‘., . T emame

'(22')-1Eng‘ineer e : o e Caiifp_rhi.::l Certiﬁca@ O — !

I : Aﬂd.ress . . - . S 7 '

(23) I hereby certify and -agree that if & permit is issued for the construetion described in'this a gphca-
tion, all the pravisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable thereto will be complied with. '
I further agree to save San Francisco and its officlals and employees harmless from all costs and
damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street or subsidewalk space or from
anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. The foregoing covenant shall be bmd-
ing upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs, successors and assxgnees .

(24) Owner... Harighta Sittenfeld. . . ' (Phone REU BN ...... )
. ‘ . (For Contact by Bureats)

Address.. ;.14 _No: tgomer;z...s..trent

" BY e St b Y A
Y ‘Owner's Authonzed Agent to be Owner's, Authorized Architect Engineer or General Oontractor
PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY MUST BE OBTAINED ON COMPLETION QOF HOTEL OR

APARTMENT HOUSE PURSUANT TO @36@8 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE

]

- .
. . N [
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g bt} wy
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==
=1
¥ - . - . e Zl=
f ’ . ’ ~ . 7—’ . i O -
] i . : . sl T
X h < <o T
Approved: Approved: ‘ .- REFER TO: - ’ BLDG. FORM e P o
Zone ) ’ ’ ) - {  Bureau of Engineering . . . . . . . 9 7&(‘@/:‘;
' e e ; 1 | . BBI Struet. Engineer . . . . . .. 0O ! 3 SR
- CPC Setback - ; Boiler Imspector . . . . . . . . . .0 APPLICAT, "}‘N-Q&i,‘t‘ - T
: - : ) . Art Commission . . B I | .

Dept. of Public Health L.

, ‘ - " : , .. E . _38?//5/& \2 @V{E// Owner
.‘_ 3?5/{ , Department of Publie Health Approved % / 19§ ;[ FOR PERMIT TO MAKE

Approved:© ' : ﬂL ‘ - ADDITYONS, ALTERATIONS or REPAIRS
) ' ' TO BUILDING

" Department of City Planning

Approved: : ‘ : P " ' | . . Lomhon.m...ﬁzﬁm...m&é_brj'
‘ Electrical Inspector ! :

o - - S

Approved: a i ‘ :
. : P
' . Total Cost $ L TP
. . { . "j'_:/\-\ -
- : . : / &y .
Art Commisgion ' ’ ’ . Filed é C-' E" 195...?.4_
N ‘ Approved: T C ) T . : ’
: , : ' 1 ) j Approved:
/mz z »/ R A ‘-’ PPROVE[
& Bu.reau of F:re Prevent(:m & Public Safety ) ! Merd Mot B
Approved: . : - P . i ) [J_ULB_"_1954 .
‘ < S
Approved: ) ' i o - 8 ‘g
} . B . : laszA_. el mF'gFIW IG
. i Bu.'i.}di.ug Inspector, Buresu of B il on o Supeﬂ.nten;ent Bureau of Btu.lﬁmg Tnspection
1 (s La8xee to comply sith allconditiahs or mpulat; L
- ons of the various Buresus or Departmen .
d noted hereon. P . 1 Permit No / %? a2 E:r-' 7
‘ ‘ - : Issued 7/ C /f ‘Jé 195
N . - - Owner’s Authorized Agent
Structural Engineer, Bureau of Building Inspsction ‘ o Bureau of Engincering y —

2567




:J AN .F ﬁ-_ AML j;!m(n{{r Pl’-i“m';unmu F485

\ r ' Write in Ink—File Two Copies

aroh l o A . RECENED
_VPEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WOBKS CENTRAL PERMIT %ﬁREAU

O EPARTMENBEDG FORM ' 356 UK 30 £MI0: 16

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT.

AGOQ VIOIHHO

BUILLING INSPECTIOME

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS  GUILDIRS IHSPECTIoN

- _ L CAE...... 05

_ Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of San Francisco for permission to
build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith:and according to the description
and for the purpose hereinafter set forth: ‘ "

TSk ke ta w0

(1) Location A3745’0 /%SJ’/AA) 3—7 7 RELEPTETEF NN

oo '
(2) Total Cost §.... 3832 = (3) No. of stories .......... A (4) Basement N
Yes or No,

(5) Present use of building..... /A% . 50 ' (6) No. of tamilies . Abne..

(7) Proposed use of building.......4 Nare.. . (8) No. of families.. o

(9) Type of constru_ction @M’rﬂ/P T (10) /‘,(

1,2,3,4,0r5 Building Code Occupancy Classification

(11) Any other building on lot....fﬂz.v.ﬁ ....... (Must be showtt on plot plan If answer is Yes.)
es or No :

{12) Does this alteration ereate an additional floor of occupancy......._....d/.ﬂ .........

: Yes or Ni
(13) Does this alteration create an additionsal story to the buildjng...:........j"::.
. N . Yes or No
(14) Electrical work to be performed.......... Mz ......... Plumbing work to be performed........ d{o .................
Yes or No . Yes or No

(15) Ground floor area of building........LA0)....5q, £, (16) Height of building..... 24, .. ..o ft.
(17} Detailed deseription of work to be done......u.@/tfr - FIA’/J ...... (o &’/ﬁf/ﬂ?ﬁ’%ﬂfs .....
..z.'r_:?.‘m/’ %ﬂ&.‘/:.é‘z_qjj 4 ',r/a_ L wiedd d’// 044’4 Ko< _

! ﬂ’wa/’fw?rj_c b _be. LK NS widd J%Mé@ém ................ -

{18) No portioﬁ of building or structure or seaffolding used during construction, to be closer than 607 to
any wire containing more than 750 volts, See Sec, 385, California Penal Code.

{19). Supervision of construction by“ : /(/ 4/61’///'7 Aﬂdressfjfd:'%/‘lﬂ'/f ..... ﬂ
(20) General contractor.... L2 20... hmsdiuedses.  Cattornia License No.... LEZOR ..

Address,..o....... AZEE [ ilowora.... S , .

(21) Architect : ; Cal_ijo_rﬂia Certificate No,
. e Add—.resa RV C s wa e e, e L .\ R R T L
(22) Engineer - California Certificate Now.———r.oooooee
Address

(23) 1 hereby certily and agree that if a permit is issued for the construetion described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable thereto will be complied with.
I further 'agree to save San Francisco and its officials and employees harmless from all costs and

" damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street or subsidewalk space or from
anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. The foregoing covenant shall be bind-
ing upon the owner of said property, the applj'cant, their heirs, successors and assignees.

| “{24) Owner....... E/?{(Jl;tq“ . ?)- /P?L’f‘ e ‘ (Phone.

Address....... o2, .... “13%%§( ). . .
By // g 7 Tt Address. AT LE %/t;’c‘/f ...... \y’ .............

Owner's Authorized Agent to ©é Owner's Authorized Architect, Engineer or General Contractor.

2568

(For Contact by Bureau)
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Sl

05 E P 7 BT i E N o Too Co
BUILDING J;\bmnom ; Weita in Ink — o Copon RECEIVED .
| ; CITY AND COUHTY OF SAN FRAKEASPQUSLIC WORKS

AdOD TVIDIHL0

E nmU
R ?xemmmzﬁiﬁmifrm bUBLIC WoRKS s IR :

SR LR 3 36 Pﬂ 16 APPLICATION FOR PERMIT BUILDING INSPECTiON

;} L % SIGNS — BILL BOARDS

T R v er & L2 i.,]

E’ - el t'-"g‘ i ?'E.i'-‘i‘f: 955 ﬁiﬁi

B3 iy o on

e
%3'

tioh [s hereby made fo the De ent of Public Works of the cny a.nd Co
pﬁnmmonyu build in acmtdg;rhnvdth the plans and : “nt{uewiﬂr-
aeeorﬁngto degeription and for the purpose ereinnfter set fo

. ' ELEX‘}TRIC IIGM NONEIECIRIC SIGN O BILL BOARD OO
(1) Lovation-. ggo l.taaion St-

(2) Total Cost ;Li.m ,__ - ""(3')', Number of stories in building .2 .\ oo .
(4 Pmtmdwﬂdmmm - -w..n.(m Trpe nfhuﬂdmg,mmmww
: 1. %3, 4,008
® I Sign give: Style_dg,_hlmmm .

[

FRFANELY. T

VT TR

Lo
Dttt

' BLOT- PLAN AND mm:on '
_Indlcata mct!y thetocauou. of algn ar hmbaard_horizonlaﬂy.md vertlcally.

Ty rea)

Freg PadesNs i f

-4

(8) Drawings in dupicate showing méthods of attachment must be submitted with this applleation,

) No portlon of bulldihg or struettre, or scalfolding used during constrgction, Lo be cloder than 80 t5 p
any wire containing more fhen 750 volts. See Sec. 385, Callf. Pern] Code,

10y » oo WONDERLITE NEON PRODUCTS cO.

L by g 35200 . License No. - HiJ, i
State of Californiz - Sy Cuy a.ud Cuun!}' of Sun Francisco
Addires N

. (E1) Thereby certfy und ggree that if a permir.ls lssued Lor the construeunn described Lo this application,
afl the of pﬂnﬂhmdaﬂ&:hwsmdmdhmmnppﬁmhhﬂuﬁoiﬁlbempm
wnh. furtber agree to suve Sin an&wmditzommlsandm mhmﬂeﬂﬂcmnﬂm

dnmtguwhlehmnyawﬁumme sidewagk. or subsidewalk space
u:w‘lhhnge cunnecﬂmw-mnhawor im.ludedlnlhepermﬂ. The covenant
ﬂuube dingumumownernua.idpmpm:r,u:e:ppﬁunt. hdrn.mmu

(12) Owner_..__.'!.#l'_.ﬁs!l.ﬁg_u o -
WONDERLITE ‘NEON PRODUETS ‘0o, . ..
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SAN FRANCIGEO

A [“ch’“‘u. BUREAU Fu433 o . =
Nr Y o B Write in Ink--File Two Copies ke o
1 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCHEP®. 0F PUBLIC WORKS

DEPARTMEL

R;:T OF PUBLIC WORKS . '95 SCEM F%BUREAU

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT

BUILDING IN5PE

AOD IVIDIHH0

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR BEPATHULDING INSPECTION

July 25 .05

. Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works bt San Franciseo for permission to

build in accordance with the plans and Sﬂeciﬁcatlons submitted hérewith and according to-the deseription

and for the purpose hereinafter set fort B T o
g s b e bt n

(1) Location 292 () MiSSs0m S‘L_ g

(2) TotalCost $........4..! 000: 97=18) No. of stories ... 0 h. Lo, (4) Basement....... NG ........... T
. : b . Yes or
(5) Present use of building .S‘}‘r) Y . (B} No. of femilies... LYORL...
(7 Px;oposed uge of building S —’7) Y€, (8) No. of fami]ies..:A[m..
(8) Type of construction...Canxele Walk Woad Basf._ 10 - e
) 1,2, 3,4,0r5 Bullding Cede Occupancy Classification
(11) Any other building on Iot..... LY.} Q. (Must be shown on plot plan if answer is Yes.)
Yes or No .
(12) Does this alteration create an additional floor of occupancy..... NO .............. .
' ' Yes or No
(13) Does this alteration create an additional story to the building....... { v I—
- es or No R N
(14) Electrical work to be performed._...;¥f.:.3 ........... Plumbing work to be performed....... A 4L HT——
es or No . ) Yes or No
(15) Ground floor area of building.. 24000 sq. ft. (16) Height of building......2.0................ 3t

an .Describe Work to be done (in addition to reference to drawings & specifications) ......ooeeeveervveceveroore.
RE BAX.... S LY d .n,:m..a.«ff To...xook 4 f?ﬂLEY.f 2l o
el Bloxea. YO0 S,

{18) No portion of building or structure or scaffolding used during construction, to be closer than 607 to
any wire containing more than 750 volts. See Sec. 385, California Penal Code.

(18} Supervision of construction byJB/l?\ﬁﬁYT&}ﬁf«L ....... .Address./_?L?(zFB//&‘?:
(20) General.contractor.jﬂfl’ e)\?ﬁu%@ﬂ’—jﬁﬁcﬁbmia License Nojét?gzl .......
Address.... St6. Wadslam. ST SE e

California Cei-_tiﬁq:ate . [ —— .......

(@1) Acchitect.. .
Address.
(22) Engineer.....reeunnn : California Certificate No.......... s

Address

{29) 1 hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable thereto will be compiied with.
I further agree to save San Francisco and its officials and employees harmless from all costs and
damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street or subsidewalk space or fgom
anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. The foregoing covenant shall be bind-
ing upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs, successors and assignees.

(24) Owner M AY VI 3 0. e Qe ' ‘(Phone...zS:..f,...l.I.S’.E’..Z,ﬁ'. ......... }
J : (For Contact by Bureau)
Address....... o) Cora.emeam ... /4 274 S Wb

T [ Port Ao Ad&ess#ﬁ‘éﬁa)@_fﬁxﬁtsr
. 2572
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S5AN FRANCIGCO .- -

. CETR, ERMITBUREAU Figs - T - on .
[ ' Write in Ink—File Two Copies
; s . 7

H

Y - cociycy  CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
é 3 NEOF PUBLIC WORKS . o CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU

-

DEPART M ENHr S roRM

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

pUILDING il\isyfﬁﬂ—olsrc 6 A o il YﬂE@PPLICATION FQR'BUILDiN(.}"PERhﬂ'.‘l'
' 3

‘ o (7 5.F s :ZJ € 6( . ‘ IQLf_é
. Applicaﬂp'ﬁ‘hﬂfﬁzé'ﬁéﬁm.mwe to the Department of Public Works of San Francisco for permission to
_ build in accofid “With the plans and specifications submitted herewith and according to the description
and for the purpose eéein r set forth: '

h . . 3
O Towtion..... 180 — 2922 Missien. SF.
(2) Total Cost §. 200. t‘:"?:rhw?a) 0. of stories......... Lt " ST (4 Basement No.:

.................................... Yes or No

(5) Present use of building fore stscassssse s st e {6) No. of families. /Mo ...

() Proposed use of building........ _6 Tove oo (8) No. of tamities. V@2 22e...
(9 Type of construction O ¢ Ye/€ Wa Ns Frame yoof (10) : o
) 1,23, 4, 0r5 Building Code Occupancy Classification

(11) Any other building on Iot.....{! ................ {Must be shown on plot plan if answer is Yes.) |
Yes or No (X4

(12) Does this alteration create an additional floor of occupancy..'..%g ...............
. ex or No .

(13) Does this alteration create an additional story to the building...A V... ...
) Yeg or No

(14) Electrical work to be perfol'i'ned.................q ......... Plumbing work to be performed.. /@ ......coov
s or No Yes or No

(15) Ground floor area of building J o 5. It (16) Height of building 20 ft.

{17) Dj cribe Work to be done (in addition to refevence to drawings & speci}‘lcations)..:., ........... R '
Me€move hvee Conevele pamels ‘

drvrcf:"h',o Two ST‘oves a.-nc!' 1":-18 a,/} -\_5‘717?9,/,
Peams To suppovl yoof 1o fevm. ‘

(18) No pértion of building or striicture or scaffolding used during construction, to be closer than 60 to
any wire containing more than 750 volts. See See. 385, California Penal Code.

(19) Supervision of constructipn 7];00“" O : j ey Ar_ldress. NS é fl’a,}ﬁ'f}?., ‘SIL
.gﬁ’v €iStn C'L Od?r eYJ California License No. j’)‘?cﬂi&_

(20) General eontractor -
Address.......... g%él?a,‘,.sfﬂ O Sk D

SS— ~.California Certificate No........ -

IR IR SR e e oot 8 il -

(21) Architect

Address.

(23) I hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable thereto will be compliad with.
1 further agree to save San Francisco and its officials and employees harmless from all costs and
damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street or subsidewalk sEace or from
anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. The foregoing covenant shall be bind-
ing upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs, successors and assigriees.

‘ : , - e Ju 1450
(24) Owner....., M &,yy;r@",su SBYL S A - {Phon ar ot vy Brewe)
Address H2 *:Dp'm g}f) S)"'a ...... SaEn Frameisco

L

: By..._....& e 691 ...................... Address..........’léﬁ:é ..... /paf}JTQW&' ........

Owiler's Authorized t to be Owner's Authorized Architect, Engineer or General Contractor, )
: 2574
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Wrifu Ju In[c-—lﬂln Two Coples
' F?EGEE\/E‘:D
onry AND cot.m'r? OF.SAN FRANGISUD OF PUBLIC WoRks
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PLI0ATION FOR, BUILDING PER:

AdOD ‘IVI:_)H_:!O

cond fop-the purpoﬂo et alnuf

. (1) Looation.. A980 Ml. §.8/0% 457’~

‘IEI‘IONS, AIII‘ERATIO‘.N’S OR REP, DIKG iy SPbchr‘

) t?z)f B2 i 19&7 |

Applmﬁlpn “IE'I.hemef,maﬂ.e, to the De Ertmeﬁ);, of Public Works of Sun Franciseo for omussmn to
A1d " ncoordance wi wif B;Inrfl!a émd c'gificutlanﬂ pubmitted horowlth und uccording to tho deam'iption
b Ho or R

ek e e

) Total C}ostfﬁ ..:’ff? ...,....,(a) No,afatories.,. Q'Pvf.». - Basament s MZ*-‘

7_ - (5) Pragont uso of l;mld[np- : V ELCIL“}‘
o {7) Proposed use of ‘nuﬂdmgd@ﬂ. ..... B Bages
‘{9) 'I‘ypa of constructton C*P"mﬂﬁ Hffbf)s F-fam,e Tﬁg’;

o any wlra containing more Vhan T60 volte, Seo Sec. 38

" (20) Getlersl contractor BCY

T (#8) 1 hovehy gortify and agree tlmt T [ %mrmit i issued for the conatruction, degeribed in this & gpllcuk
" “tlom, all the provisions of the permit and a)
T furthar g l_ﬁme; to save San Franclgseo and its offxclals and e lpIo yeeg harigless from ajl copts and
N id;:cciﬁea W
L4
_Eng upon 'I.hﬁ owtor of satd proparLy, the npplicnnL thaly lmirs, suctesnors and nsglgnees,

(24) Owner... V (8] ) VO M CJ fj Y5

(8) No. of famﬂies.,[.‘@}b.ﬁ

L3 4006 - Bullding Gmir' Occupnnas’ Clogsification
(11) Any uuler buiiding on 10L~.MQ ..... . «{Must ba aheWn on plaL plon {f anzwox Ji Yog,)
(1?] Doty thm aitaratlon create an additmnal flopy of 0CCUPANGY... A/OND
i (13) Doy thiﬂ aitmnuon crualc lm ndditional tory to th hulld ifooneid, 4; e
' -t;- (14) Electrical woﬂ: tobe performea N .. .Plum'bing work to bte performer] ....... Nﬂ .......
o “Yesortio - Yes o No
.;27(153 Geound ﬂoor atéurof buildmg..‘-z.;ﬁi !.?.ﬁ!..m.sq. £f, (16) Helght of hudlding........ ,/8’ ............... g_t!

‘%f“ /‘}”‘eY t’:‘,"mj Yy Ge. cloow ,7"‘0 M;DK\E’
fS“.. Op.emilinga,.. [fﬁfmfafﬂ Aad... e%ﬁfamff;c

o . docyiq‘ 'Hj‘a,’f" /’Ifﬂ,}"& [066’% V@‘mnb’(’f/;

Gome Sl one By ufw&,,,,fmwe/ Yy ‘f?a%‘,

‘-‘_.-‘aj‘cm.c:s ba,c,/f oFf {g‘%ye 8 ﬁm-/[; )/y';

(18) No portion of bmldmg or structure or scni'fo]djné- tiged durin onstructmn, to be clqaar than 00 {0
California Pongl Code,
um Superwsion of construch 7(\ bﬂﬁfl'n/@w ﬁ'.’ﬁﬁAddzess / ﬂ?& /: Z } ‘571-'- ioresebessess e
e

Jsenct CJJG XS.... Oa}ifumia} License-No..;;!i%FZ,K.g!.&
- Address ’?[‘?Lé Pau/s?"ow S}— - : ' :

g (31) X 1 R s — Cullfomiu. Cﬁrtiﬂcul:o N’o‘ e
. Address . . eree . ——
- a _‘_',(22) En.p'{.'m‘mr » : ncrainisnaeeees | l Caoliforni C!érl;if,i:ca.fé b Y
Bddrass "

laws axid - ordinances applicable therd to will be eomplied with,

ch. mpy aceime from 1Ss o nccuT glr the sidewalls, street or subsidewallk spnee or from
ug olpo in cmmcotlorl with the: worlk Inoluded in tho permit, The forogoing covonnnt Ahall ke bind-

Mdl‘ess ? ﬂ” M 1513/4* b, ‘S7L J}L/V cl j\)‘ ,
B LAddresd. gé‘é &;/S ah \57’

¥ Owrlet's Autliorized genf: to e Owner‘s Autho rized Archlteet Englneer of General Contractor
2576 .

(B) No, of famJ]xes NJT‘VE.

lHSFEﬁ%Bf mmplmznvmi_:@ :

' (17} “Doertho. Work to be done (n additlon to roforonao tg deawings & npeciﬂontlmm) o,
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BUJIDJJ\JF

EJAI‘!__FJ(AN i‘,‘:CD S
o : 7‘\ ' f‘ c-nl.ns Feomil numﬁxm..m‘m P ; : .
TI I iy ¥ : : . Wntu in, Inh:s — I‘AIc Twn Cnp:ea RECE‘V&D
gt gl 4L ary AND COUNEY OF SAN PRASCISEGURLI Hons
O EFARTIGERNT BEI} RTMENE of PUBLIC WORKS . | S WWP&RBUT BURDAU

la\l SPEC 'f o ,BLDG FORM

AJOD YISO

A.PPLIGA’IION ToR PERMIT EUILBhJG fw&}’Ec'f‘:Jl‘-‘ :
" SIGNS - : BILL BOAI{DS :

B

) =‘ . o '.:c"'r'.;;"_; ;}.' L\ np_gnn o '195 ______ _'::,.
; on ig hereby made 0 the Department of Pubhc Wor]cs of ihe City and C‘ounty of San 7 L.
3 Frnm: sno sfor permmission to baild in aceordanes with the plans and s ebxﬁcutionﬂ submitied herewﬂh -

5 und uccordlnt; 0 he deseription and for the purpose hurahmttur set fouthy : L s
ELEQ'I‘RIG SIGNEx NON*ELECTRIC SIGN EI BILL BOARD El

(1) LOGAtO e 2920, ..Mjasion Bt. '

(2) otal Copt §.,REQ4.cerirn einmin(8) Nutiriber of slorlos'in sﬁn;ung'.....';;—:,_....,.‘.'_.:........._..,..‘ |

0N Presenhiaqofbuﬂdmu retall 31:01-9 : (5) '_'[‘ypeofbu{‘minﬂ o frame
o ‘ T4 ord

; (u) I.fSign. givu' Style doubile. faes.. hp#iaqnm:l., DA
Thlclmeus mn Size, 81 B il t. Welght... 150, v Lbe

I’LDT PLAN AND EDIBVA’['ION

UM A BT KR Vo e R

L

ras

3

i

(B) melngﬂ in duplicate uimwiug methods. ot gttm,-lmwut :nuat bo Submiuud wlth tlns amﬂluutlnn.

WD T i L a L

(0} No portion of buildlng o atrngtum, e acnﬂ.‘uidmg ued duriig vonstmwt!on to Im (,101}[‘).' than 607 by _

any wire conta ining fore than 750 c. Call Pénalt’,‘ode..
o wownzﬁmﬁ R ﬁ% ﬂffs ot

(1 F:ontra,ctor.. 43;}1 JHIRD N, FRANGISGG TN RN

:::. o I_aiéensn N 2OBG e LAcORG Nowwne . BB v s
- Btato of Cnlifnrnln. - Clty and Couitiy ot San 1y 111(,13&()

Address.. i ; H .

(I.l) 1 hereby corllfy and REres thutif tl- sepnle 1 issued for the constraetion deacmbed in Uhis applicatlon,
- all the pravisions of the permit, and all the Juwd and ordinances applicabls thorato will be complind

‘with. T further agreo Lo save.Saft Tranciseo and its offigials and emplofecs harmiags from all costs

arid damages whieh may acethe from use or occupany of the sidewalk, ireet or subsidewallc space

- or {rom anything else in connedlion with the work inciuded in the permlt. The foregoing dovenant

shuﬂ be binding upon the owﬁe ' of smd property, the applicant their hejrs; successors and assignees.

2} OWNT e Y10, Mot 00t
- Address.... 2920 Misgio &t. . ' . e.Nn

P ontagh by‘But‘enu} '
. WONDERLITE ﬂ[ﬂ tPRO‘H,:: a0, .
F L B 15;}1 Tdmu :)‘r, giiimvsnsioscoae NIRRT BTGB oo ﬁf/f? Tﬁﬂ% z’fgj/z‘ e f" Pt
. _lO\vnor'nAutwrm AS’I?W[’RAWU@WW éﬁﬂl’ﬂ‘f{ﬁih/‘”h““"ff nblnu,r or (imexm Udnu'umm'

2578
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AdOD "IV]OI:I:!O

AN F H AMCIS

- : ] j’- L PERMIT BUREAU F435 Write iz Ink—File Two Coples
N
I | SR CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO '
’ TMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS . - CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
DEPARTMEN TBﬁb FORM L
BUILDIMG ]NSPECTJOI“P: APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
0 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

F/ffﬁ’ 22 m,éo

Application is hereby made to the Department of Pubhc Works of San Franciseo for permission to -

) build in accordance with the plans and specifications subm:tted herewith and according to the description
and for the purpose hereinafter set fortfl:
. (1) Location..... 2T hAs Af’lr TORS.. 2DFD.. 1S 5080
00(3("’
(2} Total Cost §... . 2ERALTT . {3) No, of stories .................. A {4) Basement
: Yes orEL
(5} Present use of building_., «4;/7‘ Sﬁ’ﬂw 1200..‘.‘.1 ........................ (6) No. of families.........ccommiens
(7) Proposed use of buiIdmg /4(/'59 ;{ AL zﬂ“’) ....................... (B) No of families. ...
(9) Type of construction........‘ ................ \% ......... 5 ....................... (10)..... /é' Z
. 1,2 . or S Building Code Occupdncy Classiftcation
=« " {11y Any other buﬂdmg on Iot..... IUC) ........ (Must be shown on plot plan if answer is Yes)
. Yes or No
(12) Does this a]terahon create an additional ﬂoor of occupancy.............. NG
Yes or No
(13) Does this alteration create an additional story to the building.......... L] (220 -
. N g Yes or No .
(14) EIectrical work to be performed.... . IN.2_ . Plumbing work to be performed......._......q .................
R 'Yes or No
(15} Ground floor area of building..... 765G sq. 1. (16) Height of building..... T T ft.
{17) Detailed description of work to be done... /4129 /‘{0 Y ITL .. f 13 ?7 7_.(0'6‘/
(./AJ.&Z?.EL. SSe ;zszdué’ FBOMT..... G-Fﬁmﬁwr ................
2V S Y _ e
(18) No portion of building or strucfure or scaffolding used during construction, to be closer than 6¢” to
any wire contammg more than 750 volts. See Sec. 385, Cahforma Penal Code.
N (19) Superwswn of construction by.. /4 f {L_/A'V/} Addressfog/}“’.?’#p%# o
(A 5'?_ =
{20) General contractor... ﬁé—/‘)?‘ QU.ST/?K/CJ?A 2 Calitornia License N0
. Address... 505 ... QLWL L. ST oSt AL
(21) Architect.......... e I
e 7 - - —
- - Address..c.zo.iins el e e e bt e st :
; ;
{(22) Engineer.........coreve. e sttt sraeeesmesteseee et rarend California Certificate Nou..... . cooeermeceececveonnenn
Address..........ccoeeee. ‘ e e rrereenrmee et sre eyt tas pacranrans

(23) T hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit and all Jaws and ordinances applicable thereto will be complied with.
T further agree to save San Franeisco and its officials and employees harmless from all costs and

o damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street or subsidewalk space or from
anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. The foregoing covenant shall be bind-
ing upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs, successors and assignees,

(24) 0Wner/47?/o"5/¢fé“f¢)!¢5 ...... (Phone. 2 7. 5.8 225
. . “ . {For Contact by Bureau)
Address,.. 2.5 0850 ST _
By...%&m ...... e éé' Do Address, 4?05_. ..... £t i) 5‘7" \5:94/&?‘_4”&(“

Owner’s Authorized Agent to be Owner's Auihorized Architect, Engineer or General Contractor,
PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY MUST BE OBTAINED ON COMPLETION OF HOTEL OR
- APARTMENT HOUSE PURSUANT TO SEC. 808 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE.
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5AN FRAN 1500

DEPARTMENT OF
BUILDING TV5PECTION

AdOD wuq:aao

Approved :;"

Zone o

CPC Sethack.

Approved:

‘Department of Publle Health

Appraved:

Department of City Planning

Approved:

Depariment of Electricily

Approved:

Art Commlssion

e

--..(.‘LT,-:L” . {_(

Vit

Burenu of Fire Prevention & Publie Safety

Bolier, Inspector

Approved:

Approved:

e A ihart. ?/é/%d

='trl.\ctur:.'ll Eng‘l
Bursau of Duill]lng Inspection

REFER TO:
Bureay of Engineering
BHI Struct. Engineer .
Boller Ingpector .
Art Commission . PR
Dept. of Publie Health . . .

' -~
Approved .. TR N £
S g

o C-‘&'ﬂc«.

CASCADE NEON

Building Inspector, Bureau of Buliding Tnspection

1 agree to comply with all condltons or stipu.
lations of the various Bureaus or Deparlments

nnled- Hajti‘g}f”

Owner’s Autherized Agent

B

BLDG, FORM

4 No..... J‘??\}"(:?/
APPLICATION OF

Aras. dorves .
y-w s/

FOR PERMIT TOQ
ERECT SIGN OR BILL BOARD

Cost §. .2(—90 J”E ”

Filed G-/ 0768145

Approved:

A PMUW @

A”G T

Superlnlendeni, Bureau of Buil ing Inspection

— D
{

f
Permit No NGLTE

[ssuad

Burean of

2581




SAM m[m\;r IJLO

l | ¢emtrdl Bernnt Bureau X No, 532
y!

\

Write in Ink ~— File Two Copics RECEIVED

AdOD "IVI_Q_[_:I:!O

@ CITY AND COUNTY-©FSAN FRANGIES PUBLIC HORKS
DEFARTHMENT GEIARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 1$Eh AL S kbl SR EAG
BUILDING IMNJPECTION BLDG, FORM . X
- ooleh . TR WL BUILDING INSPEETIO
FRekradatroN oK prgmm BUIOING INSPECTION
4 SIGNS—BILL BOARDS

v Sl G0 k...

Application is hersby made to the Department of Public Works of the Clty and County of San'Fran-
eiseo for permission to build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith and ac-
eording fo the description and for the purpose hereinafter set forth:

ELECTRIC SIGN [}( MON-ELECTRIC SIGN [ BILL BOARD [}
i (1)} Location . . 7 272 Mrs S/ 5——— C e
! (2) Total Cast .. .7-0(} e .......(3) Number of stories in building.....‘—.‘.3.,...........
{(4) Present use of building.AL!'fQ. SALES(5) Type of building 1:?3:”5
(6) Tf Sign give: Style Dy ~NC= %QL

: ) { . #
Thickness . . /€ sie © .6 F weignt . 1‘:’0 .. . Tbs,
Y Tary  BOLT

PLOT PLAN AND ELEVATION

(7

te exactly the locetisn of sign or biltboard herizontally and vertically

Yt EAPET Tk et pe wpnd INSTALLED
W POLE A LoT WENT Daok
AND Js To PBE MOVED Anp
INSTALLED o/ BrocG- A
2920 M/SS/oV S

g{_f (. LA CT'

// 2. e
4 LAG

f( q_u
3/&’{ dA.V}LE

/ ‘ fﬁgtﬁmﬁ
o MovE \pB
AL MATErRACS gb'_‘f,u/ﬁm 67/[/Z/>/

Aot

Ao Lo /Qdf/ .
¢ ¢
SN R f—
(8) Dra.wmgs m c]u maLe showmg metho = of chments must be submitted with this application.

(9} No portion of huilding or structure, oy’ smffoldlng used during eonstruction, to be closer than 6'0"
to any wire con :S _rg. than 750 volts, See Sec. 385, Calif. Penal Code.

(10} Contractor ....... . 020 Bihrliiet h IEON ..............................................................................
/ License No. .. .. /4C‘X/é3 License No. 3?&5‘%‘)

Goenae, Callforma .................................................................

Addregs e £l e %";/ﬂfm/f‘f .......... [Afﬁ’ ............................

(11} I hereby cert.lfy and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit, and all the laws and ordinances applicahle thereto will be
complied with, I further agree to save San Francisco and its officlals and employees harmless
from all costs and damages which may aeerue from uge or oceupansy of the sidewalk, street
or sidewalk space or from anything else in connection with the work included in the perrmt The
foregoing covenant shail be binding upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs,
successors and assignees.

(12} Owner. IZ/TAA 5. ,/47&, 7-0"4 S
o h M/ ....5 /JA/ 5,/ .Phone No,

[For contact by Burean)

Ownor's Autlmrlml Agenl to ho Ownm ‘s Authorlzed Archltect, Englnecr or Goncrn} Contmctor
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BAM FRANCISZCO
/ Y -7 Yoeotral{Perant Burenu ¥. No. 432
] !\ \l ; pl ]

AdOD TYIDI4HO

3 Wrife in Ink — File Two Copies RECEIVED
K CITY AND CQUNEY. OF SAN FRANCPEECPF PUBLIC WORKS
OLEPARTMENT gRFARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS BENTAIIGERMIE IFIREAT
tJilJl.L.[)ll\JG IN';SPEC'I_'JON BLDG. FORM T
P74 ABPIACATION wog pERMT BUILDING INSPECTION
4 SIGNS—BILL BOARDS

Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco for permission to build in aceordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith and ac-
cording to the deseription and for the purpose hereinafter set forth:

BLECTRIC SIGN [ NON-ELECTRIC BIGN [ BILL BOARD [
(1) Location . 2‘?’11"2- Lsssens ST
(2) Total Cast §. 2% T5 . .. . ..(3) Number of stories in bullding.. ...

(4) Present use of building..ﬁ&ff-:d . SA'L (Z5.....(5) Type of building ...... .. 3

T
{G) 1r Sign give: ﬁtyle Z7F“ f?é"ez- ELEC'T[‘?—/C S/C?Aj

i Y ;i
Thickness... .20 .. L. Size 207 < 3 ¥t Weight. /OOT ... _.Lbs

£
' 1—'" ﬂﬁ/ { PLOT PLAN AND ELEVATION

Indicnte exactly the locetinn of sign ov billboard horizontally and verticaily

Ale MATER AS
&F ALY

Are. o |pern
750 é“x EJ%

o LA
[ %a P 242

oy
Jr 7@
<
D .
i
GIDET s
l!“{—f“—s{

(8) Drawings in duplicate s—}Towing methods of attﬁﬁi,zhments must be submitted with this appiication.
B
{8} No portion of building or structure, or scaffolding used during construction, to be closer.than 6’0"
to any wire containing more than 750 veolts, See Sec. 385, Calif. Penal Code.

(10) Contractor ...... ... CASCADE%\E’I E@Bﬁ ....................................
License No. . /L'Lg/é’g ) v e LilenSe NoB?dﬁde e

State of California : / o City aud County of San Francisco
AdAress e é” ./ F/f_ﬁﬁ/ﬁ‘ C’-L"
(11} I hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit, and oll the laws and ordinances applicable thereto will be
conmplied with, I further agree to save San Francisco and jts officidls and employees harmiess
from all coasts and damages which may accrue from uge or occupancy of the sidewalk, strest
or sidewalk space or from snything else in connectlon with the work included in the permit. The
foregoing covenant shall be binding upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs,
gugcessors and assignees.

{12) Dwzv.erff7£’/4'5 ‘ ”&76’}2‘5 b S s s s s e ks
'}//W/§§‘/6’M§7'Phone IO eem et ceertacm et e revenscanesnen

{For contact by Bureau}

ko B Ownev's Authorized Archlfect, Englneer or General Contraclor

2584
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e : C e . . . mer—
FOR DEFARTMENFAL USE ONLY . | ’
Oz TrTe ]* O DEPART e | CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANGISCO | 22
M - Approvs ROSSYANCE e s o e |y DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 2o
—f : s, 1
0 l\_k r . [] E'\i]
— : . /
1k PROURA o | X APPLICATION FOR BULDING PERMIT |- €
i i Word
alocrin i A . m prin \i2 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS
Ol BUILDINCHIGPECHON pef. -
_-2 B RvE H’Amlc Tion REMENY OF PURLIC WoRks | :
O or sang efand NCE WiTH ’ b
. = e e
-‘ em mmmg e RspEaTION THE PLANS, AND SPECIFECATION Thom FH ACCORDING } a E
. | 1o Tue DESCRIPUOM AND FOR THE SET FORTH: en ﬁ;
PN Q0
\\\.\ . . : 11} STREEY ‘ADDRESS OF JOB: \L e O
; FILING FEE RECEIS] WO, 7k : i ¢ 1
DATE FILE‘QG-.‘! A0 i C; (f 292 2. VZJ]*:*“[ Py i :
PERMIT NO, ] 155UED Z '({!) ES}!MA\TED COST OF Jas;
e opoe : d 3
.i‘ (.:_.:} Wi : DI‘.G! ﬂﬂ 'ﬁrj%,é’?é’bﬁo vj-zﬂ)q\
_ DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING ] ] T
{4A} TYFE OF CONSIR, Lhe 1.3 N L) J(5A) NUMBER {6AY NUMIER OF T7A PRESENT USE: {6A) BLOG. COBE {9A) ND. OF
‘ . OCGHP, ClASH DWG, UNITS
120 3 4 s S S ey, [ | SBUENIES, 0 AT Poge e et /%’L
’ ) DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER EROPOSED ALTERATION
{4 WPEOF CONSTR, - T-he Li N (1] (51 NUMBER OF (6] NUMGER OF (T FROFOSED Ug6: 83,5105, CODE B NG, OF "
120 2% 43 s SanEn, [ I AR ¢ Y-Sy N occu, CLASS'/-" -1 G\ZVG' UNITS
- {TOA) DOQES THIS [\LT“TION YES [ (lD} 1F YES, STAYE LA DQES THIS ALTERATION YES O ll‘l! 1F YES STATﬁ
CAEATE ADDITIONAL NEW HEIGHT AT CREATE
STONY YO SUILDING? NO j}’ CENTER llNE QF FRONT:- T, EXIENSION 10 uUIiDlNG? NG }é ﬂoon AREA- sy, FT.
llc&] \gILLEI;D%.VAAL‘éS?’As:RE 8E YES EJ (‘Es)‘(T:’NI!L!Lﬂ%L'}gﬂwG YES 7} ﬂ.?lo éSEéléiNOs%lﬁicv{EAg YES l (l?é WiLl STREET SPACE ¥ES £
\ . REPAIRED OR ALTERED? MO J | PROPERTY LNE? NO 47 | ORALTEREGY o iy _ansrngEnom Nagf
b (19; ANY OTHER !‘zmsz‘tNG BLNG. T YES 11 ]120) DOES TAIS ALTERATIDN YES ,X (Ii) ElECIRICAL YEs';f‘!‘ (221 PLUMBING VES
? {IF YES, SHOW CONSTHUTE A CHANGE WARK TO UE
ON pm P AMY NO N OF OCCUPANI:Y? NO ) PERFORMED? NO 7 PERFORMED? N& 23
[?31 GENERM. COMTRACTOR ABDRESS e CaALIF, LICENSE NQ., UO
@é ggsgz Ni A[c (E Z‘g dgg S/ fHsseain ST 227 9¥
© (R4)TARCHITECT OR NGINEER {FOR DESIGN] ADDRESS R CALIF, CERTIFICATE NO.
822l BNESE
(25} AKCH T CR SNGIN (FOR €O YRUCNON) AD]]RESS . o CALIF, CERTIFIGATE HO.
e ; Y o
(261 COHSIRBC {ON LEi ‘NAME AND BRANCH DESIGMATION IF AN‘! ADDRESS T
* 1F THERE 15 NO KNDWN CONETRUC‘I’IDN LENDER. EMTER “UNKNOWN"}
Loueree ANEILG 7208800 11 S {L Y _
(27} — LESSEE [CROS! 0T ONE ﬂi}gﬁ (FOR FONTAF? BY BUREAUi
. PILEL g ar - € ,ﬁﬁ;g A At T g TFY — YL
(23} SWRITE $N DESCRIFTION OF ALL WOAK TO BE PERFORFED UNDER THIS APPLICATION (REFERENCE IO PLANS IS NOT SUFFICIERT!
? f—] f/A 1; 0 & F;
“/F" :«%HM Iyi (’”
HES ?‘/}z/ £
ELEoTRI A
FHLum b

2. ,.c:'ws/_ AL on I
Pt 7-m/£- ' : i : :
P/ ARTERIMGE — . SN
W ALLB AR D |

IMPORTANT NOTICES APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION
No chonge sholl be made In dhe chardcler of the occupancy or wvse withowt

St oblaiming @ Building Formit quherizing such chango, Sec Sez. 103, 1041 | HERESY CERTIEY AND AGRE