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SUBSTITUTED
6/2/2015
FILE NO.150435 ORDINANCE NO. -

[Redevelopment Plan Amendment - Transbay Redevelopment Project Area]

Ordinance approving a minor amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area to provide bulk limits for general office buildings in Zone
One; and making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, and findings

of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policiés of Planning Code,

-Section 101.1.

NOTE: ° Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
' Additions to Codes are in szngle—underlme ztachs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in .
Board amendment additions are in double—underhned Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
. subsections or parts of tables.

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

Section 1. Findings. The Bbard of Supervisors 6f the City and County of San
Franciéc_o (the “Board of Supervisors” or “Board”) makes the following findings, o
determinations, and declarations, based on the record before it, including but not limited to,
infofmation contained in the Report to the Board of Supervisors on the Minor Améndment to |
the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Report to the
Board”), dated March 31, 2015, and on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 150435,

(a) The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved the Redevelopment Plan for

the Transbay Redeveloprﬁent Project Area (the “Redevelopment Plan”y by Resolutions No.

19-2005 (January 25, 2005) and No. 95-2005.(June 7, 2005). Copies of these resolutions are
on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 050184.
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(b) The Board of Supervisors approved the Redevelopment Plan by Ordinances No.
124-05 (June 21, 2005) and No. 99—06 (May 9, 2008). Copies of these ordinances are on file
with the Clerk of the Board in File Nos. 050184 and 060347 respectively.

(c) On February 1, 2012, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (“Former
Agency”) was dissolved pursuaht to the provisions of California State Assembly Bill No. 1X 26

(Chapter 5, California Statutes of 2011-12, First Extraordinary Session) (“AB 26”) that were

| upheld by the California Supreme. Court in California Redevelopment Association v.

Matosantos, 53 Cal.4™ 231 (2011). On June 27, 2012, AB 26 was amended in part by
California State Assembly Bill No. 1484 (Chapter 26, California Statutes of 2011-12) (“AB
1484”). Together, AB 26 and AB 1484 aré primarily codified in Sections 34161 et seq. of the
California Health and Safety Code, as amended from time to time, ‘:_and are referred to as the -
“Redevelopment Dissoluﬁoﬁ Law’.

(d) Pursuant to the Redevelopment Dissolution Law, all of the Former Agency’s
assets, other than housing asséts, and obligations were transferred to the Office of
Community Investment and Infrastructure, as the Successor Agency to the Former Agency
(*OClI” or “Successor Agency”). Some of the Former Agency’s'housing assets were |
transferred to the City, acting by and through the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development. - . ’

(e) Subsequent ta the addpﬁon of AB 1484, on October 2, 2012, the Board of
Supervisors, actiné as the legislative body of the Successor Agency, adopted Ordinance No.
215-12, which, among other matters, delegated to thé Successor Agency Commission,
commonly known as the Commission on Community Invesfment and Infrastructure, the
authority to (1) act in the place of the Redevelopment Commission to, among other matters,
implement, modify, enforce, and complete the Former Agency's enforceable obligations; (2)

approve all contracts and actions related to the assets transferred to or retained by the

SupervisorKim . . _
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Successor Agency, including, without limitation, the autherity to exercise land use,
development, and design approval, consistent with the applicable enforceable obligations; and
(3) take any action that the Redevelopment Dissolution Law requires or authorizes on behalf
of the Successor Agency and any other action that the Successor Agency Commission deems
appropriate, eonsistent with the Redevelopment Dissolution Law, to comply with such |
obligations. ‘A copy of this ordinance is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 120892.

(f) The Board of Supervisors’ delegation fo the Successor Agency Commissioh
includes authority to exercise land use, development, and desigh approvals for the Transbay
Redeveloprhent Project Area (“Project Area”) and to approve amendments to the
Redevelopment Plan as allowed under California Community Redevelopment Law (California
Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.) (“éRL” or “Redeveloprhent Law”) and subject
to adoption of such plan amendments by the Board of Supervisors.

(g) For minor plan amendments, Sections 33450-33458 of the CRL sets forth a
simpliﬁed amendment process. This process includes a publicly noticed Hearing of the
Successor Agency Commission; envirg,nmentel review to the extent required; adoption of the
minor amendment by the Successor Agency Commission after the public hearing; preparation
ofa rebort to the legislative body; referral of the amendment to the Planning Commission, if
warranted; a publicly noticed hearing of the legislative body; and a legislative body

consideration after its hearing. CRL Sections 33352 and 33457.1 further require the

preparation of a report to the legislative body regarding the plan amendment in order to

provide relevant background information in support of the need purpose and impacts of the
plah amendment.

(h) The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Project Area
and divides the Project Area into two subareas. Zone One is generally bounded by Harrison

or Folsom Street on the seuth; Clementina, Tehama, or Natoma Street on the north; Main or

Supervisor Kim
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Spear Street on the east; and Second or Ecker Street on the west. In Zone 1 the
Redevelopment Plan defines the land uses. Zone One is intended to be developed with
predominantly residential uses; however, the Redevelopment Plan authorizes general office -
uses on epeciﬁc sites within this Zone. Zone Two is generally bounded by Harrison, .
Clementina, Tehama, or Natoma Street on the south; Minna or Mission Street on the north;
Main Street on the east; and Second Street ovn the west. In Zone 2 the San Francisco
Planning Code applies. |

(i) The Redevelopment Plan and ancillary land use controls, including the
Development.Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project
(‘Development Controls”), alreedy authorize the development of general office uses on
specific sites in Zone One. Specifically, Section 3.3.1 of the Redevelopment Plan expressly
authorizes the development of general office uses within Zone One in areas*(1) north of
Howard Street, and (2) north of Folsom:Street and west of Ecker Street, which together
comprise a small area of Zone One, limited to portions of two City blocks, i.e. Blocks 5 and 10.

| (i) A modification to general office development controls under the Redevelopment

Plan would not have an actual effect on Block 10. The Transbay Redevelopment Project Area
Streetscape and Open Space Cbncept Plan specifies that the western portion of Block 10 |
(Assessor’e Block 3736, Lot 018) must be developed as open space. The eastermn portion of
Block 10 (Assessor’s Block 3736, Lot 156) is already developed with an office use with a
Height limit of 85 feet under the Redevelopment Plan. '

(k) The Development Controls implement the Redevelopment Plan’s authorization for
the development. of general office uses within Zone One and provide additional guidance for

the office development of Block 5, which is generally bounded by Howard Street on the south,

| Natoma Street on the north, Main Street on the east, and Beale Street on the west. The

Development Controls anticipate that in the event a commercial land use alternative is applied

Supervisor Kim
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to Block 5, “. . . the development density shall be that of the-downtov(m comrﬁercial C-3-0
district in the Planning Code.” However, the Redevelopment Plan contains language
imposing inappropriate bulk limits on commercial development in Block 5.

(1) As sef forth more fully in subsection (o) below, the Successor Agency Commission
recommends approval of a proposed minor amendment to the Redevelopment Plan (the “Plan
Amendment” or “Minor Plan Amendment”), which would provide that the maximum floor plate
sizes for general office buildings in Zone One shall be consistent with the bulk limits permitted
by Sections 270 (Bulk Limits: Measurement) and 272 (B’ulk Limits: Special Exceptipns inC-3
Districts) of thei Planning Code, as amended from time to time, for development within the C-
3-O (“Downtown Office”) District. Thus, the Minor Amendfnént hakes no substantial ch‘ange in
the authorized land uses under the Redevelopment Plan. “

(m) In accordance with Sections 33352 and 33457.1 of the CRL, the Succeséor
Agency has prepared a Repo‘rt to the Board and made it available to thé public on or before
the date of the notice of the public hearing, held in accordance with Section 33452, on this

ordinance approving the Minor Plan Amendment; said hearing is referenced in subsection (o) -

‘below.

(n) General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 Findings. The Successor
Agency transmitted the Plan Amendment‘ to the Planning Departfnent for the Planning
Department;s recommendation concerning the conformity of the Plan Amendment with the

General Plan. In a letter dated May 28, 2015, the Planning Department fou‘nd that the Plan

Amendment is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan and in conformity with the priority

policies in Planning Code Section 1'0'1 .1. A copy of this letter is on file with the Clerk of the
Board in File No. 150435 and incorporated herein by reference. This Board adopts as its own
the findings of the Planning Department that the Plan Amendment is, on balance, consistent

with the General Plan and in co'nformity with Planning Code Section 101.1.

Supervisor Kim
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(o) Successof Agency Commission Action. On April 7, 2015, after holding a duly
noticed bublic hearing in accordance with CRL Section 33452, the Successor Agency '
Commissidh, in Resolﬁtion Nos. 18-2015 and 19-2015, approved the Report to the Board and
made certain findings. It determined, consistent wifh its autho‘rity under Redevelopment
Dissolution Law, that a minor amendment to the Redeve!opment Plan providing that the
maximum.floor plate sizes for general office buildings in Zone One be consistent with the bulk
limits permitted by Sections 270 (Bulk Limits: Measurement) and 272 (Bulk Limits: Special
Exceptions in C-3 Dis{ricts) of the Planning Code, as amended from time to time, for
development within-the C-3-0 District (“Downtown Office”) is necessary and desirable for |
implementation of the Redeveldpment Plan. The Successor Agéncy also addpted the Minor

Plan Amendment. The Successor Age'ncy« has transmitted to the Board of Supervisors

certified copies of these Resolutions and attached its Report to Board. Copies of these

documvents are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 150435 and are incorporated

_herein by reference.

(p) The Board of Supervisors held a public hearing on June 9, 2015, on the adoption of
the Minor Plan Amendment. The heariﬁg has been closed. Notice of such hearing was
published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City once ‘per week for three éuccessive
weeks prior to the date of such hearing in accordance with Redevelopment Law Section
33452. At such heafing the Board considered the report and recommendations of the
Successor Agency Commission, the Planning Department's letter, the Final Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
E)deqsiéanedevelo,pment Project (‘FEIS/EIR”"), and all evidence and tesﬁfnony.regarding the
Plan Amendment. The Board hereby adopts findings to the extent required by the CRL as set
forth in this Section 1. |

(9) California Environmental Quality Act Findings.

Supervisor Kim
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(1) The Board of Supervisbrs, in Motion No. 04-67, affirmed the certification
uﬁder the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) of the FEIS/EIR. Subsequently, tﬁe
Board, in Resolution No. 612-04, adopted CEQA findings that various éctions related to the
Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project complied with

CEQA. As part of this action, the Board imposed mitigation measures, rejected alternatives,

| adopted a statement of overriding benefits, and approved a mitigation monitoring and
“reporting program. Also, the Board, in Ordinance Nos. 124-05 and 99-06, adopted additional
'CEQA findings. The FEIS/EIR expresély contemplated development of commefcial office and

hotel Ljses within the Project Area, including up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-use office and
retail development on Block 5 of Zone One. The Board motion, resolution, and ordinances W
are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File Nos. 040629, 041 079, 050184, and 060347 :
respectively and aré incorporéted herein by reference.

| (2) The Successor Agency has reviewed the FEIS/EIR and the Minor Plan
Amendment and determined that development resulting from the Minor Plan Amendment
requires no additional environmental review pursuant to Sta{e CEQA Guidelines Sections
15180, 1516‘8, 15162, and ‘15163. All enviroﬁmental effects of the Minor Plan Amendmenf
have béen considered and analyzed in the prior FEIS/EIR and subsequent FEIS/EIR Addenda

Nos. 1-6. These documents and supporting administrative record data are on file with the

Successor Agency in its offices at 1 So. Van Ness Avenué, San Francisco, 94102, and are
incorporated herein by reference.

(3) The CEQA findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in

~accordance with CEQA by this Board as set forth above remain adequate, accurate, and

objective.
' (4) The Board has reviewed and considered the CEQA findings that it

previously adopted. It also reviewed and considered the CEQA findings contained in

Supervisor Kim - . , '
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Successor Agency Resolutlon Nos. 18 2015 and 19-2015, and hereby adopts those additional
CEQA flndlngs as its own. The Board addxtlonally finds that : (A) lmplementation of the Plan

Amendment does not require revisions to the FEIS/EIR due to involvement of new significant

‘environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previ_ous'ly identified

significant effects; (B) no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

circumstances under which the project analyzed in the FEIS/EIR will be undertaken that would

require major revisions to the FEIS/EIR due to the involvement of hew significant

environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the -

| FEIS/EIR; and (C) no new information of substantial importance to the project analyzed in the

FEIS/EIR has become available thét would indicate that (i) the Plan Amendfnent will have
significant effects not discussed in the FEIS/EIR; (ii) significant environmental effects will be
substantial‘ly more severe; (iii) mitigation measures or alterﬁatives found not feasible that
would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible; or (iv) mitigation
measures or alterna’uves that are considerably dlfferent from those in the FEIS/EIR will
substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the enwronment Copies of the.

abovementloned resolutions are on file WIth the Clerk of the Board in File No 150435.

Section 2. Purpose and Intent. The purpose and intent of the Boafd'of Supervisors
with respect to the Plan Amendment is to make general office development within Zone One
subject to bulk limits permitted by Sections 270 (Bulk Limits& Measurement) and 272 (Bulk
Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts) of thé Planning Codé, as amended from time fo

time, for development within the C-3-O ("Downtown Office”) Zoning District.

| Supervisor Kim
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Section 3. Plan Incorporation by Reference. The Redevelopment Plan as amended
by this ordinance is'incorporated in and made a part of this ordinance by this reference with

the same force and effect as though set forth fUlly in this ordinance.

Sectién 4. Redevelopment Plan Amendment.

(a) Section 3.5.2 of the Redevelopment Plan is hereby amended to read as follows:

The Zone One Plan Map and the table and text below illustrate the heights and floor
plate sizes permittéd for residential buildings in Zone One. |

Maximum Floor Plates for Residential Buildings

Maximum Floor Plate

Building Height (feet) Size (square feet)
85-250 7,500

251300 10,000

301-350 | 10,500

351-400 11,000

401-450 11,500

451-500 12,000

501-550 - - 13,000

FFor residential towers above 500 feet in total height, the average floor plate size of the
portion of the tower above 350 feet must not exceed 12,000 square feet. Below 85 feet, no

bulk controls will apply.

The bulk controls for residential buildings prescribed in this section have been carefully

considered in relation to the objectives and policies for Zone One of the Project Area. The

Supervisor Kim :
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maximum average floor plate size above 350 feet for residential towers with heights of 501~
550 feet hés been written to conform to the San Francisco Downtown Area Plan. There may
be some exceptionél cases in which the maximum ayerage floor plate above 350 feet for
residential towers with heights of 501-550 feet c.ould, bé permitted to be exceeded. The
Swecessor-Agency Commission may approve exceptions fo this cbntrol provided that the

project sponsors demonstrate that all of the design guidelines for residential towers in the

.Development Controls and Design Guidelines are incorporated into the tower design. In no

case shall residential tower floor plates exceed 13,000 square feet.

For general office buildings in Zone One, the maximum floor plate sizes shall be consistent with

the bulk limits bermitted by Sections 270 (Bulk Limits: Measureme’nt) and 272 (Bulk Limits: Special

Exceptions in C-3 Districts) of the San Francisco Planning CodeLas amended from time to time, for the

C-3-0 District (Downtown Office).

Section 5. Further Findihgs and Determinations ﬁnder Community
Redevelopment Law. The Board of Supervisors hereby makes the following findings,
determinations, and declaratlons based on the record before i, lncludlng but not limited to
information contained in the Report to the Board.

(a) The purpose of the Plan Amendment is to facilitate on Block 5 of the Project Area,
general office use that is already pérmitted under the Redevelopment Plan and the
Development Controls. ' | A

(b) Although significant improvements have occurred in the Project Area since
adoption of the Redevelopment Plan, most of Block 5 remains an undeveloped ahdblighted
aréa currently used for surface parking and storage. The Plan Amendment will alleviate the
advérse physical and économic conditions dn Block 5 by maximizing developable square feet,

creating an efficient and leasable general office building.

Supervisor Kim
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(c) The Plan Amendmeht will redevelop the Project Area as set forth in the Report to

the Board in conformity with Redevelopment Law and promote the public peace, health,

-safety, and welfare.

(d) The adoption and carrying out of the Plan Amendment is economically sound and
feasible as described in the Report to the Board. Private enterprise will finance the
commercial d'evelopment on Block 5. The Plan Amendment-does not propose any new
Successor Agency capital expendi’;urés, involve any néw indebtedness or financial obligatioq
of the Successor Agency, or change the Successor Agency’s overall me{hod of ﬁnancihg the
redevelopmént of the Project Area.

(e) For the reasons set forth in subsection (n) of Section 1 above, the Plan
Amendment is consistent with the General Plan of the City and County of San Frahcisco and
in conformity with the priority policies in City Planning Code Section 101.1. .

() The Plan Amendment does not authorize the condemnation of real property.

(g) The Plan Amendment does not displace any occupants of housing in the Project
Area and thus no residential relocation plan is required.

(h) There are .no non-contiguous afeas in the Project Area.

(i) The Plan Amendment does not change the boundaries of the Project Area.

() The elimination of blight and redevelopment of the Project Area could not be
reasonably expected to be accomplished by private enterprise acting.alone without the
application of the approbriate land use controls. |

(k) The Project Area is predominanily urbanized, as deﬁn_ed by Redevelopment Law
Section 33320.1(b). |

() The Plan Amendment changes neither the Redevelopment Plan’s time limitationv nor

its limitation on the number of dollars to be allocated to the Successor Agency.

Supervisor Kim . ]
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Section 6. Official Plan. As required by Section’fé’ 33457.1 and 33367 of the CRL, the
Board of Supetrvisors hereby approves and adopts the Redevelopment Plan, as amended by
the Plan Amendment, as the official Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area. A copy of the Plan is in Clerk of the Board File Nos. 050134, 060347. A copy of
the Plan Amendment is in Clerk of the Board File Nb. 150435. These documents afe

incorporated herein by reference.

Section 7. Continued Effect of Previous Ordinances as Amended. Ordinance

Nos. 124-05 and 99-06 remain in full force and effect as amended by this ordinance.

Section 8. Transmittal of Plan as Amended. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
shall (a) transmit a copy of this drdinance to the Successor Agency, whereupon the
Successor Agency shall bé vested with the respohsibility for carrying out the Redevelopment
Plan as amended, and (b) ;ecord or ensure that the Successor Agency records a notice of the
approval and adoption of the Plan Amendme'nt pursuant to this ordinance, containing a
statement that the pfoceedings for the redevelopment of the Project Area pursuant to the Plan

Amendment have been instituted under the CRL.

Section 9. Ratification of Prior and Subsequent Acts. All actions heretofore taken

by the officers and agents of the City and the Successor Agency Commission in preparing

1 and submitting the Plan Am'endmeht to the Board of Supervisors for review and consideration,

- as consistent with the doéuments herein and this ordinance, are hereby ratified and

confirmed, and the Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes all subsequent action to be taken
by City officials and the Successor Agency Commission consistent with this ordinance. Any

such actions are solely intended to further the purposes of the ordinance, and are subject in

Supervisor Kim
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all respects fo the terms of the ordinance, and any such action cannot increase the risk to the
City, or require the City to spend any resources, and witﬁin 30 days of thé documents
approved by this ordinance receiving final approvals, such final documents (showing marked
changes, if any) shall be provided to the Clerk of the Board, for inclusion in the official file,
together with a brief explanation of any changeé from the date of the adoption of this

ordinance.

Section 10. Effective Date. In accordance with Sections 33378(b)(2) and 33450 of
the CRL, this Ordinance shall become effective 90 days after enactment. Enactment occurs
when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not
sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the

Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.’

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

L& M‘
“Heidi J. Geweriz T ‘
Deputy City Attorney
nspec\as2015\1500440\01019420.docx

By

Supervisor Kim
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FILE NO. 150435

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Redevelopment Plan Amendment - Transbay Redevelopment Project Area] |

Ordinance approving a minor amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area to provide bulk limits for general office buildings in Zone
‘One; and making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, and findings
of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,

Section 101.1.

Existing Law _ 5

The Board of Supervisors approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Redevelopment Plan”) by Ordinance Nos. 124-05 and No. 99-
06. The Redevelopment Plan provides for the redevelopment of former freeway and Transbay
Terminal parcels into a new mixed-use neighborhood south of Market Street in a portion of
downtown San Francisco that will include the multi-modal Transit Center, over 3,800 housing
units (with 36 percent affordable), more than 3 million square feet of commercial space, and
open space. The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Project Area”) and divides the Project Area into two subareas:
Zone One, in which the Redevelopment Plan defines the land uses, and Zone Two, in which
the San Francisco Planning Code applies.

Amendments to Current Law

The ordinance would authorize a minor amendment to the Redevelopment Plan providing that
the maximum floor plate sizes for general office-buildings in Zone One of the Project Area
shall be consistent with the bulk limits permitted by San Francisco Planning Code Sections
270 (Bulk Limits: Measurement) and 272 (Bulk Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts), as
amended from time to time, for development within the C-3-O District (Downtown Office). The
legislation also would adopt findings under the California Environmental Quality Act and
findings of consistency with the City’'s General Plan and the priority policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1.

Backaground Information

The application of San Francisco Planning Code standards for bulk restrictions to general
office development in Zone One of the Project Area will authorize an efficient and leasable
general office building on Block 5, the only undeveloped area in Zone One where an office
building is permitted. The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, as the
Successor Agency to the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, has determined that
a general office building consistent with the goals of the Redevelopment Plan is the preferred

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 441 _ Page 1




FILE NO. 150435

~ scenario on a portion of the publicly owned land on Block 5 of the Project Area. The Minor
Plan Amendment will affect only Block 5. In all other respects, the land use controls of the
Redevelopment Plan will remain in effect.

n:\legana\as2015\1500773\01011614.doc
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ON THE MINOR AMENDMENT TO
THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

Prepared By:

. The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure,
as the Successor Agency to the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency

March 31, 2015
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ON THE MINOR AMENDMENT .
TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

INTRODUCTION

The Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco,
commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (“Successor
Agency” or “OCII”), has prepared this Report to the Board of Supervisors (“Report™) on the
proposed Minor Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (“Minor Amendment”).’

The Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Redevelopment Plan™)
already authorizes the development of office uses on specific sites within Zone One of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Zone One”), but does not provide the appropriate bulk
limits for office development. Instead, the bulk controls established in the Redevelopment Plan
for Zone One are appropriate for residential buildings. Notably, the Development Controls and
Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (2005) (“Development Controls”),
which were adopted by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
(“Redevelopment Agency”) at the same time that it approved the Redevelopment Plan, provide
the appropriate bulk limits for the Zone One office sites. The Minor Amendment would resolve
the inconsistency between the Redevelopment Plan and the Development Controls by clarifying
that the bulk controls for general office development in Zone One are those based on the C-3-O
~ District (Downtown Office). The Minor Amendment thus makes no substantial change in the
* authorized land uses under the Redeveloprnent Plan and merely fulfills the intent of the Board of
Supervisors in adopting the ordinances approving the Redevelopment Plan, Ordinance Nos. 124-
05 (June 23, 2005) and 99-06 (May 19, 2006).

This Report has been prepared pursuant to the provisions' of the California Commumty '
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq., “CRL"), which govern the
land use authority of the Successor Agency under existing redevelopment plans. Section 33457.1
of the CRL describes the information that the Successor Agency must provide to the Board of
Superv1sors for its consideration of a minor amendment to a redevelopment plan:

“To the extent warranted by a proposed amendment to a redevelopment plan,
(1) the ordinance adopting an amendment to a redevelopment plan shall contain
the findings required by Section 33367 and (2) the reports and information
required by Section 33352 shall be prepared and made available to the public
prior to the hearing on such amendment.”

The Minor Amendment proposes technical clarifications that do not substantially change the
Redevelopment Plan and therefore the CRL- only requires a limited amount of information to be
contained in this Report.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE MINOR AMENDMENT

Background

The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (“Project Area”), and divides the Project Area into two subareas: Zone One, in
which the Redevelopment Plan defines land uses, and Zone Two, in which the Planning Code .
applies. An agreement between the Successor Agency and the Planning Department provides
that the Planning Department shall administer generally the Planning Code for development in
Zone 2 and acknowledges the authority of the Successor Agency under the Redevelopment Plan
to administer and enforce the land use requirements for property in Zone One. Delegation
Agreement between the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Planning Department for
the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (May 3, 2005). Zone One consists primarily of former
_state-owned parcels that the State of California, acting through its Department of Transportation,
has transferred to the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (“TJPA”) or the City and County of San
Francisco (“City”) under a Cooperative Agreement (July 11, 2003). Under an Option Agreement
for the Purchase and Sale of Real Property by and between the City, TJPA, and the
Redevelopment Agency (Jan. 31, 2008), the Successor Agency is obligated to acquire and
convey parcels in Zone One for private and public development. Both the sales proceeds and
future property tax revenues generated by private development in Zone One.are committed to
funding the Transbay Transit Center.

The Redevelopment Plan and ancillary land use controls, including the Development Controls,
_ already authorize the development of general office uses on specific sites within Zone One.
Specifically, Section 3.3.1 of the Redevelopment Plan expressly authorizes the development of
general office uses within Zone One in areas (1) north of Howard Street, and (2) north of Folsom
Street and west of Ecker Street. This comprises a small area of Zone One, limited to portions of
two city blocks, i.e. Blocks 5 and 10, as shown in Figure 1. The Minor Amendment, however,
will only affect Block 5. Tt will not have a practical effect on Block 10, which is located north of
Folsom and west of Ecker. The Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Streetscape & Open
Space Concept Plan (November 21, 2006) specifies that the western portion of Block 10, which
is part of Assessor’s Block 3736, Lot 018, must be developed as open space. The eastern portion
" of Block 10, Assessor’s Block 3736, Lot 156, is already developed with an office use and has a
height limit of 85 feet under the Redevelopment Plan.

The Development Controls (a companion document to the Redevelopment Plan providing
detailed land use controls within Zone One) implement the Redevelopment Plan’s authorization
for the development of office uses within Zone One and provide additional guidance for the
development of Block 5. The Development Controls state that “In the event that the commercial
land use alternative is applied to Block Five ... the development density for such development
shall be that of the downtown commercial C-3-O district in the Planning Code.”! Unfortunately,
the Redevelopment Plan contains language 1mpos1ng inappropriate bulk limits on commercial
development in Block 5.

! San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Development Controls and Deszgn Guidelines for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project, 2005, pgs. 10 and 22.
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Purpose of Minor Amendment

The Minor Amendment will update Section 3.5.2 of the Redevelopment Plan, which provides

general building height and floor plate requirements. The Minor Amendment will provide that

the maximum floor plate sizes for general office buildings in Zone One shall be consistent with

the bulk limits permitted by San Francisco Planning Code Sections 270 (Bulk Limits:

Measurement) and 272 (Bulk Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts), as amended from time

to time, for development within the C-3-O District (Downtown Office). This Minor Amendment

merely corrects the language of the existing Redevelopment Plan for consistency with the -
Development Controls. In all other respects, the land use controls of the Redevelopment Plan for

Zone One will remain in effect.

As described above, the entire block bounded by Natoma, Howard, Beale and Main Streets

(“Block 5”) is the only undeveloped block in Zone One that would be affected by the Minor

Amendment; the other undeveloped blocks in Zone One are planned for residential, mixed-use,

or open space. Refer to Figure 1 for the location of Block 5. The Development Controls include

two alternative scenarios for Block 5, residential development or commercial development. The

Development Controls further provide that the commercial development alternative may be -
exercised if the Successor Agency determines that economic conditions create a strong -
preference for commercial development over residential development. OCII has determined that
a general office building consistent with the goals of the Redevelopment Plan is the preferred
scenario on a portion of the publicly owned land on Block 5, with the required pubhc open space
to be built on publicly owned land near the general office building. Refer to Figure 2 for the
locations of the general office building (Parcel N1) and the open space on pubhcly owned land
(Parcels N3 and Ml)

SCOPE OF THE REPORT

‘In accordance with Section 33457.1 of the CRL, this Report contains only the information
required by Section 33352 of the CRL that is warranted by the Minor Amendment. Because the
Minor Amendment as described above is limited to the clarification of bulk controls-applicable
to general office development in Zone One of the Project Area and affecting only one currently-
undeveloped block, the contents of this Report are limited to the following:

» The reason for the Minor Amendment (subsection (a) of Section 33352 of the CRL);

e Description of how the Minor Amendment will improve or alleviate blighting conditions
(subsection (b) of Section 33352 of the CRL);

 The proposed method of financing the redevelopment of the Project Area as apphcable to
the Minor Amendment (subsection (e) of Section 33352 of the CRL);

' The Planning Department’s determination regarding conformity of the Minor .
Amendment to the General Plan, as required by Section 4.105 of the San Francisco
Charter;

o The report on the environmental review required by Section 21151 of the Public .
Resources Code as applicable to the Minor Amendment (subsection (k) of Section 33352
of the CRL); and

e The neighborhood impact report (subsection (m) of Sect1on 33352 of the CRL).
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FIGURE 1 — Blocks Authorized for Devélopment of General Office Uses within Zone One

11 . |
=
&
5
8
B
2
}k | DA T s
: S |
300 ft.
Block 1
FOLEOM & -
Block {
85 .
‘ 2 = B g %
. bl e . 2
2 2 I % 3
[ : g ) 5 0
o : 3 xn E.' ]
4 ) B
2.
TAHSINA o
B
. . '
A " _ ™% 20ne Cs - Trarishay Souiiown Resenlal
B HARRISOH-STREET Zone Twu-Trensty ©3
T YN 3 -~ [F05%] Zone One Maxmum Helghts =1
12
& @ ; ] |
NN

Project Location



 Figure 2 — Transbay Block 5 (Assessor’s Block 3718)
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The Minor Amendment does not alter the Project Area boundaries, change ﬁnancing limits,
extend thé Redevelopment Plan’s duration or add significant projects. In approving the
Redevelopment Plan in 2005 and 2006, the former Redevelopment Agency and the Board of
Supervisors relied on information about the conditions of physical and economic blight within
the Project Area, the need for tax increment financing to carry out redevelopment in the Project
Area, and other factors justifying the establishment of the Project Area. The Minor Amendment
does not alter the blight and financial determinations made at the time the Project Area was
originally adopted, but rather provides an effective approach for alleviating blight and promoting
the financial feasibility of the Redevelopment Plan.

Section 33385 of the CRL did not require the formation of a Project Area Committee (“PAC”)
prior to the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan because a substantial number of low- and
moderate-income households did not reside in the Project Area and the Redevelopment Plan
provided neither the public acquisition of residential property nor public projects that would
displace a substantial number of low- and moderate- income persons. The Minor Amendment
does not trigger the need for a PAC because it does not provide for the acquisition of, or the
authorization of public projects on, property occupied by low- and moderate-income persons.

The Minor Amendment does not contemplate changes in the specific goals, objectives or -
expenditures of OCI for the Project Area.

THE REASON FOR THE MINOR AMENDMENT (CRL §33352(2))

The purpose of the Minor Amendment is to facilitate, on Block 5 of the Project Area, general
office use that was already permitted under the Redevelopment Plan. See Section 3.3.1 of the
Redevelopment Plan (permitting general office uses in Zone 1 north of Folsom Street). The-
. following Redevelopment Project Objectives, as described in Section 2.1 of the Redevelopment
Plan, would be furthered by the adoption of the Minor Amendment:

A. Eliminating blighting influences;

D. Replanning, redesigning and developing undeveloped and underdeveloped areas that are
improperly utilized; ,

E. Providing flexibility on. the development of the Project Area to respond readily and
appropriately to market conditions; and

H. Strengthening the economic base of the Project Area and the community by strengthening
commercial functions in the Project Area.

DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE MINOR AMENDMENT WILL IMPROVE OR
ALLEVIATE BLIGHT (CRL §33352(b))

As originally described in the 2005 Report on the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project, the Project Area exhibited substantial and prevalent blighting conditions
as defined under the CRL. Although significant improvements have occurred in the Project Area,
most of Block 5 remains undeveloped and is currently used for surface parking and storage. The
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Minor Amendment will alleviate the adverse physical and economic conditions on Block 5 by
maximizing developable square feet, creating an efficient and leasable general office building,
and mamtammg the desired neighborhood characteristics. - :

' PROPOSED METHOD OF FINANCING / ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY OF
AMENDMENT (CRL §33352(e))

- The Minor Amendment does not propose any new capital expenditures by OCII, involve any
new indebtedness or financial obligation of OCII, or change OCII's overall method of financing
the redevelopment of the Project Area. Rather, private enterprise will finance the commercial
development on Block 5. Existing agreements require the TJPA to convey a portion of Block 5
to OCII for development and pledge the sales proceeds and future tax increment from the site to
the TIPA’s construction of the Transbay Transit Center. See the Option Agreemeént (2008) and
Transbay Redevelopment Project Tax Increment Allocation and Sales Proceeds Pledge
Agreement (2008) by and between the City and County of San Francisco, TJPA, and
Redevelopment Agency. OCII will continue, however, to use tax increment revenue and funds
from all other available sources to carry out its enforceable obligations to pay for. the costs of
public infrastructure in the Project Area. The change in bulk restrictions applicable to general
office development is intended to maximize developable square feet and create an efficient and
leasable general office building, which would generate more property taxes and consequently
" more tax increment than the existing, undeveloped conditions.

REPORT OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION/DEPARTMENT
(CRL §33352(h))

Neither the CRL nor local law requires formal Planning Commission review for a minor,
technical redevelopment plan amendment that is consistent with the General Plan. Cal. Health &
Safety Code § 33453; San Francisco Administrative Code § 2A.53 (¢). OCII has referred the
Minor Amendment to the Planning Department for its report regarding conformity of the Minor
Amendment with the General Plan in accordance with the requirements of Section 4.105 of the
San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative Code. The Planning
Department’s determination regarding conformity of the Minor Amendment to the General Plan
will be incorporated in a supplemental report to the Board of Supervisors upon receipt.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (CRL §33352(k))

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco affirmed, by Motion No. 04-
67 (June 15, 2004), the certification of the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project (“Project”), which included the Redevelopment Plan.

Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors adopted, by Resolution No. 612-04 (Oct. 7, 2004),
findings that various actions related to the Project complied with the California Environmental
Quality Act. The FEIS/EIR expressly contemplated the development of commercial office and
hotel uses within the Redevelopment Project Area, mcludmg up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-
use office and retail development on Block 5 of Zone One.* With assistance from the Planning

2 FEIS/EIR, pg. 2-47.

450



Department, OCII has reviewed the FEIS/EIR and the Minor Amendment and determined that
development resulting from the Minor Amendment requires no additional environmental review
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15168, 15162, and 15163. All
environmental effects of the Minor Amendment have been con51dered and analyzed in the prior
environmental FEIS/EIR, and FEIS/EIR Addenda Nos. 1 through 6. :

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT (CRL §33352(m))

At the time of Redevelopment Plan adoption, the Project Area did not contain low- or moderate-
income housing. Since then, the Successor Agency has started implementing the affordable
housing requirements under Assemibly Bill No. 812 (Chapter 99, Statutes of 2003, codified at
California Public Resources Code Section 5027.1) (“AB 812”). These requirements are
incorporated into existing enforceable obligations that survived the dissolution of the
Redevelopment Agency. Under the obligation, at least 25 percent of all dwelling units developed
within the Project Area shall be available at affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons
and families whose incomes do not exceed 60 percent of the area median income, and an
additional 10 percent of all dwelling units developed within the Project Area shall be available at
affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and families whose incomes do not exceed
120 percent of the area median income (the “Transbay Affordable Housing Obligation™). -

The anticipated number of housing units to be built in the Project Area is approximately 3,849
units, of which 1,399 (or 36 percent) will be affordable. The means of financing the low- and
moderate-income housing units are tax increment financing, revenue from the sales of public
properties within the Project Area, and development fees.

Currently, one affordable housing project consisting of 120 units that the former Redevelopment
Agency funded and approved, by Resolution No. 10-2011 (Feb. 15, 2011) has been completed
and is now occupied by formerly homeless households at 25 Essex Street in the Project Area.
The Minor Amendment, by facilitating office development at a site already designated for this
use, will not adversely affect the physical and social quality of the neighborhood. The Minor
Amendment will not cause the destruction or removal of housing units from the low- and
moderate-income housmg market and will not cause the displacement of low- or moderate-
income.

Moreover, the office development will be subject to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, as

described in Section 5.9.2 of the Redevelopment Plan and Section 413 of the Planning Code, and
will provide significant funding for the development of affordable housing in the Project Area.
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ON THE MINOR AMENDMENT
TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

INTRODUCTION

The Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco,
commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (“Successor
Agency” or “OCII™), has prepared this Report to the Board of Supervisors (“Report”) on the
proposed Minor Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (“Minor Amendment™).

The Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Redevelopment Plan™)
already authorizes the development of office uses on specific sites within Zone One of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Zone One”), but does not provide the appropriate bulk -
limits for office develppment. Instead, the bulk controls established in the Redevelopment Plan
for Zone One are appropriate for residential buildings. Notably, the Development Controls. and
Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (2005) (“Development Controls™),
which were adopted by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
(“Redevelopment Agency”) at the same time that it approved the Redevelopment Plan, provide
the appropriate bulk limits for the Zone One office sites. The Minor Amendment would resolve
the inconsistency between the Redevelopment Plan and the Development Controls by clarifying
that the bulk confrols for general office development in Zone One are those based on the C-3-O
District (Downtown Office). The Minor Amendment thus makes no substantial change in the
authorized land uses under the Redevelopment Plan and merely fulfills the intent of the Board of

- Supervisors in adopting the ordinances. approving the Redevelopment Plan, Ordinance Nos. 124~
05 (June 23, 2005) and 99-06 (May 19, 2006). '

This Report has been prepared pursuant to the provisions of the California Community
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq., “CRL”), which govern the
land use authority of the Successor Agency under existing redevelopment plans. Section 33457.1
of the CRL describes the information that the Successor Agency must provide to the Board of
Supemsors for its cons1derat10n of a minor amendment to a1edevelopment plan

“To the -extent Warranted by a proposed amendment to a redevelopment plan,
(1) the ordinance adopting an-amendment to a redevelopment plan shall contain
the findings required by Section 33367 and (2) the reports and information
required by Section 33352 shall be prepared and made available to the: public
priot to the hearing ort such amendment.”

"The Minor Amendment proposes technical clarifications that do not substantially change the

Redevelopment Plan and therefore the CRL only requires a hmlted amount of information to be
contained in this Report.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE MINOR AMENDMENT

Background

The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Transbay ‘Redevelopment ‘
Project Area (“Project Area”), and divides the. Project Area into two subareas: Zone One; in
which the Redevelopment Plan defines land uses, and Zone Two, in which the Planning Code
applies. An agreement between the Successor Agency and the Planning Department provides
that the Planning Department shall administer generally the Planning Code for development in
Zone 2 and acknowledges the authority of the Successor Agency under the Redevelopment Plan
to administer and enforce the land use requirements for property in Zone One. Delegation
Agreement betweei the San Franciseo Redevelopment Agency and the Planning Department for
the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (Mdy 3, 2005). Zone One consists primarily of former
state-owned parcels that the State of California, acting through its Department of Transportation,
has transferred to the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (“TJPA”) or the City and County of San
. “Francisco (“City”) under a Cooperative Agreement (July 11,2003). Under an Option Agreement
for the Purchase and Sale of Real Property by and betweer the City, TIPA, and the
Redevelopment Agency (Jan. 31, 2008), the Successér Agency is obligated to acquire ‘and
convey parcels in Zone One for private and public development. Both the sales proceeds. and
fiyture property tax revenues generated by private development in Zone One are committed to
funding the Transbay Transit Center. :

The Redevelopment Plan and ancillary land use conttols, including the Development Controls,
~ already authorize the development of general office uses on specific sites within Zone One.
. Specifically; Section 3.3.1 of the Redevelopment Plan expressly authorizes the development of

 general office uses within Zone One in areas (1) north of Howard Street, and (2) nerth of Folsom
Street and west of Ecker Street. This comprises a small area of Zone One, limited to portions of
two city blocks, i.e. Blocks 5 and 10, as shown in Figure 1. The Minor Amendment, however,
will only affect Block 5. It will not have a practical effect on Block 10, which is located north of
Folsom and west of Ecker. The Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Streetscape & Open
Space Concept-Plan (November 21, 2006) specifies that the western portion of Block 10, which
is part of Assessor’s Block 3736, Lot 018, must be developed as open space. The eastern portion
of Block 10, Assessor’s Block 3736, Lot 156, is alteady developed with an office use and has a
height limit of 85 feet under the Redevelopment Plan

The Development Controls (ﬁ companion document to the Redevelopment Plan providing
detailed land use controls within Zone One) implement the Redevelopment Plan’s authorization
for the development of office uses within Zene One and provide additional guidance for the
development of Block 5. The Development Controls state that “I the event that the commercial
land use alternative is. applied to Block Five ... the development density for such development
shall be that of the downtown commercial C-3- O district in the Planning Code.”’ Unfortunately,
the Redevelopment Plan contains language imposing inappropriste bulk limits on commercial
development in Block 5.

! Sen Francisco Redevelopment - Agency, Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay
Redevelopment Praject, 2005, pgs. 10 and 22,
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Purpose of Minor Amendment

- The Minor Amendment will update Section 3.5.2 of the Redevelopment Plan, which provides
general building height and floor plate requirements. The Minor Amendment will provide that
the maximum floor plate sizes for general office buildings in Zone One shall be consistent with -
the bulk limits permitted by San Francis¢d Plannihg Code Sections 270 (Bulk Limits:
Measurement) and 272 (Bulk Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts), as amended from time
to time, for development within the C-3-O District (Downtown Office), This Minor Amendment
merely corrects the language of the existing Redevelopment Plan for consistency with the
Development Controls. In all other respects, the land use controls of the Redevelopment Plan for
Zone One will remain in effect.

.As described above, the entire block bounded by Natoma, Howard, Beale and Main Streets
(“Block 5”) is the only undeveloped block in Zone. One that woeuld be affected by the Minor
Amendment; the other undeveloped blocks in Zone One are. planned for residential, mixed-use,
or open space. Refer to Figure 1 for the location of Block 5. The Development Controls include
two alternative scenarios for Block 5, residential development or commercial development. The
Development Controls further provide that the commercial development alternative may be
exercised if the Successor Agency determines that economic conditions create a strong
preference for commercial development over residential development. OCII has determined that -
a general office building consistent with the goals of the Redevelopment Plan is the preferred
scenario on a portion of the publicly owned land on Block 5, with the required public open space
to be built on publicly owned land near the general office building, Refer to Figure 2 for the
loeations of the general office building (Parcel N1) and the open space on publicly owned land
(Parcels N3 and M1).

SCOPE OF THE REPORT

In accordance with Section 33457.1 of the CRL, this Report contains only the information
required by Section 33352 of the CRL that is warranted by the Minor Amendment. Because the
Minor Amendment as described above is limited to the clarification of builk controls applicable:
to general office development in Zone One of the Project Area and affecting only one currently-
undeveloped block, the contents of thls Report are hmlted to the following:

The reason for the Minor Amendment (subsectlon (a) of Section 33352 of the CRL)

e Description of how the Minor Amendment will improve or alleviate blighting conditiens.
(subsection (b) of Section 33352 of the CRL);

"o The proposed method of financing the redevelopment of the Project Area as applicableto
.the Minor Amendment (subsection (€) of Section 33352 of the CRL);

e The Planning Department’s determination regarding conformity of the Minor
Amendment to the General Plan as required by Section 4 105 of the San Francisco
Charter;

e The report-on the env1ronmenta1 review requited by Section 21151 of the Public
Resources Code as applicable to the Minor Amendment (subsection (k) of Section 33352
of the CRL); and o

e Theneighborhood impact report (subsection (m) of Section 33352 of the CRL).
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FIGURE 1 — Blocks Authorized for Develmeent of General Office Uses within Zone One
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The Minor Amendment does not alter the Project Area boundaries, change financing limits,
extend the. Redevelopment Plan’s duration or add significant projects. In approving the
Redevelopment Plan in 2005 and 2006, the former Redevelopment Agency and the Boatd of
Supervisors relied on inforrnation about’ the -conditions of physical and economic blight within
the Project Area, the need for tax incfement financing to carry out redévelopment in the Project
Area, and other factors justifying the establishment: of the Project Area, The Minor Amendment
does not alter the blight. and financial determinations made at the time the Project Area was
originally adopted, but rather provides an effective approach for alleviating blight and promoting
the financial feasibility of the Redevelopment Plan.

Section 33385 of the CRL did not require the formation of a Project Area’ Committee (“PAC™)
prior to.the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan because a substantial number of low- and
moderate-income. households did not reside in the Project Area and the Redevelopment Plan
provided neither the public acquisition of residential property nor public- projects that would
displace a substantial number 6f low- and moderate- incothe persons. The Minor Amendment
does not trigger the need for a PAC because it does not provide for the acquisition of, or the
authorization of public projects on, property occupied by low- and moderate-income persons.

The Minor Aimendment does not contemplate changes in the specific goals, objectives or
expenditures of OCII for the Project Area.

THE REASON FOR THE MINOR AMENDMENT (CRL §33352(a))

The purpose of the Minor Amendment is to famhtate on Block 5 of the Project Area, general
office use that was already permltted under the Rcdevelopment Plan. See Section 3.3.1 of the
Redevelopment Plan (permitting -general office uses in Zone 1 north of Folsom Street). The
following Redevelopment Project Objectives, as described in Section 2.1 of the Redevelopment
Plan, would be furthered by the adoption of the Minor Amendment:

A. Eliminating blighting influences;

D. Replaniing, redesigning and developing undcveloped and underdeveloped areas that are
improperly utilized; :

E.  Providing ﬂembmty on the development of the PrOJect Area to -respond readily and
appropriately to market conditions; and

H. Strengthening the economie base of the Project Area and the community by strengthening
commercial functions in the Project Area. :

. DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE MINOR AMENDMENT WILL IMPROVE OR
ALLEVIATE BLIGHT (CRL §33352(b))

As originally described in the 20'05 Report on the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project, the Project Area exhibited substantial and prevalent blighting conditions
as defined under the CRL. Although significant improvements have occurred in the Project Area,
most of Block 5 remains undeveloped and is currently used for surface parking and storage. The
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Minor Amendment will alleviate the adverse physical and economic conditions on Block 5 by
maximizing develppable square feet, creating an efficient and leasable general office building,
and maintainirig-the desired neighborhood charac;teristics. :

PROPOSED METHOD OF FINANCING / ECONOMIC FEASTBILITY OF
 AMENDMENT (CRL §33352(¢)

The Minor Amendment does mot propose any new cap1ta1 expenditures by OCII, involve any
new indebtédness or financial obligation of QCII, or change OCII*s overall method of financing
the redevelopment of the Project Area. Rather, private erterprise will finance the commercial
development on Block 5. Existing agreements require the TIPA to ¢onvey a portion of Block 5
to OCI! for developmeit and pledge the sales proceeds. and future fax increment from the site to
the TJPA’s construetion .of the Transbay Transit Center. See the Option Agreement (2008) and
Transbay Redevelopment Project Tax Increment Allocation and Sales Proceeds Pledge
Agreement (2008) by and between the City and County of San Francisco, TJPA, and
Redevelopment Agency. OCIH will continue, however, to use tax increment revenue and funds -
from all other available sources to carry out its enforceable obligations to pay: for the costs of
public infrastructure in the Prdject Avea. The change in. bulk restrictions applicable to. general
office development is intended to maximize developable square feet and create-an efficient and
leasable general office building, which would generate more property: taxes and consequently
more tax increment than the existing, undeveloped cenditions,

REPORT OF THE PLANNING COM],V.[ISSION/DEPARTMENT
(CRL §33352(h))

Neither the CRL nor local law requires formal Planning Commission review for a minor,
technical redevelopment plan amendment that is consistent with the General Plan. Cal. Health &
- Safety Code § 33453; San Francisco Administrative Code § 2A.53 (e). OCII has referred the
Minor Amendment to the Planning Department for its report regarding conformity of the Minor
Amendment with the Genetal Plan in accordance with the requirements of Section 4.105 of the
San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative Code. The Planning
Department’s determination regarding conformity of the Minor Amendment to the General Plan
will be incorporated i m a supplemental report to the Board of Supervisors upon recelpt

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (CRL §33352(k))

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco afﬁrmed by Motlon No. 04~
67 (June 15, 2004), the certification of the Final Environmenta] Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project (“Project™), which included the Redevelopment Plan.
Subsequently, the Board of Supeivisors adepted, by Resolution No. 612-04. (Oct. 7, 2004),
findings that various actions related to the Project complied with the California Environmental
Quality Act. The FEIS/EIR expressly contemplated the development of commercial office and .
hotel uses within the Redevelopment Project Area, including up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-
use office and retail development on Block 5 of Zone One.” With assistance from the Planning

? FEIS/EIR, pg. 2-47.
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Department; OCII has reviewed the FEIS/EIR and the Minor- Amendment and determined that
development resulting from the: Minor Amendment requires no additional environmental review
purspant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15168, 15162, and 15163. All
environmental effects of the Minor Amendment have been considered and analyzed in the prior
environmerital FEIS/EIR, and FEIS/EIR Addenda Nos. 1 through 6.

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT (CRL §33352(m))

At the time of Redevelopment Plan adoption, the Project Area did not contain low- or moderate-
income Housing, Since then, the Suceessor Agency has started implementing the. affordable
housing requirements under Assembly Bill No. 812 (Chapter 99, Statutes of 2003, codified at
California Public Resources Code Section 5027.1) (“AB 812”) These requirements are
incorporated into existing enforceable obligations that survived the dissolution of the
Redevelopment Agency. Under the obligation, at least 25 percent of all dwelling units developed
within the Project Area shall be available at affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, petsons
and families whose incomes do not exceed 60 percent of the area median income, and an
additional 10 percent of all dwelling units developed within the Project Area shall be available at
affordable housing cost te, and occupied by, persons and families whose incomes do not exceed
120 percent of the area median income (the “Transbay Affordable Housing Obligation™).

The anticipated number of housing units to be built in the Project Area is approximately 3,849
units, of which 1,399 (or 36 percent) will be affordable. The means of financing the low- and
miodetate-income housing units are tax increment financing, revenue from the sales of public
properties within the Project Area; and development fees.

Currently, one affordable housing project consisting of 120 units that the former Redevelopment
Agency finded and approved, by Resolution No. 10-2011 (Feb. 15, 2011) has been completed
atid is now occupied by formerly homeless households at 25 Essex Street in the Project Area.

The Minor Amendment, by facilitating office development at a site already designated for this
use, will not adversely dffect the physical and social quality of the neighborhood. The Minor
Amendment will not cause the destruction or removal of housing units from the low- and
moderate-income housing market and will niot cause the displacement of low- or moderate-
income. :

Moreover, the office development will be subject to thé Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, as

described in'Section 5:9.2 of the Redevelopment Plan and Section 413 of the Planning Code, and
will provide significant funding for the development of affordable housing in the Project Area.
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Department, OCII has reviewed the FEIS/EIR and the Minor Amendment and determined that
development resulting from the Minor Amendment requires ne additional environmental review
pursuant to State CEQA. Guidelines Sections 15180, 15168, 15162, and 15163. All
environmental effects of the Minor Amendment have been considered and analyzed in the prior
environmental FEIS/EIR, and FEIS/EIR Addenda Nos. 1 through 6.

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT (CRL §33352(m))

At the time of Redevelopment Plan adoption, the Project Area did niot contain low--or moderate-
income housing. Since then, the Suecessor Agency has started implementing the affordable
housing requirements under Assembly Bill No. 812 (Chapter 99, Statutes of 2003, codified at
California Public Resources Code Section: 5027.1) (“AB 812”). These requirements are
incorporated into existing enforceable ebligations that survived the dissolution of the
Redevelopment Agency. Under the obligation, at least 25 percent of all dwelling units developed
within the Project Area shall be available at affordable housing costto, and occup1ed by, persons
and families whose incomes do mot exceed 60 percent of the area median income, and an
additional 10 percent of all dwelling units developed within the Project Area shall be available at
affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and families whose. incomes do not exeeed
120 percent of the area median income (the “Transbay Affordable Housing Obligation”

The anticipated number of housing units to be built in the Project Area is approximately 3,849
units, of which 1,399 (or 36 percent) will be affordable. The means of financing the Iow- and
moderate-income housing units are tax increment financing, revenue from the sales of public
properties within the. Prq] ect Area, and development fees.

) Cm*renﬂy, one.affordable housing project consisting of 120 units that the former Redevelopment
Agency funded and approved, by Resolution No. 10-2011 (Feb. 15, 2011) has been completed
and is now occupied by formerly hompeless households at 25 Essex Street in the Project Area.
The Minor Amendment, by facilitating office- development at a site already. designated for this
‘use, will not adversely affect the physical and social quality of the neighborhood. The Minor
Amendment will not cause the destruction or removal of housing units from the low- and
moderate-income housing market and will not cause the displacement of low- or moderate-
‘incorme.

. Moreover, the office development will be subject to the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, as
described in Section. 5.9.2 of the Redevelopment Plan and Section.413 ef the Planning Code, and
will provide significant funding for the development of affordable housing in the Project Area.
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e PUBLIC INOTICES

San Mareo County: 650-556-1556
San Feancisco CaiL: 415-314-1835

San Faancisco Exartiner o DALy Crry INDErENDENT » San Mareo Weekty » Reowoop Ciry Thisune o Enoumen-BurLeniv o Foster Crry Procress o Mitcsnae - San Bruno Sun o Bourinye & Viviacer

GOVERNMENT

NOTICE OF SPECIAL

3,1‘2015 11.30AM ciTY
HALL, COMMITTEE HOOM
263 1 DR. CARLTON B.
OODLETTY PLACE SAN
FRANCISCO. CA 84102
The agenda packet and
|egislalive flles are available at
www.slbos.org, in F\onm 244
at the address fisied above,
or by calling {415) 554—5184

NOTICE OF REGULAR
MEETING SAN

FRANCISCO BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS LAND

B. GOO! DLEITPLSF CA

The agenda puckel and
leglslauve Illns ars nvaﬂabla al

g, In Bm
Iha ad llslsd nbova, ar by
calllng (416) 554-5184,

NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS OF THE
AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO LAND U
Sin TRANSPDRTATIDN
MITTEE JUNE 15,
I:GD PM COMMITTEE

‘Transportation  Commiltee
will hold a public headng
to consider the followlng
graposal and sald public
eanna;‘vlll he hald as folio
&l Interaste

eriies ma aUemi be
eard; File No, 150532
Resolulion imposing Interim
zoning controls to reguire
condifional use authorizalion
jor any resideniial r?sggsl;;

Inchudin ars of bol
kllleg;? exlsting unl

al
findings, including findings
of consistency with the
eight priosdly ~ policies of
lannln de,  Seclion
1.1. in actordance with
Admlnlsuauva Code, Sectlon
B7.7-1, persone who are
unable lo allend the hearing
on ihis matler may submil
weitien comments fo the Cly
grlar io the me the hearing
egins, These comments
wil be made es part of the
officlal public recard in this
matier, and shell be brought
fo Ihe attention of the
members of the Commiliee,
Wmten commonts should be
ressed to Angela calvnlln,
Clerk of the Board, Clty Hall,
1 Dr, Cadlos n eoudleu Place,
Room 244, 5; cison, CA
04302, lnrumllllun relating
to lhis matier is avaiable in

hosrd nf the pub[[c'(y nwnei
ulllily apenahors of the
and Counly of San Frantisco:

all rors@slgoy,
b

org, Comments
the public heatlng and In-

wrmng wiit be m?anded foin

Publlc  hearing
and possible acuan lo adopt
rulas rela\ed to an lncrsslss

er

dncwnent.

usa xsducnnn on Irdgau

customers with mlerrup\lble
waler service as part of the
2015-2018 drought program.
The waler use reduclion
may be more slrlngant than
the 25 percent imposed on
Jrigationn  customers  Wwith
regular commercial, Industrial,

and general use service.
lnlarruli:llbls water sarvlcn
able Lo approximalely

1,600 Imigation accounts, The

detalled agenda and reiatad

files will be avallable at least

72 hours before the schedulod

mgg!lngs at Ihe FP C
sfwate:

by calling (415) 554-815

. or

OFFICE OF COMMUNITY
INVESTMENT AND
INFRASTRUCTURE (DCII)
ENVIRONMENTAL.
REVIEW NOTICE
Notice is hereby given to
the general public” of (he
following  actions under
the Environmental Review
Aeview of lha
ducumen's cﬁnoemlng thes:

,lng gr’s?h S7S‘Bﬂgiedand

e sialf- parson
ucu GDMMISSION
N TIC.E EARING ON

ORAET SUESEUENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REFORT FORTHE

Event Center and Mixed-
Use Development at
Mlsslnn Bav Blunks 28-32

ocil No.z
ER 2014-915-!7

raft  Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report
{DSEIR) has been prepared
by OCHlIn eonneotlon with this
Em)ecg. A copy of the reporl
available for public review
and commen! online al hitp://
sf plannmg Drg/slceqadocs.

a!sa avallable at me ?’hnmn
Informalion Cenler sPIC
1550 Misslon Street, ooy

an 3 pay er copy can

ewscr £ ‘py at 1 South
Van Ness Avenue. Sth Flooy,
Relarenoed materials are

Planning Depariment's offica
L 1650 Misslon Sueet. Sulte
400, as part of Case File No,
20141441
2) The DEIR found that
implementation  of
project  would  result in
the following significant
envirenmental  effects

could nol be mmgalad lo 8
less than slgnilicant jevel;
Tmnsporstation & Girculation,
Wind, sné
slerns..

CIVIL

NOYICE_ 18 HEREBY
GIVEN THAT Renalssance
Enlrepreneurshlp Cenler

Wil a sealed blds for
a cnnslrucnon confract to
furnish &l labor, malefials and
relatsd cosls lo;

1. Elevator Modemization
Project at 275 5th Sires!
8an Franclsco 84103, B
documents are_avallable at
275 5th Streel, San Franclsco

and Operatlons
Manager, at 348-
6224 " rtaylor@rancenter.
nrgcnnlllo,naylarﬂrsnnanler.

o1g> Bids arg due alor bslnre

calfed to requrements felall
£l e eae

Labor Slandards, and fsdaral
Affirmative Ar:lJonIEqual
Employment Opporiun!
th ls are reserved to reject

or alf bids.

SI 5
CNS-2750342#
SAN FRANCISCO
EXAMINER

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE
FOR CHANGE OF NAME
/533850

ase No. OlV:
Superk:r Cotirt g{s Callfornia,

of San M
Peliunn of: Clulstophsr Justin
Davis Jor Changs of Name

To AL INTE EREGTED
ERSONS:

Pemlonur Chrisl?{:her Jusun
Dayis flled & peliton wilh Ihi
ecree «:hangmg
namas as follows;

Chrisiophes dJuslin Davis to
Christopher Justin. Davis-
reanl

The Court orders that
persons lntarasled in Ihls
maller appear before lhls
court at the hEBﬂng Indlpated
below to show 8, if any,
why the pa!mon lar cthgB of
name should not be granled,
Any person objecling 1o the
name changes descriped
above must fle & written
obfection that includes the
reasons lor the objection At
Ieast iwo court days belore
the malter is scheduled lo
8

why th ?e ont should nol be
Fsran!sd. no wiilen obleclion
lg fed, the court may

mnl e pemmn without &

Banng.
Nolice of H
Date: 7/10/15. ‘nma' 8 AM,
Dept.: PdJ, Roox
The address nr the court is

NPEN-2759884#
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

ORDERTO SHOW CAUSE
FOR CHANGE OF NAME
Case No, CIV533771
Superlor Court of Califomla,

County of San Matea
Peiltion of Humhun Chen for
Chaage of
0 ANU- ]NTERESTED
Petilioner filed a patition
with ﬂ\ls court Jor a dacres
esas lollows:
Hu:chun Chen to Huichun
Snndla en
The cwp orders that all
persons Interested In this
maller appear before Lhis
court at the hearing mdlcaled
below to show cause, if any,
why the patition lof change of
name should not be gmnlsd.
Any person objeciing lo
h descrlbed

chjection that includes the
1o880N5 !ur lh= abjection a!

st rt days Dbelor:
the mal\ar Iu scheduled 10
e hesrd and must appsar
g o ld lb
e ion shoufld nat ba
ﬁnledll:\a
1 rne filed, the court may
£ petlnan without &

N‘”"“Q He

Dale: 07/09/15. Time: 8 AM,
DspL' PJ Room: 2D

ress aof the court s

A copy of uxlyxs Order to Show
Cause shall be published at
least once each week for four
successlva weaks prior In
the date set for heasring

the pamlnn In the lullowln%
newspaper  of Bnera:
c!rculmlon. Ee(nntad n  this

eminer

58598,
\Eli(lfolNER BOUTIQUE &

SUMMONS
(GITACIDN JUDICIAL)
CASE BEH ){Numem

1]
Express Cenlurlnn Bank, a
Utah slale chartared bank
NOTICE! You have been sued,
“The court mey decide agalnst
you without your being heard
unless you fespand wilhin 30
gn s. Reed the informalion

You havs 80 CALENDAR
DAYS after this summans and
legal p apers are servad on
you to file a wnnsn rwpunsa
al Ihis court and hi copy
servad oft !ha plslnﬁrt A letter

or phone call witt not protect
you. Your willlen responsa

on time, you may losa the
case by dsiaull and your
wages, o) ? perty
may he laken wllhau further
warnlng from the co

nlhar Ieua{

There ~ are
requ)remen!s You may wan!

| an atlomey fight
know an

gvoups al !hs Gallforia Legat
arvicos Web sile (www
lxwhamcalllornln nrg)n
Californi SP.IF

{or walved fees
any settlement or arltrtion
award of $10,000 or more in
a cvil cese, The courts flen
id before the court

wil ss the case.
/AVISOI Ln han demandado,
&} o responds dento ds SO
dlas, Ia wna usdx declrl!r
char su
varsldn. Laa IB Inlomwddn a
CDﬂl/IIUBL‘Jd
Tiene Dias
CALENDARID daspués
709 le enireguen  esla
cllen n y g{apeles Iegales
para prest una respues|
por escrila en esla corle y
hacer qua se eatrague una
copla al demandante. Una
caria o ung llameda iefeldnica
no o prolegen. Su respuesia
por escrilo liene qua eslar
en formalo legal” comecio
sl dases que procesen su
caso en la code. Es posible
que haeya un formulario que
usled pueds usar pem st
respuesta, Pusds enconlrar
eslos formularios de la corta y
mds Informagidn en el Ceniro
de Ayuda de les Corles do
Callfornia {www.sucorle.
en i blblicleca de

ia corte fe podrd quilr skt
auelda, dinsro_y bienes sin
mds adverlancis,
Hay oiros requislios lsgales.
Es recomendable que lame &
un abogado inmadialsmenle,
&l no conincs & up abogado,
pueda llamar & un servicio de
Iamisién a abogados, 81 no
puads gsr s un abngadn.
posible umpla con
los requlsllos 'DBrn nblener
ae rviclos  legal

me eservlnlos
legales sin fines de luoro.
Puede enconirar estos grupes
&]n fines da lucro en of sl wsb
de Gallfomia Laqul Servi
(wwwlawhalpca romla.nr?).

c es de Carl ia, (e

gdlrecddn da la corie ask
uperior Court of Camorma.
Counly of San Franalsco, 40!
McAlllslel Slree!, chm 105,
San Francisco, CA 94102

e name, address, and
lelephnne number uf pfamllff'

del demandanle,

demandanie que no Heng
abogads, esk: Lina M, Michael
ear t237eiz), MICHAEL &
SSOCIATES, FC 555 Sl

Chslles Drive, Sulta 204,
Thaus, Osks, Cy 1380‘
Phcn No (805) a70-85
Fax No.: (805) 379-8525
DATE (Fﬂﬂhﬂ Feb 13 2015

M.A. Mom. Depuly
{ unla)

OTICE TO THE PERSON
SERVED: You are served as
anindividual defendant
6728, 6/5, 612, BI1B/15
CchS.275738
SAN FRANCISCO

ORDEA TO SHOW CAUSE
FOR CHANGE OF NAME
Gy CIV53378!

ase
Supu(lnr Court of Oal[lumla,
unty of San Mal
Pellllon of; Husl Hsin Un for
ge af
INTEHESTED

TO ALL

PERSONS:

Pelmoner Huel Hsin Lin fllsd
g th this court for

an g deore ecme changlng names as

'l:lluEI—Hsm Lin to Evelyn Huel

The Court orders ihat ail
persans interested In Ihis
melier appear before ihis
court at 1hs hearing lndlcaled
below to show cause, if any,
why the pelition for change of
pama should not be granied,
Any parson objecting lo_ the
name changes described
above must fils & wiitien
objection that includes ihe
-reasons for the objection at
Isast two court days before
b\he matier s sahEduled fo

an]ne af Hearing;
Date: DB/26/15, Tlme. BAM,
Dept: PJ. oom; 2D

address of the court Is
400 County Center, Redwood
Cily, CA 94083-1855
A copy of this Ordsr o Show
causa shall ba published al
Isest onge each week for four

suctessive weeks pror 1o °

lhe date sel for hearing on
lhe pammn in the lollowm

newspay of
arculsugn. rmtsd o lrns
Dnle'511

dL, Grandsas

dJudge of the Su srior Court
SE%NEIS 6M2, 819115

'S7200%
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

sugorle.ca.gov) o

en canh;cio eon Ig corle o 8l |

i:bart AVe, San Mateo, CA

Is (are) ereby reglslared by
he following oiwng

Auc inoloss
Manonian, 420 Hnbark Ave,
San Mateo, CA 944
This bUSlnas is aundunled by
an individual
The registrant commenced
to transact business under
the Ncitfous business name
gg“ names listed above on

1 dealare Lhat alf Information

in tnis statement is irue and
correct, (A feglstmnt who
declares as trug informalion

use In Ihis state of & Ficlilious
Buslness Name in_violallon
of the rights of anolher under
Federal, Stals, or nornmon faw
gSee Seotlon 144

usiness and Professions

#
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

FICTITICUS BUSINESS
NAME STATEMENT
File No, A-OSGEDM
Ficliiaus Business Name(s):
Ale)ds Park San Franclsco,
825 Polk St., San Francisca,
FA 514109. County of San
TRNGE

Hegxsnered Ownerls),  *
Tarunkumar K, Pate! (Trustee),
Polk 8t, Sen Franclsco,

A 94
Bhu]abhm B Palel f‘(l'rustee).

rancisco,
CA 941 0
The busliness Is conducted by:
a trust

Tha registrant commenced

io iransact business under
lhe ficlitious business name
or names listed above on

1 daclars lha.l all Information
In Ihis stalement Is true and
cotrect, (A regxslrant who
ares as true any malerial
maller pursuant 1o Section
17918 of the Business and
Prolsssmns code the
reglslmnl Xnows to be false
ulily of e misdemeanor
pun hable by a fine nol to
exceed one lhousand dollass
s
Jarurkumer K, Patel
This stelemenl was fiiad with

17920, a
Stalamenl generally expires
o five years from
lhe date an which #t was filed
in the omce of me Cuunly
Cle! cept, as ided
in Sul dlvls]on Sb) o! Secuon
17920, where it expies Al

11 at seq, .

14411 at seq,, Euslness end
Prolesslans

6/5, 811, ZbLBMQ E B85
CNs.27Ba557#

SAN FRANCISCO
EXAMINER

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS
NAM ESTATEMEN

File No.

‘The [ollowing psrsun(s) i

gg')doln%b usiness as!
EME AUTO EDD‘{

1300 Old Gounly Rd #

lemnnL GA 9401 Cuunty

of San M;

JorgSMh‘AoraCnrcn 31&3151

This business is canducled by

an Individu

Ths regustmnl(s) commenced
o transac! business under

false is gullty of acﬂme)

8/ Jorge Mom Coron

Thts slalemant was msd with
the County Oferk of San Mateo
GCounly on May 1, 2015.
Mark Church, Co: 'Sy erk
/s Gllenn 5. Ghanglin, Depuly

Clerk
6, 615, 6/12, 6M18/15

R
NPEN-27563414
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS
ng‘llﬁ STATEMENT

254
The lollcwlng psrsnn(s) 1
(are) dolng bus|

CLI
PHODUCTIONS. 459 Gsﬂarl
Blvd, Daly Iy CA 84015,
Cuunlyofsan ateo

459 Gellert

Pabla

Blvd, Da{ Cl 5

This bu: Xss;yls nonduz}(ed by

an mdeual

Tha registrant(s) commenced
o lransaot business under

ows lo be
falsFe Is gumy 0! a crime.)

This s lamsm was

with the Counly Clark of San
Mateo County on May §, 2016
Mark Church, Caunly C| Cleck
Gilenn §. Changtin, Depuly

Glet
5/29 815, 6/12. 6/19/15
NPEN.27:
EXAM!NER BOUTIQUE &
VILLAG

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS
NAME STATEMENT
Flie No. 265289
The_ following parson(s) is
(ave) dolng business as:
REITEY
REAL ESTATE SERVICES,
REIT! L ESYATE
BRDKERAGE SERVICES,
4. -REITEY REAL ESTATE
ONSULTING, 5. HEITEY
HESIDENTML REAL

ESTATE SEAVICES, 951
Mariners_island Bivd, 3rd

R
the Office of the Clerk of the 400 Counly Center, Room B, coleglo de ados locales, ays ' aher any  chan e Fluur, Suile 300, San Maleo,
Bowd. “Agends omlon o usgdey dine 36, 2018 G o ity SAB0s o wan e ewun e bt VS0, por ley, I8 coris in the facks sal farhin CASuDd ot For
e o e o s o Garlion B, Goodlalt Place, San A copy of this Order 1o Show  yaur case, There may s B"em erschio & foclemar las FICTITIOUS statement ! pirsuznt lo Section B s o oA gong®
ave for puble feview on 55,;0 beginning at 1:00  Ceuse shall be publisha gourt form that  you can use cuolas y los cosios exenios BUSINESS 17913 oiher than a changs °ad~ an Malao, C;
Fdda June 12, 2015, Angala e, ning {east onee sach week for four {or your responge. You “can oner un gravamen in the residence address of Thls uslnuslsconducled by
Calvilla, Clesk of the Boart 4) Publlo cnmments uccessive weeks prior lind” thess _ aourl lcrm! Bnd zobru cu Dguler mwpmadn NAMES a reglslered owner. A naw I .
aesepled from June b 20,5 the dalp set for hearing on  ymore Informalion at o S1.0n0 ¢ mds elar R Fletilous  Business ~ Neme Thgarag ;"g:“ (s) Wmﬂéeﬂ‘md
OTICE  OF PUBLIC  |e&b0 pm. on July 20, 2045,  ine pelllon in the followlng  Calfornla Courts Online Sall ida m i “”e o Statement must be fled beloe £ fensact busanss Undar the
HEARING Tussday, June 23,  Wiilen ‘comments showid be  Newspaper of ganeral  Halp Genfar {wwicourtinio, o i conos slin, de erviefe e expiraiion, Th fing of (i fioilious. business name or
2015 - 1:30 PM Cily Hal, eddressed lo: Mail wiillen ~Siodalion printed T this.  cagowselhep), your pounly e un caso ds derecho vl FIgTITIoOUS BUSINESS siatement dges not of et  fiames el
Room 400, 1 Dr. Garltos is to OCH clo Brett : The AJaw by, of the courthouse L8 que pagar el gmvamen E STAT NT aulhorizs the use In this siste | dodlare lhat al Iormetion
B Goodldlt | Pinse, - San g%’fﬁ’,z;g,, Ban Francian DﬂLlB'fJ 15 nearest you. If you cennat pay ‘j’_f,,’;;"”" bLnles o qus 12 Fll No, 265 ofa Fictilous Business Name glorlﬂa‘il.sl?lﬁ?m?e‘g[s[?rat:? \:ﬂs
e b s ERanaE Lo, ERRNEDS SRS g it LEEVRRL Snlenld
o Pl e Sum Encsce, A BS108 of SR B, B you do not flo your resporice O e ceurt I8 (B nombie AT BN, 42n O oamman law (Sea Seclion  Whioh he or she knows o be
Az FRIDAY, JUNE &, 2015 - SFEXAMINER.COM - THE SAN FRANCISCO EXARINER JECIR
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Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure

RESOLUTION NO. 18-2015
Adopted April 7, 2015

APPROVING THE REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ON THE MINOR
AMENDMENT TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TRANSBAY'
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA TO PROVIDE BULK LIMITS FOR GENERAL
OFFICE BUILDINGS IN ZONE ONE OF THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT AREA AND AUTHORIZING TRANSMITTAL OF THE REPORT TO THE

. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS; TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

The Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agenoy of the City and County of
San Francisco, commorly known as the Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure, (“Successor Agency” or “OCII”) proposes to adopt a minor
Redevelopment Plan Amiendment for the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Minor Amendment”); and,

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San' Francisce (“Board of
Supervisors”) approved the - Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Redevelopment Plan”) by Ordinance No. 12405,
adopted on June 21, 2005 and by Ordinance No.99-06, adopted on May 9, 2006

and, :

The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Project Area”) and divides the Project Area into
two subareas: Zone One, in which the Redéevelopment Plan defines the land uses,
and Zone Two, in which the Planning Code applies. Zone One is intended to be
developed with predominantly residential uses; however, general office uses are
authorized on specific sites ‘within Zone One by the Redevelopment Plan and
supporting documents including the Development. Controls and Design
Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (“Development Controls™);
- and, . .

The Development Controls implement the Redevelopment Plan’s authorization
for the development -of office uses within Zone One and provide additional
guidance for the development of Block 5. The Development Controls state that
“In the event that the commercial land use alternative is applied to Block Five ..
the development density for such development shall be that of the downtown
commetcial C-3-O district in the Planmng Code.” Unfortunately, the
Redevelopment Plan contains language imposing inappropriate bulk limits on
commercial development in Block 5; and,

OCIl is recommendihg a minor amendment to the Redevelopment Plan (“Minor
Amendment”) to resolve the inconsistency between the Redevelopment Plan and
the Development Controls by clarifying that the bulk controls for general office
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

development in Zone One -are those based on the C-3-O District (Downtown
Office). The Minor Amendment makes no substantial change in the authorized
land uses under the Redevelopment Plan; and,

Pursuant to Section 33352 of the CRL, a proposed amendment to a
redevelopment plan requires the preparation and public availability of reports
and information that would otherwise be required for a redevelopment plan
adoption “to the extent warranted™ by the proposed amendment. OCII staff has
prepared the Report to the Board of Supervisors on the Minor Amendment to the
Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Report to
the Board of Supervisors™). The Report to the Board of Supervisors conforms to

the requirements of the CRL; and,

The Boatd of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco affirmed, by
Motion No. 04:67 (June 15, 2004), the ceitification under the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) of the Final Environmental Impaet
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay
Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project (“Project”),
which included the Redevelopment Plan. Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors
adopted, by Resolution No. 612-04 (Oct. 7, 2004), findings that various actions
related to the Project complied with CEQA. The FEIS/EIR expressly
contemplated the development of commercial office and hotel uses within.the
Project Area, including up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-use office and retail
development on Block'5 of Zone One; and, :

The Successor Ageney Commission finds that the Report to the Board of
Supervisors is patt of the Project: for purposes of compliance with CEQA and
that the Minor Amendment: requires no additional environmental review
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15168, 15162, and 15163.
All environmental effects of the Minor Amendment have been considered and
analyzed in the prior environmental FEIS/EIR; now, therefore, be it

That the Successor Agency Commission hereby approves the Report to the
Board of Supervisors, which is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A; and, be
it further .

That the Executive Director.is hereby auﬂloriied to transmit said. Report to the
Board of Supervisors for its background and information in -considering the
proposed Minor Amendment.

1 hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Suecessor Agency Commission .
at its meeting of April 7, 2015.
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EXHIBIT A

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
~ ON THE MINOR AMENDMENT TO
THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

Prepared By:

The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure,
as the Successor Agency to the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency

Mareh 31, 2015
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Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure

RESOLUTION NO. 19-2015
Adopted April 7, 2015

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING THE MINOR
: AMENDMENT TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TRANSBAY
'REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA TO PROVIDE BULK LIMITS FOR GENERAL
OFFICE BUILDINGS IN ZONE ONE OF THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT AREA; RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF THE MINOR
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS; AND
SUBMITTING THE RECOMMENDATION, INCLUDING THE MINOR
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT, TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

WHEREAS, . The Board of Supetvisors of the City and County of San Francisco affirmed, by
Motion No. 04-67 (June 15, 2004); the certification under the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay
Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project (“Project”),
which included the Redevelopment Plan, Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors
adopted, by Resolution No, 612-04 (October 7, 2004), findings that various
actions related to the Project complied with CEQA. The FEIS/EIR expressly
contemplated the development of commercial office and hotel uses within the
Redevelopment. Project Area, including up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-use
office and retail development on Block 5 of Zone One; and,

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors approved the Redevelopment Plan by Ordinance No.
124-05, adopted on June 21, 2005 and by Ordinance No. 99-06, adopted on May
9, 2006; and,

WHEREAS,  On February 1, 2012, the Former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (Former
Agency) was dissolved pursuant to the provisions of California State Assembly
Bill- No: 1X 26 (Chapter 5, Statutes of 2011-12, First Extraordinary -Session)
(“AB 26”), codified in relevant part in California’s Health and Safety Code
Sections 34161 — 34168 and upheld by the California Supreme Court in

. California Redévelopment Assoc. v. Matosantos, No. $194861 (Dec. 29, 2011).:

" On June 27, 2012, AB 26 was amended i part by California State Assembly Bill

No. 1484 (Chapter 26, Statutes of 2011-12) (“AB 1484”), (Together, AB 26 and

AB 1484 are primarily codified in sections 34161 et seq. of the California Health

and Safety Code, which sections, as amended from time to time, are referred to
as the “Redevelopment Dissolution Law”); and,

WHEREAS, Pursuant to the Redevelopment Disselution Law, all of the Former Agency’s
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

"WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

assets (other than housing assets) and obligations were transferred to the Office
of Community Investment and Infrastructure (“OCII”), as Successor Agency to
the Former Agency. Some of the Former Agency’s housing assets were
transferred to the City, acting by and through the Mayo1 s Office of Housing and
Community Development; and,

Subsequent to the adoption of AB 1484, on October 2, 2012, the Board of
Supervisors, acting as the legislative body of the Successor Agency, adopted
Ordinance No. 215-12, which was signed by the Mayor on October 4, 2012, and
which, among other matters, delegated to the Successor Agency Commission,
commonly known as the Commission en Community Investment and
Infrastructure (“Commission™), the authority to (i) act in the place of the
Redevelopment Commission to, among other matters, implement, modify,
enforce and complete the Former Agency’s enforceable obligations; (if) approve
all conttacts and actions related to the assets transferred to or retained by OCII,
including, without limitation, the authority to exercise land use, development,
and design approval, consistent with the applicable enforceable obligations; and
(iii) take any action that the Redevelopment Dissolution Law requires or
authorizes on. behalf of the Successor Agency and any other action that the
Commission deems appropriate, consistent with the Redevelopment Dissolution
Law, to comply with such obligations; and,

The Board of Supervisors’ delegation to the Commission, includes authority to
grant approvals under specified land wuse controls for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Project Area”) consistent with the approved
Redevelopment Plan and enforceable obligations, including amending the
Redevelopment Plan as allowed under the California Community
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.) (“CRL”);
and,

The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use coritrols for the Project Area
and divides the Project Ared into two subareas: Zone One, in which the
Redevelopment Plan defines the land uses, and Zone Two, in which the Planning
Code applies. Zone One is intended to be developed with predominantly
residential ‘uses; -however, general- office uses are authorized on specific sites
within Zone One by the Redevelopment Plan; and,

The Redevelopment Plan and ancillary land use controls, including the
Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project (“Development Controls™), already authorize the development of general
office uses on specific sites within Zone One. Specifically, Section 3.3.1 of the

. Redevelopment Plan expressly authorizes the development of general office uses

within Zone One. in areas (1) north of Howard Street, and (2) north of Folsom
Street and west of Ecker Street; and,

The Development Controls implement the Redevelopment Plan’s authorization
for the development of office uses within Zone One and provide additional
guidance for the development of Block 5. The Development Controls state that

-2-
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

“In the event that the commercial land use alternative is-applied to Block Five ...
the development density for such development shall be that of the downtown
commercial C-3-O district in the Planning Code.” Unfortunately, the
Redeveloprent Plan -contains language ifnposing inappropriate bulk limits on
commetcial development in Block 5; and,

OCII is recommending a minor amendment to the Redevelopment Plan (“Minor
Amendment”) to resolve the inconsistency between the Redévelopment Plan and
the Development Controls by elarifying that the bulk controls for general office
development in Zone One are those based on the C-3-Q District (Downtown
Office). The Minor Amendment thus makes no substantial change in the
authorized land uses-under the Redevelopment Plan; and,.

The Minor Amendment would provide that the maximum floor plate sizes for
general office buildings in Zone One of the Project Area shall be consisternt with
the bulk limits permitted by Sections 270 (Bulk Limits: Measurement) and 272
(Bulk Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts) of the San Francisco Planning
Code, as amended from time to time, for development within the C-3-O District
(Downtewn Office); and,

For minor plan amendments, Sections 33450-33458 of the CRL sets: forth. a

simplified amendment process. This process includes a publicly noticed hearing -

of the redevelopment agency; environmerital review to the extent required, and
adoption of the amendment by the redevelopment. agency after the public
hearing; preparation of the report to the legislative body, referral of the
amendment to the planning commission if warranted; a publicly noticed hearing
of the legislative body, and legislative body consideration after its hearing, CRL
§33352 further fequires the preparation of a report to the legislative body
regarding the plan amendment in order to provide relevant background
information in support of the need, putpose and impacts of the plan amendment;

Puorsuant to Section.33352 of the CRL, the OCII staff has prepared the Report to
the Board of Supervisors on the Minor Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Report to- the Board of

Supervisors™); and, ' '

The Commission opened a public hearing on April 7, 2015, on the adoption of
the. Minor Amendment, notice of which was .duly and regularly published in a
newspaper of general circulation in the City and County of San Francisco once a
week for thrée successive weeks beginning 21 days prior to the date of the
hearing, and a copy of the notice and affidavit of publication are on file with
OCIL; and, |

_Caopies of the notice of public hearing were mailed by first-class mail to the Jast

known address of each assessee of land in the Project Area as shown on the last
equalized assessment roll of the City; and,
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

. Copies of the notice of public hearing were mailed by first-class mail to all

residential and business occupants in the Project Area; and,

Copies of the notice of public hearing were mailed, by certified mail, return
receipt requested, to the governing body of each taxing agency which receives
taxes from property in the Project Area; and,

The Commission has. provided an opportunity for all persons to be heard and has
considered all evidence and testimony presented for or agamst any and all
aspects of the Minor Amendment; and,

OCII has reviewed the FEIS/EIR and the Minor Amendment and determined that
development resulting from the Minor Amendment requires no additional
environmental review pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180,
15168, 15162, and 15163. All environmental effects of the Minor Amendment
have been considered and analyzed in the prior environmental FEIS/EIR, and

_FEIS/EIR Addenda Nos. 1 through 6; and

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

The Final EIS/EIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted
in accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 11-
2005 dated January 25, 2005 were and remain adequate, accurate and objective
and are incorporated herein by reference as applicable; and,

OCII staff has} reviewed the 'Minor. Amendment,. and finds if acceptable and
recommends approval thereof; now, therefore, be it

The Commission finds and determines that the Minor Amendment is within the
scope of the project analyzed by the Final EIS/EIR and addenda, and requires no
additional environmental review pursuant to State CEQA: Guidelines Sections
15180 15168, 15162, and 15163;

That the Commission approves the Minor Amendment and recommends
- forwarding the Miror Amendment to the San Francisco Board of Superv1sors :
forits approval.

EXHIBIT A: Minor Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (Existing Redevelopment Plan available at www.sfocii.org)

I hereby certify

at its meeting of April 7, 2015.

.,J’m

that the foregoing reso xéon was adopted by the Suceessor Agency Commission
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

Prepared By:

The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure,
~ as the Successor Agency to the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency

March 31, 2015
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

ON THE MINOR AMENDMENT '

TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

INTRODUCTION

The Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco,
commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (“Successor
Agency” or “OCII”), has prepared this Report to the Board of Supervisors (“Report”) on the
proposed Minor Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (“Minor Amendment™),

The Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Redevelopment Plan™)
already authorizes the development of office uses on specific sites. within Zone One of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Zone One”), but does not provide the appropriate bulk
limits for office development. Instead, the bulk controls established in the Redevelopment Plan
for Zone One are appropriate for residential buildings. Notably, the Development Controls and
" Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (2005) (“Development Controls™),
which were adopted by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
(“Redevelopment Agency™) at the same time that it approved the Redevelopment Plan, provide
the appropriate bulk limits for the Zone One office sites. The Minor Amendment would resolve
the inconsistency between the Redevelopment Plan and the Development. Controls by clarifying
that the bulk contrels for general office development in Zone One are those based -on the C-3-O
District (Downtown Office). The Minor- Amendment thus makes no substantial change in the
authorized land uses under the Redevelopment Plan and merely fulfills the intent of the Board of
Supervisors in adopting the ordinances approving the Redevelopment Plan, Ordinance Nos 124-
05 (June 23, 2005) and 99-06.(May 19, 2006).

This Report has been prepared pursuant to the provisions of the California Community
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq., “CRL”), which govern the
land use authority of the Successor Agency under existing redevelopment plans. Section 33457.1
of thie CRL describes the information. that the Successor Agency must provide to the Board of

Supervisors for its consideration of a minor amendment to a redevelopment plan: "

“To the extent warranted by a proposed amendment to a redevelopment plan,
(1) the ordinance adopting an amendment to a redevelopment plan shall contain
the findings. required by Section 33367 and (2) the reports and information
required by Section 33352 shall be prepared and made available to the public
prior to the hearing on such amendment.” -

The Minor Amendment proposes technical clarifications that do not substantially change the

Redevelopment Plan and therefore the. CRL only requires a limited amount of information to be
contained in this Report.
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DESCRIPTION:OF THE MINOR A’_MENDMENT

Background

The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (“Project Area™), and divides the Project Area into two subareas: Zone One, in
which the Redevelopment Plan defines land uses, 4nd Zone Two, in which the Planning Code
applies, An agreement between the Successor Agency and the Planning Department provides
that the Planning Department shall administer generally the Planning Code for development in
Zone 2 and acknowledges the authority of the Successor Agency under the Redevelopment Plan
to administer and enforce the land use requirements for property in Zone One. Delegation
Agreement between the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Planning Department for
the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (May 3, 2005). Zone One consists primarily of former -
state-owned parcels that the State of California, acting through its Department of Transportation,
‘has transferred to the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (“TJPA™) or the City and County of San
Francisco (“City”) under a Cooperative Agreement (July 11, 2003). Under an Option Agreement
for the Purchase and Sale of Real Property by and between the City, TIPA, and the
Redevelopment Agency (Jan. 31, 2008), the Successor Agency is obligated to acquire and
convey parcels in. Zone One for private and public development Both the sales proceeds and
future property tax revenues generated by private development in Zone One are commltted to
funding the Transbay Transit Center. :

The Redevelopment Plan and ancillary land use controls, including the Development Controls,
already authorizé the developmiert of general office uses on specific sites within Zone One.
Specifically, Section 3.3.1 of the Redevelopment Plan expressly authorizes the development of
genetal office uses within Zone One in areas (1) north of Howard Street, and (2) north of Folsom
Street and west of Ecker Street. This-comprises a small area of Zone One, limited to portions of
two city blecks, i.e. Blocks 5 and 10, as shown in Figure 1. The Minor Amendment, however,
will only afféeet Block 5. It will not have a practical effect on Block 10, which is located north of
Folsom and west of Ecker. The Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Streetscape & Open -
Space Concept Plan (November 21, 2006) specifies that the western portion of Block 10, which
is part of Assessor’s Block 3736, Lot 018, must be developed as open space. The eastern portion
of Block 10, Assessor’s Block 37 36, Lot 156, is already developed with an office use and has a
height liriit.of 85. feet under the Redevelopment Plan,

T.he Development Controls (& companion document to the Redevelopment Plan providing
detailed land use controls within Zone One) implement the Redevelopment Plan’s authorization
for the development of office uses within Zone One and provide additional guidance for the
development of Block 5. The Development Controls state that “In the event that the commercial
land use alternative is applied to Block Five ... the development density for such development
shall be that of the downtown commercial C-3-0 district in the Planning Code.”! Unfortunately,
the Redevelopment Plan contains language imposing inappropriate bulk limits on commercial
development in Block 5.

! San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Development Controls and Design-Guidelines for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project, 2005, pgs: 10.and 22.
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Purpose of Minor Amendment

The Minor Amendment will update Section 3.5.2 of the Redevelopment Plan, which provides
general building height and floor plate requirements. The Minor Amendment will provide that
the maximum floor plate sizes for general office buildings in Zone One shall be consistent with
the bulk limits permitted by San Francisco Planming Code Sections 270 (Bulk Limits:
Measurement) and 272 (Bulk Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts), as amended from time
to time, for development within the C-3-O District (Downtown Office). This Minor Amendment
merely corrects the language of the existing Redevelopment Plan for consistency with the
Development Controls. In all other respects, the land use controls of the Redevelopment Plan for
Zone One will remain in effect. :

As described above, the entire block bounded by Natoma, Howard, Beale and Main Streets
(“Block 5) is the only undeveloped block in Zone One that would be affected by the Minor
Amendment; the other undeveloped blocks in Zone One are planned for residential, mixed-use,
or open space. Refer to'Figure 1 for the location of Block 5. The Development Controls include
two alternative scenarios for Block 5, residential development or commercial development. The
Development Controls further provide that the commercial development “alternative may be
exercised if the Successor Agency determines that economic conditions create a strong
preference for commercial development over residential development. OCII has determined that
a general office building consistent with the goals of the Redevelopment Plan is the preferred
scenario on a portion of the publicly owned land on Block 5, with the required public open space
to be built on publicly owned land near the general office building. Refer to Figure 2 for the
locations of the general office building (Parcel N1) and the open space on publicly owned land
(Parcels N3 and M1).

SCOPE OF THE REPORT

In accordance with Section 33457.1 of the CRL, this Report contains only the information
required by Section 33352 of the CRL that is warranted by the Minor Amendment. Because the.
Minor Amendment as described above is limited to the clarification of bulk controls applicable
to general office development in Zone One.of the Project Area and affecting only one currently-"
undeveloped block, the contents of this Report are limited to the following:

The reason for the Minor Amendment (subsection (a) of Section 33352 of the CRL)
Description of how the Minor Amendment will improve or alleviate blighting conditions
(subsection (b) of Section 33352 of the CRL);

o The proposed method of financing the redevelopment of the Project Area as applicableto
the Minor Amendment (subsection (¢) of Section 33352 of the CRL);

e The Planning Department’s determination regarding conformity of the Minor
Amendment to the General Plan, as required by Sec’uon 4.105 of the San Francisco
Charter;

e The report on the environmental review required by Section 21151 of the Public
Resources Code as applicable to the Minor Arnendment (subsection (k) of Section 33352

. ofthe CRL); and
» The neighborhood impact report (subsection (m) of Section 33352 of the CRL).
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ELY

FIGURE 1 - Blocks Authorized for Dévelopment of General Office Uses within Zone One
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Figure 2— Trénsbay Block 5 (Assessor’s Block 3718)
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The Minor Amendment does not alter the Project Area boundaries, change financing limits,
exiend the Redevebpment Plan’s duration or add significant projects. In approving the
Redevelopment Plan in 2005 and 2006, the former Redevelopment Agency and the Board of
Supervisors relied on information about the conditions of physical and economic blight within
the Project Area, the need. for tax increment financing to carry out redevelopment in the Project
Area, and other factors justifying the establishment of the Project Area. The Minor Amendment
does not alter the blight and financial determinations made at the time the Project Area was
originally adopted, but rather provides an effective approach for allewaung blight and-promoting
the ﬁnanclal feasibility of the: Redevelopment. Plan

Section 33385 of the CRL did not require the formatlon of a Project Area Committee (“PAC™)
prior to the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan because a substantial number of low- and
moderate-income households did not reside in the Project Area and the Redevelopment Plan
provided neither the public acquisition of residential propeity nor public projects that would
displace a substantial number of low- and moderate- income persons. The Minor Amendment
does not trigger the need for a PAC because it does not provide for the acquisition of, or the
authorization of public projects on, property occupied by low- and moderate-income persons.

The Minor Amendment does: not céntemplatc changes in the specific goals, objectives or
expenditures of OCII for the Project Area.

THE REASON FOR THE MINOR AMENDMENT (CRL §33352(2))°

The purpose of the Minor Amendment is to facilitate, on Block 5 of the Project Area, general
office use that ‘was already: permitted underthe Redevelopment Plan. See Section 3.3.1 of the
Redevelopment Plan (permitting general office uses- in Zone 1 north of Folsom Street). The
following Redevelopment Project Objéctives, as described in Section 2.1 of the Redevelopment
Plan, would be furthered by the adoption of the Minor Amendment: :

A. Eliminafing blighting influences;

D. Replanning, redesigning and developing undeveloped and‘underdsveloped areas that are
improperly utilized;

E. . Providing flexibility on the development of the PrOJect Area 1o respond readily and
appropnately to market condmons, and

H. Strengthening the economic base of the Project Area and the commumty by strengthening
commercial functions in the Project Area.

DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE MINOR AMENDMENT WILL IMPROVE OR
ALLEVIATE BLIGHT (CRL §33352(b))

As originally described in the 2005 Report on the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project, the Project Area exhibited substantial and prevalent blighting conditions
as defined under the: CRL. Although significant improvements have occurred in the Project Area,
most of Block 5 remains undeveloped and is currently used for surface parking and storage. The
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Minor Amendment will alleviate the adverse physical and economi¢ conditions on Block 5 by
maximizing developable squate feet, creating an efficient and leasable general office bmldmg,
and maintaining the desired neighborhood characteristics.

PROPOSED METHOD OF FINANCING / ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY OF
AMENDMENT (CRL §33352(¢))

The Minor Amendment does not propose any new capital expenditures by OCII, involve any
new indebtedness or financial obligation of OCII, or change OCII’s overall method of financing
the redevelopment of the Project Area. Rathier, pnvate enterprise will finance the comrhercial
development on Block 5. Existing agreements require the TIPA to convey a portion of Block 5
to OCII for development and pledge the sales proceeds and future tax increment from the site to
the TIPA’s construction of the Transbay Transit Center. See the Option Agreement (2008) and
Transbay Redevelopment Project Tax Increment Allocation and Sales Proceeds Pledge
Agreement (2008) by and between the City and County of San Francisco, TIPA, and
Redevelopment Agency. OCIL will continue, however, to use tax increment revenue and funds
. from all other available sources to carry out its enforceable obligations to pay for the costs of
public infrastructure in the Project' Area. The change in ‘bulk restrictions applicable to general
office development is intended to maximize developable square feet and create an efficient and
leasable general office building, which would generate more property taxes and consequently
more tax increment than the existing, undeveloped conditions.

REPORT OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION/DEPARTMENT
(CRL §33352(h))

~ Neither the CRL nor local law requires- formal Planning: Commission review for a minor,
technical redevelopment plan amendment that is consistent with the General Plan. Cal. Health &
Safety Code.§ 33453; San Francisco Administrative Code § 2A.53 (e). OCII has referred the
Minor Amendment to the Planning Department for its report regarding conformity of the Minor
Amendment with tlie General Plan in accordance with the requiremients of Section 4.105 of the
San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative Code. The " Planning
Department’s determination regarding conformity of the Minor Amendment to the Géneral Plan
will be inborporated in a supplemental report to the Board of Supervisors upon receipt.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (CRL §33352(k))

The Board of Superwsors of the City and County of San Francisco afﬁrmed by MOthIl No. 04-
67 (June 15, 2004), the certification of the Fina] Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental -
Impact Report (“FEIS/EIR™ for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project (“Project”), which included the Redevelopment Plan.
Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors adopted, by Resolution No. 612-04 (Oct. 7, 2004),
findings that various. actions related to the Project complied with the California Environmental
Quality Act. The FEIS/EIR expressly contemplated the development of commercial office and
- hotel uses within the Redevelopment Project Area, including  up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-
use office and retail development on Block 5 of Zone One.” With assistance from the Planning

2 FEIS/EIR, pg. 2-47.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

General Plan Referral

Date: May 28, 2015

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
Case No. Case No. 2015-004110GPR . 415.558.6378
Transbay Redevelopment Plan Amendment Fax:
. . , 415.558.6409
Block/Lot No.: Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Planning
. , i . Information:
Applicant: - Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure | 415.558.6371

Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Staff Contact: Maia Small — (415) 575-9160
maia.small@sfgov.org

Recommendation:  Finding the project, on balance, is in conformity

with the General Plan
. I

Recommended By: 1
: - , Director of Planning

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes a minor Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Project
Area (refer fo the attached map). The purpose of the amendment is to provide technical
clarifications to the Redevelopment Plan to denote the standards of the Sections of the Planning
Code that apply to any commercial development in Zone One, specifically reflecting the
intention of the Redevelopment Plan to allow for general office development in a small portion
of Zone One. The Minor Amendment will only affect one currently undeveloped portion of
Zone One, known as Block 5. The amendment would establish that the existing floor plate size
controls permitted in Zone One, as set forth in Section 3.5.2 Height and Size of Buildings of the
Redevelopment Plan would apply only to residential projects and would add a provision that
the bulk controls for General Office Buildings in Zone One shall be consistent with bulk Iimits
permitted by San Francisco' Planning Code Sections 270 (Bulk Limits: Measurement) and 272
(Bulk Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts) for the C-3-O District (Downtown Office). -

wWw.sfp!anni'hg.org



GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL : CASE NO. 2015-004110GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On April 20, 2004, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (Former Agency), certified the Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment

Project (Final EIR). In a joint meeting held on April 22, 2004, the San Francisco Planning Commission and -

the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board certified the Final EIR.

. GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

As described below, the project is consistent with the Eight i’riority Policies of Planning Code

Section 101.1 and is, on balance, m—confonmty with the following Ob]ectxves and Pohc:les of

the General Plan:

Eight Priority Policies Findings

The subject project is found to be generally consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1 in that:

1.

_ That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced.

The proposed project would have no effect on the amount of neighborhood-serving retail uses
anticipated for development within the Plan Area or future opportunities for residential
employment and ownership of such uses. Future office development on Block 5 ajj‘ected by the
proposed project would contain nezghborhood—servmg retail uses.

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

-The proposed project will not affect existing housing and may enhance neighborhood character
through conformity and alignment of building massing and design standards with the

surrounding commercial development.

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

"The proposed pro}'ect would have no direct adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing.

That commuter traffic not Impede MUNI ’cranmt service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parkmg

SAN FRANGISCD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL ' CASE NO. 2015-004110GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbhay Redevelopment Project

The proposed project would apply to future office development on Block 5, which is located very
close to significant transit access, specifically within one block of the Transit Center and within
three blocks of the Market Street transit corridor, and has its driveway entry and exit located to
avoid impeding MUNI's transit service, overburdening the streets, or altering current
neighborhood parking. The Block 5 development’s ground floor and streetscape design will be
required to support the overall Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Streetscape and Open Space
Concept Plan.

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

The proposed project would not displace existing industrial and service uses or change the existing
economic base in this area beyond what was anticipated in the development and adoption of the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan.

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

The proposed project will have no impact on earthquﬁke preparedness. Future Zone One office .
development facilitated by the project would be built to the current building code and seismic
standards and otherwise will not affect the City’s preparedness.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The proposed project does not require the demolition of any landmarks or historic building.

8. That our i)arks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be profected from
development.

The project would not significantly affect.sunlight or vistas on current public opén space beyond
what was anticipated in the development and adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan.

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL ~ . CASE NO. 2015-004110GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project :

General Plan Findings -
COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.

POLICY 21

Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the city.

Discussion: The project will apply to the development of future commercial office uses within Zone One.
Specifically, the project will affect the development of Block 5, which is anticipated to provide significant
‘high-quality office space near major transit improvements fostering new jobs, sustainable commuting,
and generally enhancing the quality of the downtown work and living environment. Having the bulk
requirements for future office development in Zone One more directly match the downtown C-3-O
requirements will provide office space that is more consistent with the existing stock fo further attract
economic activity. '

DOWNTOWN PLAN

OBJECTIVE 2
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A PRIME LOCATION FOR
FINANCIAL, ADMINISTRATIVE, CORPORATE, AND PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITY.

POLICY 2.2

Guide location of office development to maintain a compact downtown core and minimize
displacement of other uses.

Discussion: The project supports the existing pattern of commercial development near the core of
downtown building on and enhancing the existing use, importance, and identity of the district. It also
promotes the ongoing investments. in transit improvement by facilitating the development of office uses
in close proximity to public transit. Changing the bulk requirements for office uses within Zone One will
bring future development on Block 5 into closer. conformity with the surrounding downtown commercial
development further ernhancing the compact core. :

SAN FRANCISCO A 4
PLANNING DPEPARTIVENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-004110GPR
Amendment fo the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN: A SUB-AREA PLAN OF THE DOWNTOWN PLAN

OBJECTIVE 1.3 . . .
CONTINUE TO FOSTER A MIX OF LAND USES TO REINFORCE THE 24-HOUR CHARACTER OF

THE AREA.

Policy 1.2

Revise height and bulk limits in the Plan Area consistent with other Plan objectives "and
considerations ’

Discussion: The project will affect future office development on Block 5. As one of the only potentfal
.commercial office sites in Zone One, shaping Block 5's bulk with C-3-O controls more appropriately
aligns development in this area with the Downtown Plan objectives.

RECOMMENDATION: Finding the Project, on balance, in-conformity
: with the General Plan
L J— | | 5
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N | City Hall
g1 \5\ Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
.~ Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

' BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: John Rahaim, Director, Planmng Department
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Community Investment & Infrastructure
Todd Rufo, Director, Office of Economic Workforce Development

FROM: Andrea-Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee,
Board of Supervisors

DATE: May 22, 2015

SUBJECT:  LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the followmg
legislation, lntroduced by the Supervisor Jane Kim on April 28, 2015:

File No. 150435

Ordinance approving a minor amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area to provide bulk limits for general office
buildings in Zone One; and making findings under the California Environmental
Quality Act, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them
to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102.

c:  AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
. Aaron Starr, Planning Department
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Sarah Jones, Acting Environmental Review Officer
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
Claudia Guerra, Executive Assistant -
Natasha Jones, Commission Secretary
Ken Rich, Director of Development
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Introduction Form %

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor NESERR Sy Tﬁjl \ . 'Zb
PRIZTARNLSIL]
v | Time stamp
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): L FHE |oumestingdate—

[0 - 1.For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor | inquires"

5. City Attorney request. ' ;

6. Call File No. |. from Committee.

O oo0o0o Ooad

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

Yse

[0 - 9.Reactivate File No.

[1 -10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
" [0 Small Business Commission [1 Youth Commission [ Ethics Commission

, [[] Planning Commission [] Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisor Kim

Subject:

Redevelopment Plan Amendment - Transbay Redevelopment Project Area

The text is listed below or attached:

See attached.
Signature of SponSoring Supervisor: ' @ F) O\
4 N

For Clerk's Use Only: )
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Introduction Form coaff or

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors ar the Mayor

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only ‘one):

LS —

CUEIFR B MdaSs

j or meeting date

X 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)

2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor

inquires™

5. City Attorney request.
6. Call File No. from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.’

O o0ooOoooogo oo

- 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

ase check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: -
[[1 Small Business Commission [l Youth Commission [} . Ethics Commission

[] Planning Commission [1- Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisor Jane Kim

Subject:

Redevelopment Plan Amendment - Transbay Redevelopment Project Area

The tex’g is listed below or attached:

See attached.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: /),

A

ValVi
v

For Clerk's Use Only:
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