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- . . ~ Amended in Committee ‘
FILE NO. 110626 : .- B8/13/2011 ) ORDINANCE NO.

[Zoning Map jArnendments - Executive Park Subarea Plan Area]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by-amending Sectional Maps
SU10 of the Zomng Map of the City and County of San Francisco to establish the

Executive Park SpeCIal Use Dlstrlct amendmg Sectlonal Map HT10 to establlsh the

| 65/240- EP Helght and Bulk Dlstrlct amendmg Sectlonal Map ZNQ09 to change certain
Executive Park parcels from C 2(Commumty Busmess) and M-1 (nght lndustrlal) to RC-

3(ReSIdentlal CommerCIal Combined, Medium Density) ; adoptlng fmdmgs including

environmental findings, Plannmg Code Section 302 findings, and flndlngs of

o cons'istency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section .

101.1. R | IR -

. .NOTE: Addltlons are Lgle underlzne zz‘alzcs Times New Roman

deletions are
Board amendment additions are double underllned

.Board amendment deletions are stméethﬁteag#nepmal

Be it ordained by t.he Peopleof the City and County of San Francisco:
Section 1. Findings. T
(@) Tne'Planni'ng Departrnent has detertnined that the actions contemplated in this

ordmance comply with the Cahforma Env;ronmental Quallty Act (Publlc Resources Code

21000 et seq. ) Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervnsors in Flle

'i

No. 110626 and is incorporated herein by reference. . :; '

&,

(b) In accordance WIth the actions contemplated herein, the Plannmg Commission

adopted Motion- No 18351 concernlng fmdmgs pursuant to the California EnVlronmental

Quality Act. -Said Motion is on file WIth the Clerk of the Board of Superwsors in File No:

110626 _and the Board incorporates those findings herein by reference. Also on file with the

Clerk of the Board 'in File No.. .. 110626 | - is an Addendum Q_regared bg the Planning

Planning Commission

" ||[BOARD OF SUPERVISORS = = ' , o o : © - Page 1
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Department dated June 7, 2011, finding that no new significant impacts would result froma . -
modification to the Project analyzed in the EIR that mb‘ves’the tower closest to 'Highway 1‘O '

reference

one Qarcel to the East: the Board rncorborates the fndlnos in the Addendum herein by this”

(c) - Pursuant to S/ection' 302 of the Planning Code, ‘the'Board finds that this

ordlnance will serve the publlc necessrty convenience, and welfare for the reasons s set forth in -

II Planning Commrssron Resolutlon No. 18353 and the Board mcorporates those reasons herern

by reference A copy of Planning Commlssron Resolutlon No 18353 is on n file with the Clerk ,'

of the Board of Superwsors in File No.

110625 :

(d) ' The Board of Supervisors frnds that this ordrnance isin conformrty with the

General Plan and the Pnonty Polrcres of Plannlng Code Section 101 1 for the reasons set

by reference.

forth in Plannrng Commission Resolution No. _18352 and lncorporates those findings hereby

‘(e) The Board hereby rncorporates by reference the prOJect—specrfrc findings set

forth in Section 1(B) of the companion ordinance that amends the General Plan by amending

the Executlve Park Subarea Plan of the Bayvrew Hunters Pomt Area Plan.

Section 2. ‘The San Francrsco Plannlng Code is hereby amended by amendlng

Sectronal Map ZN10 of the Zonlng Map of the City.and County of San Francrsco as follows

Description of Propertv

\ Zoning District to be

Superseded

' 'Zoninq District H-erebv

AQQroved

Assessor's Block 4991, Lots

074, 075, 085 and 086 -

Community Business (C-2)

ReSIdentlal Commercral '

Combined, Medrum Densnty

(RC-3)

Assessor's Block 4991, Lots

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISQRS

Light Industrial (M-1)

- 915

Residential-Commercial

Page 2
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024,061, 065 and 078; Block | | | Combined, Medium Density

5076, Lots 012and 013 - (Rrew)

Section 3. The'San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended Iby émending '
_Séctiohal Map SU10 of thé Zoning Map of the City and County of San F_rainciscd, as

follows:

Descripﬁon of Property Special Use District H'eréby'Apbroved

Assessor's Block 4991, Lots 024, 061, 065, Executive Park 'S‘pécial Use District -
074, _075, 078, 085 and 086; Block 5076, Lots .

012 and 013

Sec’uon 4. The San Francisco Plannmg Code is hereby amended by amendlng

Sectional Map HT1O of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francxsco as follows

Description of Property | Heiqht and Bulk District To Height and Bulk District
| | " Be Supersedéd - -Hereby Approved
Block 4991, Lot 074 40X . | 65/240-EP
Block 4991, Lots 075, 085, 40-X/80-X : 65_./240-EP
and 086 | - a ' '

Planning Commission

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . Page 3
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: = .
DENNIS J. HERRERA City Attorney

Elaine C. Warren
. Deputy Crty Attorney

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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FILE NO. 110626

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Zoning Map Amendments - Executive Park Subarea Plan Area]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by amending Sectional Maps
SU10 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco to establish the
Executive Park Special Use District; amending Sectional Map HT10 to establish the
65/240-EP Height and Bulk District; amending Sectional Map ZN09 to change certain .
- Executive Park parcels from C-2(Community Business) and M-1(Light Industrial) to RC-
3 (Residential-Commercial Combined, Medium Density) ; adopting findings, including

- environmental findings, Planning Code Section 302 findings, and findings of

‘ consrstency with the General Plan and the Prrorlty Policies of Planning Code Section

101.1.
 Existing Law

Section 105 of the Planning Code describes the San Francisco Zoning Map as shoWing_ the

"designations, locations and boundaries of the districts established by this-Code." The Zoning
Map is incorporated within the Planning Code pursuant to Section 106. Under Section 302 of
- the Code, the process for amending the Zoning Map is the same as the process for amendlng

the text of the Code.

Amendments to Current Law '

‘This ordinance amends the San Francisco Zoning Map by amending Sectional Maps SU10
and ZNO09 to show a newly created. Executive Park Special Use District for the blocks and lots.
listed and to change the zoning in some Executive Park parcels from C-2 and M-1 zoning to
RC-3. Sectional Map HT10 of the Zoning Map is being amended to show newly created -
65/240 EP Height and Bulk Districts for the blocks and lots listed, and to supersede the
existing 40-X and 40-X/80-X Height and Bulk Districts applicable to the listed blocks and lots.

Bacquouhd lnformation

Executive Park is a 71 acre area in the southeastern part of the City located east of Highway
101 and generally bounded on the south and north by San Francisco Bay and Bayview Hill.
The Executive Park Special Use District comprises approximately 15 acres in the Executive
Park Subarea Plan area of the General Plan that contains an existing office park. Other areas
of Executive Park have been or are being developed for residential uses. The Executive Park
Special Use District is generally bounded on the north and east, respectively, by Executive
Park North and Executive Park East, on the west by Highway 101 and on the south by Harney
Way. This ordinance is part of a package of amendments to the General Plan, the Zoning
Map and the Planning Code that will facilitate the transition of the existing ofﬂce park to a
medium to high density, mlxed -use, predomlnately resrdentlal area.

Planning Commission S ,
' BOARD OF SUPERVISORS _ _ Page 1
. ' ' . . . 5/9/2011
9 1 8 . . : n: \Iand\a5201 1\0700285\00688044 doc



- SAN FRANCISCO |
.PLANNING DEPARTIVIENT

- Addendum to Environmental Impact Report

Addendum Date:  June 7, 2011
Case No.: | 2006.0422E

Project Title: Executive Park Amt_:nded- Subarea Plaﬁ and'the Yerby Company and
' Universal Paragon Corporation Development Projects

 EIR Certification: May 5, 2011 _
Project Spon&or.‘ George Yerby, The Yerby Compan_y'
Jonathan S_charf_man, Universal Paragon Corporation’

.Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department

Staﬁ‘ C'ontact.' - Joy Na\{arrete - (415) 575-904Q
v | J oy_Na'wan'ete@sfgov.o;g
REMARKS | |
Background .

A final environmental 1mpact report (E]R) for the subject pro;ect ﬁle number 2006. 0422E, wasr

certxﬁed on May 5 2011.
Th,e project analyzed in the EIR is as follows:

The 71-acre Ekecutiye Park Subarea Plan Area is a subarea of the Bayview Hunters Point Area
Plan, located in the southeastern part of San Francisco, just east of U.S. Highway 101 and along

the San Francisco/San Mateo County boundary. The proposed project consists of amendments to '

the General Plan, the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, -
Planning Code, and Zoning Map to provide for the transition of the existing office park

- development within a 14.5-acre southern portion of the Subarea Plan Area (the Yerby and UPC
development sites) to a new, primarily residential area (with a total of 1,600 residential units and
about 73,200 gsf retail). The proposed amended Subarea Plan would establish an Executive Park
Residential Special Use District within the Yerby and UPC development sites (see below),
change the zoning within this area from a C-2 (Community Business) District to an RC-3
(Residential-Commercial Combined, Medium Density) District, and would change the maximum
allowable heights throughout this area to a range from 65 feet to 240 feet. The proposed
amended Subarea Plan would also address land use, streets and transportation, urban design,
community facilities and services, and recreation and open space by implementing objectives and
pohmes and would provide design gu1dance for buildings, streets, pathways, and parking, as
well as “green building” approaches. =~ ¢

The proposed project also includes. two specific development projects that would lmplement the -
proposed amended Subarea Plan and complete the buildout of the Executive Park Subarea Plan
Area: The Yerby Company (Yerby) development project and the Universal Paragon Corporation
(UPC) development project (see Figure IJI-5 on EIR p. II1.17). At 5 Thomas Mellon Circle,

Yerby proposes to demolish the existing office building and remove the existing surface parking

3
{
i
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Adden dum to Enwronmental Impact Report CASE NO. 2006.0422E
June 7, 2011 ' . ‘ - - Executive Park

spaces on the Yerby site, and redevelop the site with approximately five residential-commercial
mixed-use buildings, ranging in height from 68 feet (6 stories) to 170 feet (16 stories) containing
a total] of approximately 500 residential units and up to 750 below-grade parking spaces. At 150
* and 250 Executive Park Boulevard, UPC proposes to demolish the two existing office buildings -

and remove the Pvmhncr surface parkine snaces, and redevelop the site with eight residential and

ahe ZLOVE AT ) PELSSly Spatls, 220 IS0

commercial mixed-use bulldmgs ranging from 65 feet (6 stones) up to 240 feet (24 stories) tall
containing a total of approximately 1,100 residential units and up to 1,677 below- grade parking
spaces. The Yerby and UPC development projects would also include residential private and
-common open space and several areas of pubhcly accessible open space, along with new streets,
alleyways, and pedestrian walkways. : :

Contemplated Revisions to Project

Within the proposed street plan, the block bounded by Executive Park West to the west, the
proposed A Alley to the north, the proposed D Street to the east and the proposed B Street to the
south (Block A for the purposes of this Addendum) proposed and analyzed in the EIR as an
85/170-EP height-and bulk district, allowing for a 16-story tower with a 6-story, 85-foot-tall base
on Block A. The block immediately to the east of Block A (Block B for the purposes of this
Addendum) is bounded by D Street to the west, A Alley to the north, E Street to the east, and B
street to the south. Block B was proposed arid analyzed in the EIR as a 65/85-EP height and bulk
~district, allowing for a 6- to 8-story building on Block B. (See Figure I1I-9 on EIR p. II1.24.)

Subsequent to the certification of the final EIR, changes to the height and bulk districts for
- Blocks A and B have been contemplated. The contemplated revisions to. the proposed project

- (proposed project as revised) would essentially trade the respective building heights and
volumes, as originally proposed fot Block A, with that of Block B, to relocate the 16-story tower
height from Block A to Block B. (See Exhibit A: Revised Site Plan.) Under the proposed
project as revised, Block A, instead of Block B, would receive a 65/85-EP height and bulk
designation. Block B, instead of Block A, would receive a 65/170-EP height and bulk
designation to allow for a 16-story tower on Block B. . (See Exhibit B: Revised Helght and Bulk

Map.)

A 65-to 85—foot—ta11, 6- to 8—story building would be constructed on Block A. The buildjng on .
Block B would be similar to the footprint of the tower building previously proposed for Block A
under the EIR project.The footprint of the 16-story tower building on Block B would be similar
to the footprint of the tower building previcusly proposed for Block A under the EIR project.
The tower fagade would front on A Alley and E Street, with a 65-foot (6-story) podium fronting
on B and D Streets. Along the A Alley frontage, the western-most part of Building B as revised,
would include a 6- -story base structure.

The amount and types of uses, the proposed street gnd and site access Would remain unchanged
from the project analyzed in the EIR. =~

Section 31.19(c)(1) of the San Francisco Administrative Code states that a modified project must
“be reevaluated and that, “If, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer
determines, based on the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is
‘necessary, this determination and the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing 111 the case
record, and no further evaluation shall be required by this Chapter ”

SAN FRANCISCQ
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .
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Addendum to Environmental Impact Report C * CASE NO. 2006.0422E
June 7, 2011 ’ . . , Execntive Park

Analys is of Potentml Environmental E_}j‘ects

Because of the shift of tower volume and hei ght from Block A to Block B, the environmental
topics of Aesthetics, Shadow, Wind, and Recreatlon ment some additional d1scu551on under the
' proposed project as revised.

Aesthetlcs

The proposed pro_;ect as rev1sed does not ca]] for any change to the analysis and conclusmns of
the EIR with respect to the topic of Aesthetics (scenic resources, scenic vistas, and visual

- quality). (See Figure V.B-2 on EIR p. V.B.6, Figure V.B-3 on EIR p. V.B.8, Figure V.B4 on

EIR p. V.B.9, Figure V.B-5 on EIR p. V.B.11, and Figure V.B-6 on EIR p. V.B.12.) The shift of
“tower volume eastward would not obstruct any scenic view of the Bayview Hill scenic resource. -
Rather, when viewed from Highway 101 northbound, the revised configuration of heights would -
taper the height of development downward to the west allowing the proposed and approved
tower volumes within the Subarea Plan Area to better echo the mounded shape of Bayview Hill
rising in the background. (See Exhibit C: Visual Simulations - EIR Project and Project as
Revised, nghway 101 Northbound.) Further, the revised configuration of heights would better
preserve views of San Francisco Bay for motorists traveling southbound on Highway 101 as they
approach the Subarea Plan Area from the north and for persons viewing the Bay from the raised
- northern end of the Little Hollywood neighborhood. (See Exhibit D: Visual Simulations — EIR
Project and Project as Revised, H1ghway 101 Southbound See also Figure V.B-5 on EIR p.
V.B.11)~

Like the EIR project, the proposed project as revised would not result in any significant 1mpacts
‘related to the Aesthetlcs

Shadow

The proposed project as rewsed does not call for any change to the analysis and conclusmns of -
the EIR with respect to the topic of shadow. Although relocating the 16-story tower from Block
A to Block B would move the tower about 160 feet closer to the boundary of Bayview Hill Park, -
‘and would accordingly shift the maximum extent of its potential shadow closer to Bayview Hill

" Park, the maximum potential extent of shadow resulting from the relocated tower on Block B

“ would still not reach the boundary of the Park. (See EIR Figure V.J-1: Maximum Extent of Net
New Project Shadow on Bayview. Hill Park Area A on October 4 (5:47 PM PDT) on EIR p. V.J--
7.) Note that in this figure, the miaximum extent of shadow from Building 2 would not reach the-

.boundary of Bayview Hill Park, despite Building 2 being closer to the boundary of Bayview Hill
Park than the relocated tower on Block B under the proposed project as revised, as well as taller -
in height (by about 30 feet), and higher in base elevation located upslope from Block B..

Near the end of the day (one hour before sunset) around the summer solstlce the relocation of
16-story tower height eastward from Block A to Block B would shift project shadow _
incrementally eastward accordingly, from the surface of the Bay to a strip of the shoreline at the -
western end of Candlestick Point State Recreation Area (See EIR Figure V.J-2: Shadow Impact
on-Candlestick Point State Recreation Area on June 21 (5:30 PM, 6:30 PM, 7:35 PM PDT) on
EIR p. V.J.9.) As with the EIR project, new shadow on Candlestick Point State Recreation Area
at the end of the day around the summer solstice is not expected to substantially interfere with
‘the public’s use and enjoyment of the park, and park users who seek sunlight could use other
portions of the park along the shoreline that would continue to remain in sunlight at this time.

SAN FRANCISCO o ' 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ‘ .
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Addendum to Envxronmental Impact Report _ o CASE NO. 2006.0422E
’ June 7, 2011 oo _ ot E ' Executive Park

For thé same reasons that the EIR project would not interfere with the public’s-use and
enjoyment of proposed publicly accessible open space (EIR p. V.J.11-V.V.12), the proposed
project as revised would not have a srgmﬁcaut adverse 1rnpact on proposed publicly accessrble
open space.

For these reasons, like the EIR project, the proposed project as revised would not result in any
. srgmﬁcant impacts related to Shadows on pubhc open space.

Wind

_ The proposed project as revised does not ¢all for any change to the analysis and concluswns of
‘the EIR with respect to the topicof Wind. ‘

'The wind impacts of proposed project as revised have been studled by an independent wind

. impact consultant (see Exhibit E: Wind Effects of Relocating the 16-Story Tower from Building
A to Building B, May 25, 2011). This additional wind analysis. supplements the study of wind
impacts prepared for the EIR project to account for the contemplated revisions to the proposed
project that may affect wind patterns in the project area. As discussed on p. 6, the supplemental
wind analysis concludes: Relocating the 170 feet high tower from Block A to Block B, reducing
the Building B base to 65 feet in height, and keeping Building A at 85 feet in height, would result

- in minor changes in wind speed at various pedestrian level locations within two blocks of those
building sites. The changes expected at most of these locations appear to be reductions in wind

- speed. Changes in wind speed may result in a new exceedance of the pedestrian comfort

* criterion or may result in eliminating an exceedance of a project or existing pedestrian comfort

criterion. However, none these wind speed chan 1ges would result in an exceeda.nce of the wmd :

hazard criterion.-

Like the EIR project, the proposed project as revised would not result in any significant impacts
related fo Wind (pedestrian level). :

Recreation

The proposed project as revised does not call for any change to the analysis and conclusions of
the EIR with respect to the topic of Recreation related to the windsurfing recreatlonal resource at
the nearby Candlestick Point State Recreation Area. :

The wind impacts of proposed project as revised on this recreational resource have been studied

by an independent wind irnpact consultant, (see Exhibit E: Wind Effects of Relocating the 16-
Story Tower from Building A to Building B, May 25, 2011). This additional wind analysis
supplements the study of wind impacts on the recreational resource under the EIR project to
account for the revisions to the proposed project that may affect wind patterns in the project area.
As discussed on p. 6, the supplemental wind analysis concludes that relocating the tower make '
no detectable difference effect on wind speeds or wind turbulence at the windsurfing launch site

* at Candlestick Point State Recreation Area or in the sailing area that lies to the southeast of the
project site from conditions to be expected with the EIR project. '

" Like the EIR project, thekproposed-prqect as revised wotld not result in any significant impacts
related to Recreation (windsurfing recreational resource).

Other Environmenta] Topics

The contemplated changes under the proposed project as revised are limited to shifting tower
* volume and height from Block Ato B]ock B, one block to the east within the development

SAN FRANCISCO | '
PLANNING DEPARTNMIENT

922.



v Addendum to Environmental impact Report ) : CASE NO. 2006.0422E
June 7, 2011 ' ' . o : * Execufive Park

: prolect 51te The proposed prolect as revised is otherwise substantially the same as the prO_]eCt
that was studied in the EIR with respect to the character and quantity of proposed land uses. It
would provide the same amount of residential units, parking spaces, and.commercial uses as
described and analyzed in the EIR. It would not change the location or layout of proposed land |
uses. It would not change the proposed street plan of the Yerby and UPC development projects,
or alter site access points to the Yerby and UPC development sites or buildings. Like the project

 as originally proposed, the proposed project as revised would not substantially change the
location, amount, or character of grading or site disturbance required for construction. As such,
the proposed project as revised requires no further discussion of the' following environmental
topics: Plans and Policies; Land Use; Population and Housing; Cultural Resources; "
Transportation and Circulation; Noise; Air Quality; Recreation; Utilities and Service Systems;
Public Services; Biological Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality;
'Hazards/Hazardous Materials; Mineral/Energy Resources; and Agricultural Resources.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, it is concluded that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached

in the final EIR certified on May 5, 2011 remain valid for the contemplated revisions to Blocks A
and B. The revisions to the project would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the
EIR, and no new mitigation measures would be necessary. No changes have occurred with

respect to circumstances. surrounding the proposed proj ject that would cause significant
environmental impacts to which the project would contribute consxderably, and no new
information has become available that shows that the project would cause significant :
environmental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental env1ronmcntal review is required beyond this
addendum.

Exhibits

Exhibit A: Revised Site Plan

Exhibit B: Revised Height and Bulk Map

Exhibit C: Visual Simulations - EIR Project and Project as Revised, nghway 101 Northbound
_ Exhibit D: Visual Simulations - EIR Project and Project as Revised, Highway 101 Southbound
Exhibit E: Wind Effects of Relocatmg the 16-Story Tower from Building A to Building B

‘1do hereby certify that the above determination has been

Date of Determination: : made pursuant to State and Local requirements.
Lo 320y — wtiiZes Z 2=
R Nt :
- < ' BILL WYCKO ‘

. Environmental Review Officer

cc:  George Yerby Bulletin Board / Master Decision File
Jonathan Scharfman ' '

Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning Division  Distribution List

'

SAN FRANCISCO . o ' _ 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT : : . .
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* EXHIBIT A: REVISED SITE PLAN

Source: Hellet-Manus
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REVISED HEIGHT AND BULK MAP

EXHIBIT B:

ing

San Francisco Plann

Source

Department
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L . . EXHIBIT C:
EIR PROJECT AND PROJECT AS REVISED, HIGHWAY 101 NORTHBOUND

Source: Heller-Manus



EXHIBIT D

EIR PROJECT AND PROJECT AS REVISED, HIGHWAY 101 SOUTHBOUND

as Revised

roject

P

Source

Heller-Manus -
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. _ ' ‘EXHIBIT E
Community - . 225Bush Sven -
Development. o Suite 1700 :
) San Francisco; CA 94104
415.896.5900 phnac
415.896.0332 %ix

May 25,2011

‘ Nancy Cunmncham C,lark :

Principal
Turnstone Consulting

" 330 Townsend Street, Suite 216

San Francisco CA 94107
Subjé}ct: Wmd Effects of Relocaunc the 16-storv Towar from Buﬂdmg At Buzldmg B,

Planning Department Case No. 2006.0422E
ESA 208449

Dear Nancy:

This letter evaluates the wind effects of revising the propased height limits in the Executive Park Subarea Plan
amendments to relocate one tower of the Yerby Company Development Project within Executive Park. The
contemplated change in the development would relocate the western-most tower (Building A) one block to the
east, replacing the tower with development at a height of 6- and 8-stories, up to 85 feet. Relocating the tower has
the potential to alter the wind effects of the project as it was proposed and reported in the EIR. This analysis
‘considers whether relocatmg the tower would result in adverse wind effects that were not already considered and
fully reported in the EIR. :

To eva[uate the wind effects of this potential relocation, I first reviewed the detajls of three Technical Memoranda.
that reported the findings of technical analysis of wind effects and also reviewed the published Draft and
Commcnt& and Responses of the projects’ Environmental Impact Report. These sources are:

= “Executive Park Amended Subarea Plan and The Yerby Compan} and Universal Paragon Corporatlcm
Dcvelopment Projects Environmental Impact Report”, Draft dated October 13, 2610 and Comments and
Responses dated November 18, 2010. City and County of San Francisco Planning Departmcnt Case No.
2006.0422F, State Clearinghouse No. 2006102123,

= - ESA Technical Memoranduim, “Evaluation of Potential Changes in Wind Condmons at I:xeéutxve Park,
San Francisco, by Variant A Design of UPC Buildings 6 and 7 and Setback and Fagade Articulation
Changes;” " February 1, 2010, ' . "

= ESA Technical Memérandurn;-“Poténtial Wind Conditions at Executive Park Dévelopme-nt, Win_dsurﬁn g
Aréa Testing, San Franciscov, California”, June 29, 2009, -

*  ESA Technical Memorandum, “Potentral Wind Condmons at E(ccutlve Park Development Pedestrian
 Area Testmg San Francisco, California™, May 1,2009.

Origmal Wmd Testing to Identxfy Pedestnan and ‘Windsurfing Tmpacts

The wind effects of the project as proposed divide into pedestrian-level wind effects that would be experienced by

- residents and visitors to the project, as well as by the potential of the overall development to adversely affect the

speed and turbulence of the wind available to windsurfers in the Bay to the east and south of the project site. The

928




BT Commumty
i‘:&‘ i Development
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pedestrian wind effects were analyzed in the May 1, 2009, Technical Memorandum while the effects on wind
available for windsurfinig were analyzed in the June 29, 2009, Technical Memorandum. The ﬁndmgs of these
technical studles were abstracted and presented for public review in Sections V.I and V X of the Draft EIR.

Post Wind-Teést Evaluatron of Project Changes.

The February 1, 2010, Technical Memorandum presented my evaluation of the potential wind effects of certain

" design changes to the project that had been wind-tunnel tested. It considered both the effects on thé pedestrian
winds and on the winds in wmdsurﬁng areas that could drrectly result from a change in the configuration of UPC
Buildings 6 and 7, as well as changes to the street setbacks and the facades of other project buildings within the -
development. The street setbacks and fagades changes Were incorporated into the project, while the UPC .
Buildings 6 and 7 configuration Changes remain an available option under the project considered in the EIR

prescnted The conclusions of the February I, 2010 Techmcai Memorandum are quoted below:

“1. The UPC Buildings 6 and 7 variant reorients the street-level access road dividing tbe building and would close
the northwest-southeast aligned pedestrian street dividing the two base buildings. No changes in wind speed at
adjacent locations (#12, 13, 14, 18, 19,24 and 25) would be expected 1o result, with the possible exception of a
sriall increase at Location #18, at the intersection of B Street and the new sireet level access through the variant.
Since both existing and project wind. speeds exceed the comfort criterion at Location #18, a small increase would
not cause a new comfort criterion exceedance there and would not resuliin a new wind hazard.

2. The setbacks and fagade changes include overall Wi_dg the local streets and alleys by 10 ft., upper story
setback changes, and the optional configurations of bay windows.and stoops that may preject np fo

5 ft. info the street setback. If the road width increasés alone are applied universally, wind speeds within the
development are expected to increase in general, by approximately ! mph on the streets to 2 mph on the alleys, with
larger increases possible at a few locations near taller buildings. Since project wind speeds at a number of locations
along Alleys do not exceed the comtfort criterion, the up to.2 mph increases could cause some to exceed the
pedestrian comfort criterion. Since the many of the Pproject wind speeds along Streets do exceed the comfort
eriterion, the smaller increases typically would not cause new exceedances of the pedestrian comfort criterion.
However, these increases would not be hkely to create new wind hazards, in Alleys or in Streets. ’

If the road width increases are fully offset by adding substantral bay windows, porches and stoops. with the largest -
possible projections into the setback, they would effectively maintain the current street width and aven the potermal )
wind speed increases and increases in the number of pedestrla.n comfort criterion exceedances.

3. Any or all of these proposed changes would have np detectable effect on wind speeds or wind turbulence at the

windsurfing launch site at Candlesuck Pomt State Recreation Area (CPSRA) or in the sailing area tbat lles to the
southeast of the Projedt site.” .

" The EIR referenced the February 1, 2010, Technical Memorandum and dlscussed the memorandum s conclusrons
as it considered the potential 1mpacts of the project as proposed :

Al
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Potential Tower Relocation - Project Cbangesland Discussion

The follow—in'g presents the detaifed analysis and discussion of the contemplated changes to the project buildings -
. A.and B, and the anticipated resulting changes in the wind conditions.

Potential Relocation of the Tower

The project considered in the EIR proposes Building A as having a 16-story tower, with a 6-story base, and
Building B, to the east, as an 8-story building. The contemplated tower relocation would result in Building A

* becoming an 6- and 8-story structure and Building B becoming a 16-story tower on a 6-story base. The footprint
of the 16-story tower on Building B would be similar to the footprint of the tower of EIR project Building A, ‘In
effect, the relative building masses and towers of Buildings A and B would be exchanged. The Building B tower
fagade would front on A Alley and E Street, with a 65-foot (6-story) podium fronting on B and D Streets. Along
the A Alley frontage, the western-most part of Building B would include a 6-story base structure. A map that
shows the layout of the contemplated new configuration of Buildings A and B analyzed in this letter is presented
below, ot - - ‘ : :
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Wind Effects on Windsmfing
Given that the tower, whether on Building A or on Building B, would be the same height, same footprint size, and

_ same-orientation, the overalt effect on those winds that pass over the site will be the same. ‘Moving the tower to
the east would not alter the amount of wind that would be intercepted by the tower and development. This clearly
shows that relocating the tower wounld not affect the winds that pass over the site before they reach the Bay to the

. eastand to the south. With respect to windsurfing, the effect of the relocated towerwould be indistinguishable
from the effect of the EiR project — namely, less than significant. '

However, the wind from the fower would be dlrected downward ata dlfferent locatxon a.bl ock to the east

The differences in wind condmons that could result, compared to the effects of the EIR pro_lect are consuiered
and discnssed for each building, as follows: :

Building A

Lowcnng the hcxght of Building A to 85 feet in height would reduce the wind intercepted by that bulldmg and for
all wind directions (northwest, west-northwest, west and southwest) less wind will be directed down into
Executive Park West and to the block of A Alley and B Street, west of D Street. The lower Building A is
expected to resultin lower wind speéds on those streets adjaceat to the building, as reflected in nomiinal -
reductions in wind speeds at test points 9 and 15, For winds other than west, this also may result in smalt wind
speed reductions at the intersections of A Alley and B Street with D Street, at test points 10 and/or 16.

For west winds, the lowered Building A would intercept some west wind before it reaches Building B, with its
170 feet high tower. This shelter will reduce the area of the new Building B tower that would be fully exposed to
west wind. This would reduce the amount of wind that will be directed down to ground [evel by the Building B
tower. This reduced exposure will also occur for west-northwest wmds but the magmtude of the sheltering effect
will be smaller. :

The lowered Building A would intercept less of the northwest and southwest winds than would the ETR project’s
" Building A, For this reason, less of the northwest and southwest winds would be directed to street level. This
would slightly reduce wind speeds at street level adjacent to Building A,

Building B -

The new tower would be located at the northeast corner of Building B, while 6-story base structures would
occupy the northwest corner and south frontage of the site. This base would provide a roof at a height 20 feet
lower than the new Building A, These similar.roof hei ghts would allow the wind that flows over the roof of
Building A to then flow smoothly over the roofs of the Building B base structures, so would redirect less of that
wind flow down to street level. Of the winds that strike the new Building B tower, some will be directed down to
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the roof level of the 6-story base structures, which will rec[ireci them horizontally, far above the street. 'Other
winds from the tower would bz directed down to pedestrian level on D Street, ag well as to A Alley and B Street.

‘West winds that strike the relocated tower must first pass over the lowered Building A and the base portions of
Building B. The area of the tower that would be exposed to West wind would be less at this new location than on
the west side of Building A, as it is in the EIR project. This reduced exposure will reduce the amount of wind
that wil] be directed downward to ground level by the Building B tower. Due to the confi guration that places the
tower on the northeast corner of the building and base structures at the northwest comner and alon g the B Street
frontage, it is expected that more of the west wind intercepted by the tower would be directed down to A Alley.
than to B Street. It s also expected that this will reduce the west wind contribution to wind speeds along B Street

- (test points 17 anid 18). This reduction would also occur for west-northwest vinds, but the magnitude of the
_reduction is expected to be smalier, o -

Although the northwest and southwest winds that reach the new toiwer will not be intercepted first by Building A,
other buildings in the development would have similar roof heights and would serve the same function, raising
the height of the approaching wind and providing less wind exposure for the base structures and the new tower.

* For the northivest, west-northwest and southivest winds that strike and flow down the new tower, the roofs of the
base structures in Building B would intercept those winds that flow down the west and south faces of the tower
and would redirect them horizontally, high above the street. '

For southwest winds, some increases in wind specd“alo‘ng AA, adjacent to Building 3, would be expected, and
would be reflected in increases in wind speeds at the intersection of A Alley and E Street and at the intersection
of A Alley and Thomas Mellon Drive. : :

For northwest winds, some small increases in wind speed along B Street, adjacent to Buildirig 3, would be
expected, and would be reflected in increases in wind speeds at the intersections of B Street and E Street and at B
Street and Thomas Mellon Drive. - LT :

For all wind directions, the overall effects of the building changes on the wind speeds on D Street, between
Buildings A and B, are not expected to be substantial.” Although the 10% wind speeds at the intersection of A
Alley and D. Street could remain essentially unchanged, the relative contri bution from each wind direction could
change, with a larger contributipn from west-northwest and/or northwest winds. :

With the EIR project, winds from the west would contribute 60% of the winds over 1 I mph at the intersection of
A Alley and B Street (test point 16), likely due to west winds that would strike the Building A tower and flow -
down to and along B Street. The west wind contribution at that intersection is expected to be reduced for thé new
Building B tower. because it would be partially sheltered by Building A and because the base structures and
courtyards of Buildings A and B will deflect and slow wind from the tower. Thus, the new configuration appears .
likely to mitigate any increases in street-level wind speed on D Street due to the new Building B tower.

It is possible that one or more of these changes in wind speed may result in a new exceedance of the pedestrian
“comfort criterion or may result in eliminating an exceedance of the pedestrian comfort criterion. However, it is
not likely that an exceedance of the wind hazard criterion would result at any location within the development

due to the relocation of the 16-story tower as contemplated. ) ' ’
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Conclusions of the Analysis

x - Relocating the 170 feet high tower from Building A to Building B, reducing the Building B base
to 65 feet in height, and keeping Building A at 85 feet in height, would result in minor changes in
wind speed at various pedestrian level locations within a two blocks of those building sites. The
changes expected at most of these locations appear to be reductions in wind speed

= ' Relocating the tower would have no dctéctable effect on wind speeds or wind turbnlence at the
windsurfing launch site at Candlestick Point State Recreation Area (CPSRA) or in the sailing
area that lies to the southeast of the Project s1te

k) Changes in wmd speed may result ina. new exceedance of the pedestrian comfort cnterlon or
may result in eliminating an exceedance of a project or existing pedestrian comfort criterion.

»  None these wind speed changes would résul_t in an exceedance of the wind hazard criterion.

If you have any questions about this analysis, please call me.
Sincerely,

Charles B. Bennett
Senior Managing Associate
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Date: - April 21,2011

Case No.: - - 2006. 0422EMIUZ
Project Address: EXECUTIVE PARK

- Zoming: - . . M-1,C2; 4OXAND80XHEIGHTANDBULK
Location: - Highway 101'and Harney Way:

. Project Sponsor:  Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporation -
" 5 Thomas Mellon Circle (Yerby) :
~ 150 Executive Park Boulevard (UPC)
San Francisco, CA 94134

* Mat Snyder — (415) 575-6891 |

Staff Contact:
' mathew.snvder@sfgov.org

Recbmm_en‘daﬁ'on:_ Approve General Plan Amendments, Planning Code Text and Map .

Amendments, and Adopt Des1gn Guidelines .

PROJECT DESC'RIPTiON

The Pro;ect consists of the followmg four components

1.

General Plan Amendments: The General Plan amendments consist of changes to the -
+ Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Pomt Area Plan to accommodate a

transition from predominately office use to mixed-use / predominately residential use.
The overall goal is to create a ‘vibrant, urban, pedestrian oriented neighborhood

characterized by active pubhcly—access1b1e streets. Other correspondmg minor General'
* Flan a_mendments are also proposed to various maps and ﬁgures throughout and to the

Land Use Index.

'Plamu'ng Code Text Amendments; The text amendments consist of estabhshlng the .

Executive Park Special Use District (SUD) (Section 249.53), height controls specifically

~ tailored to the SUD (Section 263.27), and a new 309 Design Review process for pro]ects

within Executive Park (Section 309.2).

Zoning MaD Amendments The map amendments consist of rezoning the-. portlon of
Execitive Park surrounded by Harney Way, Executive Park Boulevard West, Executive

Park Boulevard, and Execuhve Park Boulevard from M-1 and C-2 to RC-3; mclude the -

subject parcels within the new ‘Executive Park SUD, and include those parcels north of
Alana and Hamey within the 65/240 EP Helght and Bulk Dlstrlct.

www.sfolanning.org.
a1V S

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,

CA 94103-2479 )

Reception:
4 5.558.63.78

Fax:

415.558.6409 -

Planning .
Infarmation;

415.558.6377
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4.  Design Guidelines. The Design Guidelines would work in conjunction with and as an
extension of the Subarea Plan and SUD. 'The Guidelines would provide further guidance
and requirements in the areas of street and block layout, public realm 1Inprovements '
building siting, features and characteristics, and sustamablhty

-Related Development Projects. Two development proposals by. Yerby and UPC would be
accommodated by these actions and have been analyzed under the Environmental Impact Report

*.along with the subject amendments (Case No. 2006.0422E). . The two development proposals

would be located at the existing office park and together could include up to 1,600 dwelling

" units, 70,000 square feet of retail and appronmately 1,400 off-street parking spaces. Bulldmgs )
within the development would generally range between .65-feet to 240-feet tall. = This
development would feature a new publicly accessible internal road network and small open
spaces. Parking would either be below grade or Wrapped with actlve uses.

Approvals of the actual development are not before the Commission at this time. .

lDevelopInent for the enitire Executive Park area (prex}i:ous entitled "projecta and the ones described |
above) could include up to 2,800 dwelhng units, and 84,000- square feet of retail space along w1th
other ACcessory uses.

SlTE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

Executwe Park is the area l.tnmedlately east of nghway 101 at the Clty and County” lme and at

. the Bay shoreline. The approximately 70-acre site is boxed in on three sides by. Highway 101,
Bayview Hill and San Franasco Bay. Executive Park is isolated from the City street grid and has
limited points of ingress and- egress. Its circulation is characterized by a looped road
surrounding an office park and two separate private street networks that lead away from it.
Hainey Way, the main access point to Candlestick Point and the stadium, also serves.as the main
route to Executive Park. Only two other $treets lead to and from Executive Park: Blanken Avenue, -
which leads to residential neighborhoods westward, and Alana, which leads to the main

' southbou'nd access point for'Highway 101. (See attached Co_ntext Maps) .

The Executive Park area is d1V1ded into three subareas genera]ly deﬁned by property ownershlp =
- and phase of entitlement. The central area includes three office buildings (approximately 307,000
gross square feet) and expansive surface parking. Twa areas fo thé north and northeast of the
office park. are being developed for residential use. Signature Properties, is developihg'me
portion of Executive Park directly north of the office park, and when complete, will consist of -
approximately 450 dwelhng units, and 14,000 square feet of retail. The Signature Pro]ect includes*
three podium buildings (between the heights-of 60 and 90 feet tall) and.a series of Jomed
townhouse structures. At this point, -only one podiumbuilding has been built alonig with
roughly half of the planned townhouses. An expansive natural open space along the hillside has
been unproved in con]unctlon w1th the Signature development it includes a pubhc trail to a
- hilltop lookout. '

To the northeast of the office development is another residential development being constructed
. by Top Vision. Five buildingé consisting of roughly 300 units have been constructed, three of
which sit atop a hilltop embankment overlooking Harney Way and the' Candlestick Point State
Recreation Area (CPSRA). A final phase for Top Vision has been approved for an addition 465
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dwel]mg units upslope from the existing buildings which has not yet been constructed. These
units would be w1thm podlum bulldmgs and a 160-foot residential tower. :

In d1scussmg Executlve Park and the actions before the Commission, there are two geographic

areas referenced The larger 70-acre Executive Park area includes all developments including

existing office, residential, and hillside open space areas. The draft amendments to the Subarea
Plan would apply to this entire area. The proposed rezoning and Design Guldehnes, however,
only apphes to the 15—acre office park area (”offrce park portion’ ) '

SURROUNDiNG PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD
VvExecunve Park is bordered on 1ts West by Highway 101. Beyond the freeway are the Little

Hollywood and Visitacion Valley nerghborhoods Blanken Avenue leads from the intersection of .. -

Executive Park Boulevards North and West, under the freéway, and through Little Hollywood
westward to Third Street. At Blanken and Third Street, abouit % mile from Executive Park, the
Schlage Lock factory site is being rédeveloped into a new mixed-use neighborhood that will
include roughly 1 200 ‘dwelling units and supporting. retail and community uses. ' x

ETo the east is Candlestick Pomt the stadium and. parking lot and the CPSRA. - Candlestick is

planned for a large scale redevelopment in conjunction with the redevelopment of Hunters Point

Shipyard, located east of Candlestick. The mixed-use project will include up to 10,500 dwelling
units, roughly 900,000 gross square feet of retail, 2.5 million square feet of office development
- among many other uses and public imProvementS The CPSRA is located east and immediately

. south of Executive Park across Harney Way. The State Park i is undergoing a plannlng effort to
amend its General Plan. Bayview Hill Park, a natural open space park, is 1mmed1ate1y to the
north on top of the borderrng hill. (see attached Context Maps) - T

' ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

. An_ environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared that includes the subject legislative -

- actions along with the Yerby and UPC development proposals described above. The EIR was
published in October 2010, had a public hearmg in November 2010. Tt certification is scheduled

for the same hearing and will be required pr1or any approval actions.

Also at the subject hearing, the Commission will need to adopt “CEQA findings” as required Ey

-state law. The CEQA findings, will among other things, reject. Project alternatives considered in :

the EIR but not under consideration, adopt overriding considerations for Project approval where

" - significant adverse impacts have been identified but cannot be mitigated to a less than 51gmf1cant

level and adopt a Mlngatlon Monitoring Program (MMRP).

SAN FRANC!SGD
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HEARlNG NOTIFICATION .

TYPE " REQUIRED " .. . .REQUIRED- 7. ACTUAL™Y . ACTUAL-,

: - PERIOD-- " NOTICE DATEh'_'-", |+ NOTICE-DATE: [ ' PERIOD

Classified News Ad - 20days© | Aprill5, 2011 - L Apnl 13,2011 22 days .
Posted Notice - [not required] | [not required] [not required] [not required] | .
Mailed Notice . 10 days ' April 25,2011 April 15, 2006 20 days - |
DISCUSSION -

" General Plan Amendments -
The General: Plan Amendments consist ofa complete revision to the Executive Park, Subarea Plan-
along with other minor changes throughout the General Plan :

The Subarea Plan was originally established in 1985 as part of the South Bayshore Plan (now
called the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan). The original Subarea Plan explicitly laid out a site
plan for a mixed-use predominately office and commercial development. The Subarea Plan’ s
. prescribed site plan had a suburban style and insular orientation. Over the years, the Executive

" Park entitlements were amended to incrementally allow more residential development; however,

" the main thrust of the Subarea Plan remamed largely oriented to commeraal use.

In the rrud-ZOOOS ‘three of the Executive Park developers . expressed interest in pursumg_ E
residential development: Signature Properties wanted to develop residential in-lieu'of previous
-approved office development; Yerby and UPC wanted to redevelop their office and parking uses

' as residential. After considering the new surrotinding context, market forces, and other factors,
staff agreed to pursue a new vision for Executive Park.. Planning saw an opportunity to apply
the same pnnclples in creatmg vibrant pedestrian-oriented mixed-use ‘neighborhood used for
Downtown Residential Districts, Market / Octavia and other projects to Executive Park. It .
became apparent that a new envisioning of Execittive Park could also address many of its long

. standing challenges, mcludmg tying the different phases of development in a coherent whole,

and providing better ways to connect established neighborhoods w1th the shorelme

The completely rewritten Subarea Plan sets the framework and tone for new development at
Executive Park as a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use, predominately residential neighborhood: it
~ provides general objectives and policies relating to land: use, urban design, circulation, and
. recreation and open space. While it does not include a specific site plan as earlier versions did, it
does provide a Proposed Street Network diagram that breaks up the large central office blocks -
into a“fine grained block pattern more. typical of San Francisco development It. provides a
~ general framework for street typolog1es a.nd circulation, and for open space. '

Planning Code Amendments

Underlying Zoning. .The Planning Code amendments include rezoru.ng the porhon of the office
" paik- from either their current M-1 (nght Industrial) or C-2 (Community C_ommermal) Use
District designations-to an uhderly‘ing RC-3- (Residential Commercial Mixed —~ Medium Dernsity).

The RC-3’s name denotes the intended residential mixed-use development; RC-3 also allows for

greater density. M-1 and C-2 densities are generally set at one dwelling unit for every 800 square

feet and 600 square feet of lot area respec’avely The RC-3 would allow up to one unit for every

400 square feet of lot area .
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: The Executive Park Spec1al Use District. The Planmng Code Amendments also include the' '
establishment of the Executive Park Spécial Use District (SUD), which creates specifically tailored
controls unique for the new neighborhood. As one example, a widened Harney Way and a new
- Highway 101 interchange are now planned that will likely encroach onto existing lots. The SUD
enables development densities to be transferred from portions of the Executive Park area that ~

"~ might become right-of-way to other portions within the Special Use District. As another

‘example, Executive Park does not have a typical residential street and block pattern that is
assumed by most Planning Code development controls. Because of this, the creation of a more
. fine-grained street network is required. The SUD includes prov151ons for dehvery of publicly '
accessible streets and open space in con]unctlon with development : : '

New Height and Bulk Designation. 'The Planning Code Amendments also include new
provisions for heights. The Subarea Plan calls for a dynamic urban form. As such, the new - =
zoning establishes a 65/240-EP Height and Bulk District that enables 65-feet buildings throughout

the District but also allows for taller buildings at spec1f1c locations. Burldlngs along Harney and
Alana can be built to 85 feet as.a means to creating a definitive streetwall at the neighborhood’s

(and City’s) edge. ‘Such treatment is also allowed along Executive Park Boulevard North, which
has long been envisioned as the neighborhood center. Slrnllarly, the height controls allow three
towers within the SUD at key locations and at specific heights (240 feet 200-feet, and 170-feet). \

Desrgg Review. Finally, the Planning Code Amendments extend the Design Review Procedures

- under Planning Code Section 309 and 309.1 used for. Downtown and the DTR (Downtown

- Residential) Districts to Executive Park. Under this design review prov151on, all development
projects that include new: construction will be requlred to come before the Commission and be
sub]ect to neighborhood notification. :

Design Gmdellnes ' o
Planning staff has prepared draft Design Guidelines for Executive Park. The Guidelines aimtodo .

the followmg (1) provide an urban design framework for the entire site with specific sttategies
for parﬁcular portions of the site; (2) include general performance criteria for public realm
‘improvements’and include guidelines for how buildings and their streetwalls are to relate to
different street typologies; (3) establish both performance criteria and specific requirements for -
building modulation, activation and architectural treatment; and (4) provide general-
performance criteria for sustainability. :

Streetscape Master Plan :
One of the challenges of Execu’ave Park has been and will contmue to be. coordmatmg

- development between dlfferent property owners. For the proposed new layout the delivery of

. publicly accessible streets and open space will need to be coordinated. Staff is working with the

- ‘Project Sponsors on a Streetscape Master Plan (SSMF) to assure clarity between the two property
owners and the City regarding the expected unprovements A Draft Streetscape Master Plan will

» for forwarded to the Commission in a supplementary packet on April 28, 2011. The Commission = -
. is not scheduled to take action on the Streetscape Master Plan at the May 5 Hearing; the SSMP'is
being made available for their information and their comment. The Draft Streetscape Master Plan

as forwarded to the Commission should be viewed as a work-in-progress that will form the basis _
ofa fmal Streetscape Master Plan that will dictate public realm improvements. C
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. ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Duration of Review. :
The planning process for Executrve Park has been underway for more than five years.
Environmental review has taken .longer than anticipated, largely due to the changing
- circumstances of surroundmg plarmed development and changes in- planned mﬁrash'ucture
improvements. ‘

Locatlon of Towers - :

~ While voicing general support some Comrrussmners have expressed concermn about spec1f1c
location of towers particularly with the west most: tower adjacent to Highway 101 (or “Tower C”

as identified in the SUD). Concerns include creatmg a partial view blockage of the Bay when

travelling along 101 south and an overly even distribution of tower spacing. The Amendments in

this package reflect the same proposal as wasin the packet for Initiation keepmg the towers at the

same location and configuration. - : :

"However, staff is continuing to Work with the Project Sponsor fo see What modlﬁcattons can’ be
made to Tower C both in térms of slight relocation and configuration to amelicrate the expressed
concerns. Staff and the -Project Sponsor team hbpe to find a solution that can be integrated into -
the Amendments without creating new impacts or requiring additional environmental review.
Staff will provide updates on this effort in a separate memo to the Commission as part of the"

' Apnl 28 Comnussmn packet

Outreach and Notification :
_ Planning. staff sent out a mailed notice regarding the informational hearlngs to give the pubhc the
o opportumty to voice any concerns directly to the Commission.” Planning staff also hosted an
open house in the neighborhood'to elicit questions and- feedback about the proposed General

| Plan and zoning amendments. In general, public feedback has been favorable regarding the

proposed new land uses and intensity of development. However, some have voiced concern
about needed additional community participation, ,ensunng,quahty design in the future, and
.assuring that local. streets are not overburdened with spillover parking. Some have voiced .
co_nc'erh over the particulars of the proposed urban form, with some concerned about the towers.

SANFRANGISGD ST o o - . .
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. Executive Summary - . : T ASE NO. 2006.0422EMTUZ
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 L - , " Executive Park

REQUIRED COMMISS]ON ACTION
_ Cer’aﬁcahon of the FSEIR. [matenal under separate cover].
. "Adophon of CEQA Findings.
‘ Approval of General Plan Amendments

1
2
3
4. - Approval of Planning Code Text Amendments:
. 5 ‘Approval of Zomng Map Amendments: -
6

Adoption of Executive Park Design Guidelines.

RECOMMENDATION: =~ Cerﬁfj EIR, Adopt CEQA Finding, Approve General Plan,
; R . Planning Code Text and Map Amendments, and Adopt DeSIgn
" Guidelines

ATTACHMENTS:

Context Maps : '
- [note: Draft Motion Certzfymg EIR and related material under separate cover]

' CEQA Findings .
) Draft Motion
Attachment A CEQA Findings
Attachment B: Mitigation Monitoring Reporbng Program

[to be sent separately] -
" - General Plan Amendments ’ '
" Draft Resolution -
Exhibit A: Leg_islative Digest
Draft Ordinance

Attachment A: Superseded Text and Figures
Attachment B: Amended Text and Figures

: Exhibit B: * - General Plan Fmdmgs and Plannmg Code Sectlon 101. I(b)
: _Fmdmg : :
Planning Code Text Amendments
Draft Resolution o "
Exhibit A: ' Legislative Digest:
: . Draft Ordinance
Zom'ng' Map Amendment ’
o ' DraftResolution ' . -
' Exhibit A Legislative Digest -
_ " Draft Ordinance . ‘
_ ExhibitB:  Map of Existing Zoning and Proposed Zoning
. Design Guidelines . . ' s IR
Draft Resolution

| ExhibitA:© Draft Design Guidelines

MMS: IACIywide\Community Planming\Seuth BVHP\Executive Park\Work Products in Progress\Agproval Packet and Noffiafion\Ex Patk - Executive Summary -Approval.doc :
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SAN FRANGISCO o
PLANNING DEPARTM =R T

. 1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

Plannmg Commlssmn Resolutlon No. 18354 Saiieo,
HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011 T

Reception:.
. _ 415.558.6378
Date: o April21,2011 ' : ' C _ Fac
Case No.: '2006.0422EMTUZ - , o . :6155553‘,6489 -
Project: _'  Executive Park Amendments (Planning Code Map) ' “Planning
Location: ' Highway 191 and Harney Way =~ ' ?i?gasi?;a'[?
_Staff Contact:  Mat Snyder ~ (415) 575-6891 T

o mathew.snyder@sfgov.org
. Récommendation:  Approve Amendment

APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE BY .AMENDING
ZONING SECTIONAL MAPS ZN10, HT10 AND SU10 AND MAPPING THE NEW EXECUTIVE
PARK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT MAKING VARIOUS FINDINGS INCLUDING CEQA FINDINGS
AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE
SECTION 101.1.

WHEREAS SectLon 4.105 of the Charter of the C'_lty and County of San Francisco prov1des tothe
Planning Commission the opportumty to penodlcally recommend Planmng Code Amendments to the
Board of Superwsors and

On May 11, 2006, Universal Paragon Inc. (Pro]ect Sponsor) and on March 22, 2006 Yerby
‘Company (“Yerby”) (Project Sponsor) submitted applications to jointly amend the Planning Code. In
working with the Project Sponsors, the Planning Department is proposing the followmg Zoning Map

" amendments: (1) Amendments to Zoning Sectional Map ZN10 by rezoning the following parcels from -

' their current zoning (either C-2 or M-1) to RC-3: 4991/ Lots: 012, 024, 021, 065, 074, 075, 078, 085 and 086;
and Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013 ; (2) Amendments to Zoning Sectional Map SU10 by including the same .
parcels within the newly created Executive Park Special Use District; and (3) Amendments to Zoning
Section Map HT10 by rezoning the followmg parcels from 40-X and 80-X to 65/240-EP: Assessor’s Lot
4991 / Lots: 074, 075, 085 and 086.

: This Zoning Map Amendment apphcatlon is part of a larger project that mdudes three
~ components: (1) a development project sponspred by UPC that would incdude up to 1,100 dwelling units,
approximately 70,000 gross square feet of retail, and approximately 1,677 off-street parking spaces (2) a
. development project sponsored by Yerby that would include up to 500 dwelling units and
' . approximately" 750 off-street parking spaces; and (3) General Plan amendments along with Planning -
Code’ Text amendments and the subject Map a.mendments '

, The hJstory of Execittive Park inits current-form starts in the mld 1970s. In 1976, the Planmng

© Commiission: certified the San Francisco Executive Park Final EIR which analyzed a project that included
833,000 square feet of office space, 174,000 square feet of hotel/meeting space and 75,000 square feet of
retail space (about: 1,100,000 square feet in total), plus 3,900 parking spaces At the time, Amendments
were made to the South: Bayshore Plan to allow commeraal uses at the location.  In 1978 a master

'mwv.’sfptanniﬂg.bré
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Resolution No. 18354 - ' . Case No 2006.0422EMTUZ

Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 -~ Executive Park
: ‘ : - Zoning Map Amendments

development plan (“1978 Development Plan”) was created to guide development based on the Pro]ect .
- analyzed in the 1976 ElR

In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commlssmn approved minor changes to the 1978 Development
* Plan, which slightly altered the locations and amounts of the various land uses. The City issued permits
for. the construction of four office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan; three of
the office buildings had been constructed by 1985 (OB-1, OB-2 and OB-3), for a total of about 307,600
square feet of office space and 2,500 square feet of retail space The fourth office building and the
restaurant were not constructed : :

In 1985, followmg certlﬁcaﬁon of a subsequent environmental jmpact report, the Plannmg
Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 Development Plan that, when
combined with the four office buildings and restaurant previously approved, provided for 1,644,000
square feet of office space, 234,000 square feet of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and
600 residential units, plus about 5,300 parking spaces” At the same time, the Executive Park Subarea Plan -
was established as part of the South Bayshore-Area Plan to memorialize the development program and
urban form through a General Plan Amendment Related Planmng Code Map amendments were also -

~ approved.

In 1992 the developer sought and obtained a revision to the 1985 Planned Unit Development.
This revision added 25,000 square feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care space and an
additional 10,000 square feet of restaurant space and increased the square footage of residential use but
not the unit count. Five residential buildings, located in the eastern portion of the site, containing 304
units and 517 parking spaces have been constructed under this development proposal by TopVision.
("TopVision Phases Tand ]I‘) Minor General Plan amendments were approved n conjunction with this

approval -

In 1999 the Planning Commrsswn certified a supplemental environmental impact report and in

2000, approved a Planned Unit Development that extended and modified the prior 1985 Planned Unit -

Development authorization by including a residential variant, which provided for some additional

~ residential development in the nhorthwestern portion of the site. Amendments to the Executive Park

Subarea Plan that replaced all of the Plan’s figures and added text were adopted in con]unctron with
these approvals. - The general land use program remained the same. . :

In 2005, Signature Properties development pro]ect was approved under a separate PUD for the
northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Area. Nearing completion, it will include up to 450 residential
_units, 14,000 square feet of retail. space, and 588 parking spaces when built-out. Amendments to the )
ExecutiVe Park Subarea Plan were adopted as a part of this Planned Unit Development authonzanon i

In 2007 TopV1510n obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development Plan fora Phase III
development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parkmg spaces north of existing TopVision Phases
Iand it résidential bu]ld_mgs on the eastern portron of the Subarea Plan Area. : ‘

Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area currently
include up to approximately 1,220 residential units, 307,600 square feet of office space in OB-1, OB-2 and
OB-3, 17,400 square feet of retail and restaurant space, 2,013 res1dent1al parking spaces and 830 ofﬁce'
parking spaces.

Yerby has applied for approval to demolish OB-1 and replace it with a mixed use, predominantly
residential development of up to 500 dwelling units and 750 subsurface parking spaces, and UPC has
applied for approval to demolish OB-2 and OB-3 and replace them with up to 1,100 residential units and

oL ) .
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Resolution No. 18354 - .« Case No 2006.0422EMTUZ
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 S Executive Park
: : : : Zoning Map Amendments

1,677 submrface"parldng spaces. These projects will require amendment of the Executive Park Sﬁba_rea
Plan and related amendments to the Zoning Map and Planning Code. The proposed General Plan
~ amendments would apply to the entire 71-acre Executive Park Subarea Plan Area, be consistent with

existing development and approvals, and provide for the transition of the existing office park
. development within a 14.5 acre southern portion of the Subarea Plan Area (the Yerby and UPC

development sites) to a new, primarily residential area with 1,600 additional residential units and about

73,000 gsf retail. These projects would complete the build-out of the Subarea Plan Area and accomplish .
" its transition from the office park first approved in 1976 to a new mixed-use, predommantly residential
ne1ghborhood

Since 2006, proposed amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan and the development
‘ proposals of Yerby and UPC have been reviewed in public meetings by the Bayview Hunters Point
cornmunity, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood commumty and other sta_keholders, :
including at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Adv1sory Committee, a body composed of
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hu.nters Pomt Redevelopment Project Area Comrmttee,
_and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance. :

On Apr]l 7, 2011, pursuant to Planning Code section 302(b) .and the Cormrussmn m1ttated the
Planning Code text amendinents by Resolution No. 18312, including amendments that .incdude the
-fo]lowmg (1) Amendments to Zoning Sectional Map ZN 10 by rezoning the following parcels from their
current zoning (either C-2 or M-1) to RC-3: 4991 / Lots: 012, 024, 021, 065, 074, 075, 078, 085 and 086; and
Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013'; (2) Amendments to Zoning Sectional Map 5U10 by including the same
parcels within the newly created Executive Park Special Use District; and (3) Amendments to Zoning
. Section Map HTI10 by rezoning the following parce]s from 40—X and 80-X to 65/240-EP: Assessor 5 Lot

4991 / Lots 074,075, 085 a_nd 086. -

On May 5, 2011, by Motion No. 18350, the Commission cerhﬁed the Fmal Environmental Impact
Report (“FEIR”) as accurate, complete and in comphance with: the California Envrronmental Quallty Act
(“CEQA”);and : , :

On May 5, 2011, by Resolution No. 18351 the Comrmssmn adopted ﬁnd.mgs in connection with
its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan -
_ and related zoning text ard map amendments, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31

. of the San Francisco Administrative Code and made certain findings in connection therew1th wluch
findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth; and -

A draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as to form,
would amend the Planning Code by amending Sectional Maps ZNI10, H'I'lO and SU10..

NOW THEREFORE BE IN RESOLVED, That the Planning -Commission hereby finds that the
.Plamung Code map amendments promote the public welfare, convenience and necess1ty for the
following reasons:

1. The Planning Code map amenidments would enable the creation of a mixed-use predomjnately'
residential project that would include upwards of 1,600 additional units of housing on a portion
of the Executive Park site that features an underutilized insular suburban—style office park that

. effectively cuts off the rest of the City from the ad]acent shoreline.

2. The amendments mdude Planning Code provisions that promote vibrant l'ugh-den51ty, mixed-
"+ ¢ -use, nulti-jiodal and transit oriented development as a means to fully realize its shoreline
location and to help connect and mtegrate adjacent nelghborhoods

s G0 I ' ’ 3
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‘Resolution No. 18354 S Case No 2006.0422EMTUZ

' Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 ' L Executive Park
- - B Zoning Map Amendments R
3. - The amendments will accommodate development that will, in tumn, support development that

will provide employment opportunities. in.construction, re51den11a1 property management and

" operation, and related retail and services .

The Planning Code Map amendments mdude provisions that will require adherence to newly

. created Design Guidelines that will assure a high qua_hty public realm and street network.

The Plalmmg Code map ameridments anhapate future mprovements to regional transportation
infrastructure thereby providing a framework where future development Wﬂl appropriately
interface with expected future infrastructure..

- The Planrung map amendments, and by extension the Des1gn Guidelines, i include proVisione

that will new streets de51gned for multiple modes of transport, emphasmmg travel by foot and by

: blcyde : {

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED That the Plarmmg Commission finds the Planning Code

" amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan, and Planrung Code section 101.1(b)
pursuant to Planning Commiission Resolution No. 18352. *The. findings attached to Resolution No. 18352
as Exhibit B, are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth. : :

. AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That puxsuant to Planning Code Section 302 the Planmng

Commission recommends to the Board of Supervisors approval the Planning Code Map amendments

I hereby-certify that the foregomg Resoluhon was-ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commlssmn
on May 5, 2011

Jonas Jonin .
Acting Commission Secretary

AYES:

'President Olague, Commissioners Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Moore, Suguya, and Fung

NOES: -

ABSENT:

Word doc: M'MS I\Cltymde\Corrunumty Planmng\Southeast BVHP\Executive Park\Work Products m Progress\BOS
Transmittal Packet\18354.doc .
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" SAN FRANLISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Plai')riing Commission Motion No. 18350' |
Envuonmental Impact Report Certlflcatron

Hearmg Date: - May 5, 2011
"Case No.: : - 2006.0422F

Project Address:  Executive Park Amended Subarea Plan and The Yerby

Company: and Umversal Pa_ragon CorporatLon Development

. Projects
Block/Lots: _ 4991/65, 74, 75, 85, 86, 239 240, 241, 278 279, 282 346, and 418
Zoning: : 'C-2 (Community Business)

_ .~ Various Height and Bulk Districts’
Project Sponsor: . The Yerby Comipany e
L - 5 Thomas Mellon Circle, Suite. 104

San Fraricisco, CA 94134 -
" Universal Paragon Cor'poraﬁon _
. 150 Executive Park Blvd., Suite-1180.
: .- San Francisco, CA 9413 _
" "Staff Contact: Joy Navarrete — (415) 575~904o ‘
: L , ]oy navarrete@sfgov org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION. OF A FINAL
" SUBSEQUENT .. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT -REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED

EXECUTIVE PARK AMENDED SUBAREA PLAN AND THE YERBY COMPANY o

AND UNIVERSAL PARAGON CORPORATION DEVELOPMENT PRO]ECTS

MOVED that the San Francisco Planning Comrmssmn (”Comnussm 7 hereby CERTIFIES the

. Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2006.0422E, Executive
* Park-Amended Subarea Plan and The Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporatlon
' Development Pro]ects (”Pro]ect”) based upon the followmg fmdmgs o

1. The C1ty and County of San Franasco, acting through the Planning Department

(“Department”) fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quahty .

Act (Cal. Pub. Res..Code Section 21000 ef seg., “CEQA™), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Code of Regulahons Title 14, Section 15000 ef seq., (“CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the
San Franc1sco Adrmmstratlve Code (”Chapter 31”) :

A, The Department determmed that an Environmental Impact Report (”E]R”) was rec[un'ed
and provided public notice of that determination by pubhcatlon in a newspaper of general
c1rculatlon on October 28, 2006 : :

B. On February 10, 2009 the Department published the nitial Study and provided public
" noticeina newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the Initial Study for
- public review and comment; thls notlce was malled to the Deparl:ment slistof persons
' requestmg such notice.

1650 Mission St

Suite 400
San Francisco,

- CA94103-2479 .

" Recepfion:

415.558.6378

- Fax:
. 415.558. 6400

Planning
Information: .
415.558.6377 |



. Case'No. 2006.0422E°

Motion 18350
Executive Park

May 5, 2011

C. On October 13, 2010, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report
("DEIR”) and provided public notice in'a newspaper of general circulation of the
ava11ab1hty of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time ofthe
Plannmg Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the

’ Department’ s list of persons requesting such notxce o

D 'NO’EICES of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the pubhc hearing were
posted near the pro]ect site by Department staff on October 13, 2010. :

"E. OnOctober 13, 2010 .copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherw15e dehvered toa hst of B
- persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent
property owners, and to government agencies, the latter both dlrectly and through the

State Clearmghouse

E Not1ce of Completion was flled with the State Secretary of Resources via the State -
Clearmghouse on October 13 2010. '

2. The Commission held a duly noticed pubhc hearing on the DEIR on November 18, 2010 and
received public comment. The perlod for acceptance of written comments ended on .

November 29, 2010.

" 3. "The Department prepared responses to comments on envuronmental issues received at the
public hearing and in writing during the 47-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared -
‘revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received and based on additional . -
information that became available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the -
DEIR. This material was presented in a Comments and Responses document, pubhshed on
April 21, 2011, distributed to the Commission and all parties who commented on  the DEIR,
“and made avallable to the pubhc at the Department at 1650 Mission Street

. 4 The Department has prepared a‘Final Envu:onmental Irnpact Report (FEIR) con51stmg of the
DEIR, any consultations and comments received durlng the review process, any additional
information that became available, and the Comments and Responses document, all as

requifed by law.

S5 Project Environmental Itn_pa'ct Report files have been rnade available for review by the
Commission and the public. These files are available for public review at the Department at
1650 Mission‘Str'eet and are part of the record before the Commission. '

6. On April 21, 2011 the Commission rev1ewed and con51dered the FEIR and fmds that the
contents of the FEIR and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publtclzed
" and reviewed comply W1th the provisions of CEQA the CEQA Guldeh_nes and Chapter 31.

7. The Plamung Comrmssmn finds that the FEIR reﬂects the mdependent ]udgment and analysis
. of the Clty and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the '

P
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"Motion 18350 - . v . - . CaseNo.2006.0422E
May 5, 2011 y : " Executive Park

- Comments and Responses document contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, and hereby
CERTIFIES THE COMPLETION of the FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines. - ' .

- 8 . The Commission, in certifying the cornpleﬁon of the FEIR, finds that the project describedin it
* will result in the following srgmﬁcant and unavoidable pro]ect—specrﬁc and Curnulanve '

environmental impacts: -

' TRANSPORTATION

Deter1oratron in the Level of Serv1ce atU.S. 101 mainline north of Alanna Way / Harney

Way (southbound) under the proposed project.

Cumulative unpact of the  proposed pro]ect at the Bayshore Boulevard / Tu.nnei Avenue

intersection.

Cumulative impact of the proposed pro]ect at the Bayshore Boulevard / Blanken Avenue '

) mtersectron

Curnulative irnpact'of the proposed project at the Alanna Way/ Beatty Road intersection.

' Cumulative impact of the proposed pro] ect at the Harney Way / Alanna Way / Thomas -
. Mellon Drive intersection. -

Cumulative impact of the proposed pro]ect atthe U. 5.101 rnamhne north ofAlanna Way a

- . Harney Way (northbound) segment

f:-"ﬁi“;é‘.’&‘i’i:‘i”; DEPARTMENT - o ) ) 9 4 7

Cumulative impact of the proposed pro]ect at the U. S.101 ma_lnlme south of Alanna Way. /
Harney Way (northbound) segment.. .

Cumulatlve‘unpact of the proposed pro]ect at the US. 101 Northbound On Rarnp at
Harney Way. :

Cumulative impact of the proposed pro]ect at the u.s. 101 Southbound On- Ramp at

Alanna Way.

. Cumulative impact of the proposed pro]ect at the Bayshore Boulevard / Tunnel Avenue

mtersectron

Cumulative unpact of the proposed project at the Bayshore Boulevard / Blanken Avenue

* intersection.

,Cumulatlve impact of the proposed pro]ect at the Geneva Avenue /U.S. 101 SB Rarnps

rntersectlon

Cumulative lrnpact of the proposed pro]ect at the Geneva Avenue / U.s. 101 SB. Ramps
1ntersect10n

Cumulatrve impact of the proposed pro]ect at the US. 101 mainline north of Alanna Way /
Harney Way (northbound) segment :

_-Cumulative impact of the- proposed project at the U. S 101 Northbound On-Rarnp at

Hamey Way



" Case No. 2006.0422E

Motion 18350
Executive Park

. May 5, 2011

e - - Cumulative impact of the proposed project at the U. S 101 Southbound On—Ramp at
- Alanna Way ‘ :

o . ‘Cumilative 1mpact of the proposed Yerby pro]ect at the U.S. 101 mamhne north of Alanna -
Way / Harney Way (southbound) : :

e UPC project impact on Level of Service at U S. 101 mamhne north of Alanna Way /Harney
- Way (southbound). : ,

NOISE _ »
. Cumulative ﬁefﬁc noise impacts on ambient noise levels el,ong project access routes.
| AIR QUALITY | o

"o Construction emissions of toxic air contdmmants and PM 2.5.

s Project operational emissions of mass c‘riteria pollutants.

.. Exposure of sensitive reeéptors to toxic air conta_minants. _

'« Cumulative air quality impacts. ' :
I hereby certlfy that the foregomg Motion was ADOPTED by the Plannlng Commission at its -
regular rneetlng of MayS 2011. a . c | \\ o .

Q\\ | %{@\~\) o

Linda Avery \
Commission Secretary

AYES: . 7

" NOES: 0
' ABSENT: . 0

ADOPTED: = May5, 2011
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SAN FRANC SCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650:Wission St

Plannmg Commission Motlon No. 18351 - %ﬁ;m
- HEARING DATE: MAY5 2011 . L
: : . _ : Receplion:
'Date: April 21, 2011 o : o ~ A15.558.8378
Case No:  2006.0422EMTUZ s -
Project: Execufive Park Amendments and. ' 415556.6408
Do The Yerby Company and Uruversal PaIagon Corporation Development P}an‘ni@

- . -Projects - . : : - Information: .
Location: , Highway 101 and Harney Way , . M5558EATT
Staff Contact: ~ Mat Snyder— (415) 575-6891° ' ' '

‘ ' mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

Recommeﬁdatiqn} Adopt the Findings

" ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL . FINDINGS (AND A’ STATEMENT .OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATIONS) UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND. STATE
- GUIDELINES IN CONNECTION WITH THE ADOPTION- OF THE EXECUTIVE PARK RELATED

.ACTIONS

WHEREAS the San Franclsco Pla.nmng Deparh:nent is the Lead Agency respons1ble for the .
J.mplementanon of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") for the City and County of San - .-
Francisco and have undertaken environmental review process for ‘the proposed Executive Park

. Amendments-and the The Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporation Development Projects
(“Pro]ect') and provided for appropnate public hearings before the Planmng Commission
(”Com.nuss10n ). _ : : .

This Project includes three components OF! development pIO]ed: sponsored by UPC that would
include up to 1,100 dwelling units, approximately 70,000 gross square feet of retail, and approximately
1,677 off-street parking spaces (2) a development project sponsored by Yerby that would include up to
500 dwelling units and approximately 750 off-street parking spaces; and (3) General Plan amendments
. . along with Planning Code Text amendments and the subject Map amendments, ( “Project”)

On May 11, 2006, Universal Paregon Inc. (Project Sponsor) and on March 22, 2006 Yerby '
Corripany (“Yerby”) (Project Sponsor) sibmitted applications to jointly amend the General Plan by
amending the Executive Park Subarea Plan along with other related minor changes amend the Planm_ng '
Code, and amend the Zoning Maps. ‘

~ The history of Executive Park in its current form starts in the mid 1970s. . In 1976, the Planning
Commission certified the San Frandisco Executive Park Final EIR which analyzed a project that indluded
833,000 square feet of office space, 174,000 square feet of hotel/meeting: space and 75,000 square feet of
retail space (about 1,100,000 square feet in total), plus 3,900 parking spaces At the time, Amendments -
were made to the South Bayshore Plan to allow commercial uses at the location. In 1978, a master -
development plan (“1978 Development Plan”) was created to guideé development_ based on the Project
analyzed in the 1976 EIR. - o : - .

www, sfplanning.org
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Motion No. 18351 S ' : Case No 20_06;0422EMTUZ
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 o ' Executive Park CEQA Findings

/

_ In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commission approved minor changes to the 1978 Development
Plan, which slightly altered the locations and amounts of the various land uses. The City issued permits
for the construction of four office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan; three of
the office buildings had been constructed by 1985 (OB-1, OB-2 and OB-3), for a total of about 307,600
~ square feet of office space and 2,500 square feet of retail space. The fourth office building and the
. festaurant were not constructed. : : C

. In 1985, following certification of a subsequent environmental impact report, the Planning
Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 Development Plan that, when
combined with the four office buildings and restaurarit previously approved, provided for 1,644,000
square feet of office space, 234,000 squaré feet of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and
600 residential units, plus about 5,300 pérking spaces At the same time, the Executive Park Subarea Plan
was established as part of the South Bayshore Area Plan to memorialize the development program and
" urban form through a General Plan Amendment. Related Planning Code Map amendments were also

approved.

- In 1992, the developer sought and obtained a revision to the 1985 Planned Umt Development.
This revision added 25,000 square feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care space and an
additional 10,000 square feet of restaurant space and increased the square footage of residential use but
not the unit count. Five residential buildings, located in the eastern portion of the site, containing 304
units and 517 parking spaces have been constructed under this development proposal by TopVision. -
~ ("TopVision Phases I and II"). Minor General Plan amendments were approved in conjunction with this
approval ‘ : - : :

: In 1999, the Planning Commission certified a supplemental environmental impact report, and in
2000, approved a Planned Unit Dévelopment that extended and modified the prior 1985 Planned Unit
Development atithorization by including a residential variant, which provided for some additional
residential development in the northwestern portion of the site. Amendments to the Executive Park
Subarea Plan that replaced all of the Plan’s figures and added text were adopted in conjunction with
these approvalﬁs. The general land use program remained the same. ' R ‘
N :

In 2005, Signah_lré Properties development project was approved under a separate PUD for the
northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Aréa. Nearing completion, it will include up to 450 residential
units, 14,000 square feet of retail space, and 588 parking spaces when built-out. Amendments to the

"Executive Park Subarea Plan were adopted as a part of this Planned Unit Development authorization.

, . In2007 TopVision obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development Plan for a Phase jiig
. development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parking spaces north of existing TopVision Phases
I and I residential buildings on the eastern portion of the Suba_rea Plan Area. A

Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subaréa Plan Area currently
include up to approximately 1,220 residential units, 307,600 square feet of office space in OB-1, OB-2 and
OB-3, 17,400 square feet of retail and restaurant space, 2,013 residential parking spaces and 830 office
parking spaces. L o A a _ o :

Yerby has applied for approval to demolish OB-1 and replace it with a mixed use, predominantly
" residential development of up to 500 dwelling units and 750 subsurface parking spaces, and UPC has.
applied for'approval to demolish OB-2 and OB-3 and replace them with up to 1,100 residential units and
- 1,677 subsurface parking spaces. These projects will require amendment' of the Executive Park Subarea

Plan and related amendments to the Zoru'r'lg‘M_aip and Planning Code. The proposed General Plan

SARFRANCISCD ' _ C : : : 5
FLANNING DEPARTMENT . : i
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Motion No. 18351 h - Case’No2006.0422EMTUZ
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 a Executive Park CEQA Findings

‘amendments would apply to the entire 71-acre Executive Park Subarea Plan Area, be consistent with
existing . development and approvals, and. provide for the transition of the existing office park
" development within a 14.5 acre southern portion of the Subarea Plan Area (the Yerby and UPC
development sites) to a new, primarily residential area with 1,600 additional residential units and about -
73,000 gsf retail. These projects would complete the build-out of the Subarea Plan Area and accomplish
‘its transition from the office park first approved m 1976 to a new mixed-use, predominantly residential
neighborhood. .

: Since 2006 proposed amendments to the Exécufive Pa‘rk Subarea Plan and the development
proposals of Yerby and UPC have been reviewed in public meetings by the Bayview Hunters Point
community, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood commumty and other stakeholders,
Jincluding at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens  Advisory Committee, a body composed of
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hu.nters Pomt Redevelopment Pro]ect Area Commlttee,
and the Visitacion Valley Plarmmg A]llance

_ On October 13, 2010, the Department and Agency released for public review and comment the '
Draft Envuonmental Impact Report for the Project, (Department Case No. 2006.0422E).

The Planning Commission on November 118, 2010 held public hearmgs on the Draft .
Envu-onmental Impact Report and received written public comments until 5:00 pm on November: 29,
2010, for a total of 45 days of public review. : e

The Depa.rtment prepared a Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("ESEIR"™) for the :

. Project consisting: of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, the comments received during the review

period, any additional mformahon that becamie available after the pubhcatlon of the Draft Environmental

Impact Report, and the Draft Summary of Comments and Re3ponses, all as required by law, .a copy of

which is on file with the Planning Department u.nder Case No. 2006. 0422E, which is mcorporated into
-this motron by ttus reference.

The ESEIR ﬁles and other Pro]ect-related Deparhnent files have been ava.ﬂable for review by the
_ Planmng Cormmssmn and the public, and those ﬁles are part of the record before ttus Commlssron

On May 5, 2011, the PIarm].ng Commission reviewed and cons1dered the FSEIR by Motion No.

18350, found that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FSEIR was prepared
- publicized and reviewed complied with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
- ("CEQA") and the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Franmsco Administrative Code; and

By Motion No. 18350, the Planning Commission found that the FSEIR was adequate, accurate -
and objective,' reflected the independent judgment and analysis of each Commission and that the .
summary of Comments and Responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft Enwrormental
Impact Report and ;

The Department prepared proposed Findings, as requlred by CEQA regardmg the alternatives’
and variants, mitigation measures and sighnificant environmental J.mpacts analyzed in the FEIR,
overriding considerations’ for approvmg the Project, denoted as Attachment A, and a proposed
mitigation monitoring and reporting program, denoted as Attachment B, on file with the Planning

_ Department under Case No. 2006.0422E which material was made available to the pubhc and. this
Comimission for this Comrmssmns review; con31deratlon and actions;

SN FRANDSCD R ' ' L 3
LAKBRNG DEPARTIMMENT : : ;
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‘Motion No. 18351 - Case No 2006.0422EMTUZ’
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 : o " Executive Park CEQA Findings

_ THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered
the FSEIR and the actions associated with the Executive Park Amendments and the Yerby Company and
Universal Paragon Corporation Development Pro]ects and hereby adopts the Project Findings attached
hereto as Attachment A including a statement of overriding consuierahons, and mdudlng as Attachment

B the Mtlgahon Momtonng and Reportmg Program.

Ihereby certhy that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Plamung Commlssmn‘
on May 5, 2011

Jonas Ionin .

Acting Co@ssioh Secretary
. -AYES: - | Presi(ient Olague,'CO@SSi?HETS Miggel,.Ant‘orAﬁm, B‘o1"c1-eri, Moore, suguya, and Fung
N OES:

ABS:EIQT:'

I \C1tyw1de\ Community P]an.mng\Southeast BVHP\ Executive Park\Work Prociucts in Progress\BOS Transmittal
Packet\ 18351 doc . '

AN FRANCISOD . ) ' ‘ . e : .
PLANNING DEPASTMENT P . )
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ATTACHMENT A

EXECUTIVE PARK AMENDED SUBAREA PLAN RELATED PLANNING CODE
AMENDMENTS, AND THE YERBY COMPANY AND UNIVERSAL PARAGON
CORPORATION. DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

~ 'CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS FINDINGS OF FACT, -
EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES, AND
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

In determining- 1o approve (I) proposed amendments to the General Plan, the Executive 3
Park Subarea Plan of the Bayvrew Hunters Point Area Plan, Plannrng Code and Zoning

- Map (collectlvely referred to herein as the “Amended Subarea Plan”), and (i) the future-

development of the proposed Yerby Company project (“Yerby Development. Project”) .
and the proposed Universal Paragon Corporatlon project (“UPC Development Project”)
generally in ‘accordance with the Amended Subarea Plan,. as described in Section |
below, the San Francisco Planning Commission (“Commission”) makes and adopts the
following findings of fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives,
- -and adopts the followmg statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial
-evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California Environmental
Quality:- Act (“CEQA”), California- Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.,
particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA
. (“*CEQA Guidelines”), 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq.,
particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco

- . Administrative Code. The Amended Subarea Plan and the future development of the

proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects generally in accordance with the
Amended Subarea Plan are collectively referred to in these Flndrngs as the “Pro;ect

This document is organl_zed as follows: -

| Section 1 providesa'descr‘i’pt’lon of the Project the environmental r'eviewu process for the'
.Pl'OjeCt the approval actlons to be taken and the location of records ' '

Sectlon i |dent|f|es the impacts found not to be signifi cant that do not requrre mrtlgat|on |

, Sectlons i and IV identify potentrally S|gn|f icant PrOJect specific and cumulative
~ impacts that can be avoided or. reduced to less-than- srgnrf icant levels through mrtlgatron ~
and descnbe the disposition of the mrtrgatlon measures;

;Sectlons v and VI identify. Project specific and cumulative signifi cant impacts that |
cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than significant levels and describe any apphcable'
mltrgatlon measures as well as the disposition of the mltlgatlon measures; '

Ex Park - CEQA Findings - Attachment A.doc ‘ o 1 . - April 2011
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AN FRANULISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Descrlptlon of Harney Way Setback Lme
Plannmg Code Section 249 54 and Flgure 249, 54(A)

" Harney Way setback line is a line north of and runnmg approﬁinaitely parallel to the existing right

of way of Harney Way, with the setback line closest to the north side of the Harney Way right of
way at the corner of Harney Way and Execuhve Park East and furthest from the north side of the
Harney Way right of way at the ccorner of Harney Way and Thomas Mellon Drive, as shown on

- the enclosed map identified as Flgure A: “City Alt. 3 — Modified 6.11.2009”, and associated
Sections 1 through 4 on tiwo pages each identified as “City Alt. 3 - Modified 6.11.2009”, such that .
at approximately 5-feet west of Executive Park East the setback line is 5-feet nine-iriches north of -
the existing northern boundary of Harney Way as shown in Section 1; at approximately 200-feet
. west of Executive Park Boulevard East the setback line is 22-feet 3- inches north of the existing
northern boundary of Harney Way; at approxunately 250-feet east of Thomas Mellon Drive the
‘setback line is 37-feet 3-inches north of the existing northern boundary of Harney Way as shown

by Section 3; and at 10 feet east of Thomas Mellon Drive the setback line is 50-feet 3- mches north

 of the northern boundary of Harney Way as shown by Section 4.

www.sfplanning.org:
B

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,

‘A 94103-2478

: Reception:
'415.558.6378

Fax
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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 Section 1 - ~5f% West of Exec Park

Exi N PL
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X Retalning Wail

Section 5 - ~50ft East of Exec Park
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Section 6 — ~320ft East of Exec Park

City Alt. 3 - Modified 6.11.2009 |
+ Westbound lane added to facilitate BRT operatlons.

& traffic flow onto northbound Hwy 101
. Removal ogcsiastbound Iane :




: City Hall - :
~arlton 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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
LAND USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS |

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to the general publlc property owners, and mterested parties. that the'
Board of Supervisors’ Land Use & Economic Development Committee will hold a public hearing to
consider amendments to the Executlve Park Subarea Plan. The: legislation -package includes the
following proposed ordlnances o : :

' Date: : Monday, June 13, 2011
TIme: o 1'(IOpm |

Locationt Committee Room'263 located at City Hall -1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
. San Franmsco CA :

Subject' ~ Executive Park Subarea Plan and Special Use District

- File No. 110624 Ordlnance amendlng the San Fl'anClSCO General Plan by amendlng the Executlve Park
Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, the Land Use Index and maps and figures in
various elements and adopting findings, including enwronmental findings and findings of conSIstency with
the General Plan and Planning Code Sectlon 101.1. ) '

File No..110625. Ordinance amendlng the San Francisco PIannlng Code by adding Sectlon 249. 54 o
_establish the Executive Park Special Use District; adding Section 263.27 to establish Special Height
Provisions for the Executive Park Special Use District and the 65/240 EP Height and Bulk District; .
- amending Table 270 to provide that the Table is not applicable to the Executive Park Special Use
District; and adding Section 309.2 to establish Permit Review Procedures in the Executive Park Special’
Use District; adopting findings, including environmental findings, Sectioh 302 fi indings, and findings of -
conSIStency with the General Plan and the Pnonty Policies of. Plannlng Code Sectlon 101.1. '

F|Ie No. 110626 Ordtnance amendmg the San Francnsco Planning Code by amendlng Sectlonal Maps
SU10 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco to establish the Executive Park Special
Use District; amending Sectional Map HT10 to establish the 65/240-EP Height and Bulk District;
amending Sectional Map ZNOS to change. certain Executive Park parcels from C-2(Community Business)
and M-1(Light Industrial) to RC-3(Residential-Commercial Combined, Medium Density); adopting -

_findings, including environmental findings, Planning Code Section 302 findings, and findings of o

conSIStency WIth the General Plan and the Priority Pollmes of Planmng Code Sectlon 101 1.

A copy of these measures and supportlng data are avallable in the above-mentioned files of the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors. For more information regarding the above matters, call (415) 554-5184 or '
write to Clerk’s Office, Board of Supervisors, Room 244 Clty Hall, San Franc:lsco CA 94102

Persons who are unable to attend the heanng may submit written comments regardmg IZI'IIS matter pnor
to the beglnnlng of the heanng These comments will become part of the offi c1a| publlc record.

- _ 957
PUBLISHED and MAILED: June 3, 2011 , I Angela CaIVIIIO, Clerk of the Board



City Hall
BOARD of SUPERVISORS _ San Fraicisco 94102-4689
: : Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

o
S

PROOF OF MAILING

Legislative File Nos. 110624, 110625, 110626

-1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

162 Hd €~ NP 10

Description of ltems:
Heanng at City Hall, Room 263 at 1:00.p.m.

Executlve Park Subarea Plan and Special Use District

e File No. 110624 — General Plan Amendment -
File No. 110625 — Planning Code Amendment, SpeCIaI Use District. -
File No. 110626 — Zoning Map Amendment, SpeCIaI Use Dlstrlct

} Annette Lonich , an employee of rthe Office of the
Clerk of the Board Supervisors, mailed the above descnbed document(s) by depositing

June 13 2011 Land Use and Economlc Development Cemmlttee -

the sealed items with the Unlted States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully

prepaid as follows

Date: : -~ _June 3, 2011

Time: . ' 9\ L‘%‘O (Dl/h

USPS Location: | 4@0 (/M l(,&pm /4/‘«‘/6

" Mallbox/MallsIot PICk—Up Tlmes (if applicable): ‘%”07) b Ay

1

2

_Instrucﬁohs: Upon compleﬁon, original must be filed in the/above referenced files
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING
DEPARTMENT

eS|gn GUIeheS for

DEVELOPMENT DESIGN GUIDELINES ASSOCIATED WITH THE -
EXECUTIVE PARK SUBAREA PLAN AND THE EXECUTIVE PARK
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT: '

(PLANNING CODESECTION 249.54)
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- Introduction

Executive Park was originally conceived as a suburban

- office park. When the south border of San Francisco
was considered outside of an urban context, this
approach to land use may-have made sense. However,

- southeast San Francisco is now slated for major traris-
formation; this once remote section of the City will be
the focal point of vibrant urban centers. :

“Today Executrve Park is largely characterrzed by low -
" lying office buildings and expansive parking lots - a-
- condition that hinders a sense of place and connectivity.
~ There is now the opportuniity to turn the Executive Park

" parcels into new a.new residential community better
connected with the rest of the- City. While residential
"development has comimenced on pottions north and
east of the existing office development, the envisioned
new development would better fit with this resrdentlal
development. :

" The intent of these Design Guidelines is to guide the
redevelopment of the portion of Executive Park currently
occupied by office and parking. In doing so, Executive
Park will beoome a more coherent and typrcally urban
communrty

These Design Guidelines implement the Executive

Park Subarea Plan and work in eoncert with the
Executive Park Special Use District (Planning Code
Section 249.54) in ‘ensuring quality development. These -

Guidelines provide guidance for the following:

1. Laying out blocks and streets:;

- 2. Creating the appropriate refationship between

buildings, streets, and open spaces - topics best
.not left to specific quantilative,conrrols; and

3 Parhcular circumstances unrque to Exeoutlve Park.

. These Guidelines are focused of directing development

in the office park portion of Executive Park, the portion
surrounded by Harney Way, Alana Way, and Executive
Park Boulevards West North and East. '

In using these Gurdelrnes developers and planners are
to take into consideration the intent of each topic as well
as specific guidelines to ensure the overall goal is met:

961



GUIDEL!NES FOR

Street & Block Patterh

The intent of these Guidelines along with the Executive Park Subarea
Plan and the Executive Park Special Use District is to create a
“connected, vibrant, high-density urban residential neighborhood. In- '
completing the new neighborhood, the layout of blocks and streets are
required to meet the following general performance criteria:

> Reflect fine-grained block pattern typical of San Francisco;

Generally, new blocks should be no larger than a typical San .
Francisco 200-foot by 600-foot block. Smaller blocks are

" encouraged. Larger blocks should provide publicly accessrble

pedestrran paths through the block;

Ensure all rights-of-way wh'ether publicly or priVater held and-

'mamtamed be publicly accessible at all times;

" Provide multiple ways of travel through the new streets for those
travelling from west of Highway 101 to the Bay shoreline and the

Candlestick Point State Recreation Area;

Antioipate future improvements to Hamey Way.and Alana Way;

while addressrng eachasa major urban space

Align new streets through the subject paroe|s with those Tecently

completed as part ofthe Candlestlok Cove and Top VISIOﬂ
developments; :

, Anticipate adjustments to the existing property lines including

vacation of a portion of Thomas Mellon Circle to create regular
street corners, enabling Thornas Mellon to meet Hamney at a right-
angle, and adjusting the parcel line between Iots 086 and 075 of

lBIock4991 B , L
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EXISTING CONDITION .

The office park portion of Executive Park:
" is currently subdivided into four large
_parcels which accommodates low rise
buildings and substantial areas of surface
parking: New residential development
has introduced new street patterns to the
immediate north and east. However, the
expansive large lots inferrupt any urban.

. pattern or sense of connectivity.

ADJUSTMENTS

New development at Executive Park
should anticipate needed adjust-

- ents to the existing block and streét
paitern. Specifically, anticipating the " .
reconfiguration and widening of Harney
Waly, the partial vacation of Thomas
Mellon Circle to create a more typical

. right-ahgle intersection, regularizing the

boundary between the two large. lots west ‘ '

of Thomas Mellon Circle, and enabling
Thomas Mellon Circle to be aligned to
. meet Hamey at a right-angle.

NEW BLOCK PATTERN

- New streets are required to bé_ introduced

within the existing lot patterrrto break up
", the scale and provide better permeability
_-into and connectivity through the site.
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Regularize boundary
between existing lofs’

Allow partial vacation of
Thomas Meilon Circle

Aniicipqte widening
of Harney Way and

Reconfigure Thomas
Mellon Circle so that it
meets Harney at-a right



GUEDEL!NES FOR

The Public Realm

ALL STREETS

The Executive Park Subarea Plan calls for a fine grained pattern of
streets and blocks. The Plan's Circulation Network. (Executive Park

- Subarea Plan Figure 9) further calls for-a mix of street and rights-of-way

typologies in accordance with the individual street’s role and hierarchy.
The guidelines below are to assure that the streets-are mutti-modal

_in nature, and are especially designed to provide pedestrian comfort,

safety, and interest. Streets (including, alleys, and paseos) may be
requiréd to be designed to incorporate stormwater management
controls as required by the San Francisco Public Utilities Comrmission’s:
(SFPUC) Stormwater Design Guidelines and.as recommended by the
City's Beﬁer Streets Plan.

" The design of streets shall lncorporate the pnnolples of the City's
. Better Streets Plan

2. Streets should be designed for multi‘—modal use with the street
_des"ign physically reinforcing slower auto traffic speeds. o

3. Streets internal to the sité should feature narrow curb_-to—curb
widths, corner-bulb-outs and other features that physically calm,
auto traffic. ’

4. On-street parking should be provided where appropriate.

Building to be setback
from property line fo
provide opportunities
for landscaping and .
occupancy, and provide
for a comfortable buffer

: Change in grade between
front level of the dwelling
and the street”

Gracious front steps
and stoops strongly
encouraged

Furnishing zone of

the sidewalk provides
opportunities for
permeable paving and
storm water management

Ample throughway for
comfortable travel by foot
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10.

1.

their May 5, 2011 Commission Packet (See Docket -

Except for Executive Park West and the south side
blockface of Alley A east of Thomas Mellon, parking
access to development shall be Iimited to one curb
cut’ per block face.

Crosswalks should be boldly marked

if streéts are not publiciy owned, they should be

‘publicly accessible at all times and read visually as -

public streets.

Buildings should meet the street with active

frontages.

Streets should be connected to pubiicly accessible
rights -of-way at both ends (there should be no
dead-énds or cul-de-sacs), including connections o

streets, alleys, pathways or open spaces.

Streets should be designed to emphasize their use
as public or common open space.

A Strestscape Master Plan shall be completed by
the Project Sponsors based on the Executive Park
Streetscape Master Plan 4/28/11 Draft for Revjew.
provided to the Planning Commission as part of

No. 2006.0422U) under the direction of Planning
Department staff. The Streetscape Master Plan

~ shall be approved by the Director of Planning after
_ providing the Planning Commission with a report -

on its completion. Each-street segment within the
“office park partion” (or the SUD portion) of the

- . site'shall be completed as required by Planning

12,

"Commission Section 249.54(c)(15) “Streetscape

and other Infrastruciure Improvements” and

acording fo the Streetscape Master Plan.. A copy -

of-the approved Streetseape-Maeter Plan shall be -
submitted with all Design Review (309.2) applica-
tions and be included in the official record of all said

‘applications and related approvals.

Implementation of streetscape and other-
infrastructure improvements should be clearly
delineated amongst different phases of devel-
opment. Consistent with Planning Code Section
249.54 (c)(15), Planning Commission / Planning
Department approval shall incorporate conditions
for each phase that clearly lays out which portions of

13.

“14.

15.

16.

the Streetscape Master Plan will be constructed prior
to the issuance of a Certificate of Final Completion
for said phase.

Street trees shouid be planted according to the
Streetscape Master Plan. In general, street trees
should be planted every 20 feet on center. Where
this spacing is not feasible due to a driveway or
other-obstruction, spacing elsewhere should be
reduced or other means should be taken {o achieve
at least the same number of trées as would be
provided at the 20-foot interval.

Lighting should be installed pursuant to' the
Streetscape Master Plan. Lighting placement should
take into consideration appropriate photomestric

studies, the desire to reduce light pollution from the

sky and light levels adequate to, but not too overly

“light the space being lit. Lighting can be in the

form of pedestrian-oriented lights for smaller-scale .
streets, and where approprlate incorporated onto
adjacent burldings

All utilities on new streets should be piaoed

underground.

Where appropriate, street design shall incorporate

transit facility improvements and vehicle capacity.

ALLEYS (NARROW STREETS)

"Alleys” as identified in these Guidelines and the
Subarea Plan are narrow rights-of-way (approximately
40 feet wide and less), that are secondary to the street -
network. While they provide access to parking and

" loading, they are to be similarly treated as other streets

in assuring easy travel by bicycle and by foot and by '
being pleasant spaces in their own right

1.

Where provided, alleys should not only be used for
service functions, but should also be designed for

-all uses and to be pedestrian—friendiy, atfractive, and

safe.

Like all other streets, alleys should be designed

* to encourage slow auto movement; strategies

to achieve this include single-surface paving,

" alternative paving materials, bulb-outs, chicanes,

965
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PASEOS

Paseos, or pedestiran pathways, are either rights-of-way
that do not allow auto access or allow public pedestrian
access across blocks. Their public nature is to be
emphasized as to not give the impression.of restricted
access. If pathways are not publicly owned, they should
be publicly accessible at all times and read visually as
public rights-of-way.

1. There should be no gates on paseos at any time.

2. Paseos should be connected to-publicly accessible
rights-of-way at both ends (there should be no
dead-ends), including connections to streets, alleys,
pathways.or open spaces. ' :

3. Paseos should have active frontage wherever
_possible. '

4. For paseos in residential zones, townhome-style
individual residential entries are encouraged on
pathways wherever possible. In commercial Zones,
active retail frontage on pathways is encouraged.

5. Paseos should be well lit with downward facing,
pedestrian-scale lighting.

5. Street furniture, seating areas, alternative paving
‘materials, landscaping, and pedestrian amenities
" must meet or exceed plan requirements. Pathways.
should have a minimum sustained.width of 20 feet.

'ﬁpueuc OPEN SPACE

“Pubhc Open Space” outside of the Baywew Hiliside
open space, as shown in Figure 10 of the Subarea -
Plan should be intimate in scale and tie fluidly into the
street network. As a part of the public realm network,
the proposed open spaces are to increase the sense

- of connectivity, access and permeability between

the established neighborhoods and the shoreline
open space. The small intimate urban spaces should
complement the expansive nature-oriented open spaces
on either side of the nelghbornood

1. Maximize public open space to serve the site and
nelghbonng communmee '

2. Open space should be prOVIded in cohesnve usable
spaces that become an organizing principle for
surrounding development, not in the leﬁ over spaces
between bulldlngs

3. Open spaces should be part of a larger network of
pedestrian connections that help lead residents and
visitors through the neighberhood and connect to

- larger City and regional open space resources such
as Bayview Hill Open Space and Candlestick Point
State Recrea’uon Area. -

4. The development s provision of open space should
emphasize public space over private space. Open
~ space should be visually and physically accessible
'to the pubic from at least one, and preferably more,
streets, alleys, or paths, with the interior of the open
space visible from the street. -1t should not-be
gated. -

5. - -Designated public open spaces should be active,
accessible and safe. Open spaces should be
pubhcly accessible at all hours; security fences and
gates should not be used in the design of pubhc
open spaces

6. Open spaces should be designed with their _
programming intent in mind, programming for the
" blocks surrounded by: Executive Park Boulevard,
Aana, and Harhey could include seating for cafés,
-overlooks, seating for awaiting transit.
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7. The design of open spaces should be integral to the
design of adjacent building frontage's {i.e. buildings
.with commercial frontages could feature open space
‘for restaurant seating; buildings with residential
frontages could feature open space with a small tot
lot). . P s

8. Open spaces should be at the same grade as
building immediately adjacent to them.”

9. Open Spaces should be scaled relative to.the size
of the adjacent buildings and to the programming
planned for them. . '

~10. Neighborhood parks and open space should
include softscape elements, such as open -
grassy areas, shrubs or flowers, trees for shade -
or ornamentation, and water features should be
- incorporated. ‘

~ 11, Whenever possible, landscaping should be planted
' in the ground, and not in above ground planters; soil
" depth should be deep enough to ensure the health
of plantings including major trees. : '

' *la Bayview HIll Trall -

,AP,. Y ." g

%//./%:V/% %

FIGURE A: OPEN SPACE DIAGRAM

" The open space program for
Executive Park is to tie together
and provide connectivity between
existing major open space
“resources while including small
urban parks or plazas at key
gateway locations including those -
that offer the site's best public
views.

Candiestick Polnt
. State Recreafion Area

- 12. Open space shall be designed to help manage
stormwater runoff from sireets or private parcels
with best management practice (BMP). suchas -
permeable paving, rain gardens, retention ponds,
and bioswales. ' o :

13. Open spaces should be sited so that th.ey receive
- maximum sun throughout the day and year.

14. Open spaces should bé'sited to be sheltered from -
prevailing winds or designed with features such-as. -
wind breaks that mitigate wind.

-15. Open spac;es'-should be well lit with downward-.
facing, pedestrian-scale lighting.

16. Landscaping is fequired to be water efficient per the E
Water Efficient Irigation Ordinance. =
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GUEDELINES FOR

Burldrngs and Sltrn

OVERALL SITE

The overall Executive Park nelghborhood should create an exciting
Built form when seen from a distance, .and with an intimate, fine
grained scale to the pedestrran when experrenced from the street.

1. _Buildings should deﬁne and highlight corners, rmponant public
spaces, and public vistas suoh as street términations.

2. - Buildings over 85 feet in height (towers) should create an overall
composition that creates an attractive and dynamic southern
_ gateway to San Francisco. :

3. Buildings over 85 feet in herght should be slender and adequately
" spaced in order to allow sunlight and sky access to sfreets and
- public spaces, to preserve views through the dlstnot to San
Francisco Bay and to Bayvrew Hill. .

b

"~ 4. When expenenoed close up, buildings should be human-scaled
. and fine grained, in the manner of a traditional San Francrsco :

nerghborhood

5. Buildings closest to the freeway should be designed to ensure
' adequate buﬁenng from traffic-related emissions and noise.

S " 968"



HELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BUILT FORM AND
PUBLIC REALM

Streets, open spaces, “and buildings should relate to
eachother i in a way that provides the overall devel-
opment a sense of hierarchy, order, and orientation.
Buijldings and their frontages should be désigned with
their abutting streets, alleys, paths, and open spaoes in

. L

" mind and vice versa. -

BUilding size should be pr‘oportional to the scale of
streets, alleys and pathways to allow a well- defihed’
streetwall while still allowing adequate sun access
and sky to the ground

On residential nelghborhood Streets, building strest-
. walls should generally be no taller than the width
~of the right-of-way, or where there are consistent

setbacks, the width between setback lines across .

the street from each other. _This requirement may
be aocepted where corner of buildings extend lnto

Xecutive Pari Bivd

-fhe Lsetback pursuant to Guidelines p.15-no. 1

- where-such Conditions are appropri’ate

5.

Bayview Hill Trail
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. Streetwall from residential buildings should have

a height of a minimum of 50% of the right-of-way
width, for 75% of the frontage. . Exceptions to this -
guildeline may be made’ where public plazas are

provided in front of bu|ld|ngs

On alleys ‘and paseos, the streetwall should be no
more than 1. 33 times the width between streetwalls
across the street from another (right-of-way width
plus setbacks). Buildings may extend-above this

streetwall height for no more than 25% of any such -

alley.

Any portion of any boilding taller than the streetwall
height as determined above must.be setback by at

least 10 feet:

FIGURE B: URBAN DESIGN

. These Guidelines in conjunction -
with the Executive Park Subarea
Plan and Special Use District’

along Harney, Alana and
" Executive Park North, major
streets of the nelghborhood '
(denoted by blue borders),
while allowing for towers at key -
locations (denoted by puiple
asterisks) that assure sufficient
separation to see through to the
" Hill and Bay while creating a
coherent urban form. The Plan
. B also calls-for gateway treatments
5 : (denoted by yeliow circles) at key
entry points by the way of special
treatment of buildings and open
space. Locations for public views
should be provided at these .
locations along Harney Way. -

“Eindlestick Polnt
State Recreation Area

San Franélsco Bay

5

anticipate substantial streétwalls =~ -
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RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD
STREETS T

The residential street typology is the most
typical street type within Executive Park's
interior. It is generally characterized by two
travel lanes, two parking lanes and frequent.
narrowing at intersections (bulb-outs) and
at key mid-block trossings. Sidewalk widths
and furnishings are to meet the Better

. Streets Plan,

The building streetwall should be
proportional to the width between
buildings across the street by a’
maximum ratio of 1:1 (streetwall
height to street width). Execept
as otherwise provided in these
Guidelines, at least 75 percent of

" must be built to a height of at least
50 percent of the width.

New rights-of-way that are 58 *
feet wide with five foot building
‘setbacks of five feet can have

- buildings up to 68 feet along their
width and meet this-réguirement.
Building mass above the streetwall
height must be setback by 10 feet.

the streetwall along any given block



RESIDENTIAL ALLEYS

The residential alley typology is a narrower

' street type that, while secondary in nature,
must be improved to the same level as'the
other street typologies to assure a high quality
pedestrian environment. Alley A will be the

most direct route betwéen Blanken and the
Candlestick Point State Recreation Area.

; e
i I
| ]
| R -
-1 J
' -.gi ;: /
| i
ce b N _Buildin
Max i i aglg\?e
Height: i i . Standard
1.33X i i - Street-
: . wall
; ! Height
i i must
: ; setback
g I -by 10t
! ¥
i i

by 10-ft

i
i 104
; | J
| .
| i "Buildin
\%’gﬁ‘e’t- | [ Helgr?c
gener- | ! Standard
: ?"I n [ b . Street-
o j— R
65+t l ! must%
I g setback
I i
| |
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The building streetwall should be
proportionial to the width between
buildings across the street by a
maximum ratic of 1.33:1.

New rights-of-way that are 40 feet wide

_with five foot building setbacks of five feet

can have buildings up to 68 feet along
their width ahd meet this requirement,
Building mass ahove the streetwall height
must be setback by 10 feet .




I | EXECUTIVE PARK NORTH

1o Baywew W Tral

Executive Park North Boulevard is the northern major
street of Executive. Park and currently serves as the
gateway to new residential development to its north
and east, As a key street in the development, buildings
are allowed (and encouraged) to be builtto 85 feet on
the south side. -

.wm

The loca’fion of Executive Park North and Thomas

Mellon Circle has long been-envisioned as the retail

hub of Executive Park. Hence, Executive Park North

has two contexts: a neighborhood retail context and a
" residential context.

g.-u-\m '-'

o V/////mwv

" For the retail context,

sidewalks must be no fess

than 15-feet wide between

curb and the building wall

even if the building needs to

be setback from the proper’ry i
line.'If a parking lane is - :
added and the curb-to-curb is.

widened, the sidewalk must

still be a minimum 15 feet

from the new curh. line.

rza

setback iine
(&) carbine

In the residential context, the
‘required sidewalk width is no
less 12 feet with a five'feet
setback for a total of 17 fest
from the curb to the building
wall, Similarly, if a parking
lane is added, the buiiding
wall is to be setback by 17

- feet from the new curb line.

T
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THOMAS MELLON CIRCLE

- Themas Melion Circle will mostly foliow

the “residential neighborhood street”

" typology of the Better Streets Plan. As

a major entry into Executive Park, it is
expected to handle alarge proportion -

' of cars coming and going from the new -

neighborhood.

Thomas Mellon Circle will include
three travel lanes and therefore

a wider curb-to-curb dimension. " -
Parking lanes may be added but
sidewalks are required to be no less
than 12 feet. Like thfoughout most of
the residential streets in Executive
Park, a five foot setback wili be
required beyond the sidewalk to
allow steps and stoops and buffers -
between the private and public
reaims.

Buildings built to the 65/68 foct height
limit will meet the proportional building
wali limitation due to Thomas Mellon’s
broader width.
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Harney Way is the most important street to Executive Park.
While being almost the only means of geiting to and from
the neighborhood, it will also be the neighborhood’s most
prominent and visible built edge and the major interface
between it and San Francisco Bay. |

Planning for Harney is challenging: the road is now planned to

be significantly widened and reconfigured. The reconfiguration -

project will bring clear bénefits to Executive Park, such as the

"planned inclusion of a designated facility for bus rapid transit

and improved facilities for bicycles. However its widening wilt

 mean paying particular attention to the interface between it
and the bordering buildings., ) Coe

“Harney is proposed to include five auto-travel
‘lanes (including a reversible / left-hand turn
lane), two designated BRT lanes, and bike.
janes. An additional travel lane could also be
added in future phases if necessary. The width
of the new right-of-way curb-to-curb coutd be
as wide as 120-feet plus in some locations,
extending 50-feet or more north of the current
propetty line between Thomas Mellon and
Executive Park West. Because of this, this Plan
restricts development south of this expected
line. As of the date of these Guidelines, the
setback lirie (or north boundary of the revised

_ Harney right-of-way) has not been offically

surveyed, but will need to happen prior to
any project approval. A tentative boundary
of the revised Harney right-of-way had been

- established in June 2009 (refered to as City
At 3 - Modified 6.11.2009 -- see Docket '

Case No. 2006.0422MUTZ) for the sake of )
completing transportation studies. [Note that
these Guidelines call for.a minimum distance
of 17-feet of building face to curb theugh City
Alt. 3 - Modified 6.11.2009 only calls for a
10-feet sidewalk from curb to {new) property-
line.] - :

Buildings along Harney -
should setback by a
finimum of 17 feet
from thie new curb line:
12 feet for the right-of-
way sidewalk and an
additional 5 feet to allow
residential setbacks
with individual entries.

If the ground floor along
Harney is established
with commiercial uses,
the residential setback.
width should be used

as an exira five feet

of sidewalk to aliow
ample sidewalk room
commensurate with the
"widened roadway.

P E

If the lot along Harney is developed prior to the expected Harney improvements, the Harney facfng building must address,
Harney at Harney's expected elevation. The allowed 85-feet building height is to be measured from Harney elevation, not the

current eievation of the setback line.
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GUEDELINES FOR

.Bwldmg Features and Characterlstlcs

Buildings themselves should be designed with an/organiz'aﬁonal-structure '
common in San Francisco, including the inclusion of a recognizable base,
middle, and top, and a strong emphasis on vertical modulation.

ALL BUILDINGS

1. Five-foot setbacks are
~ required for almost all
. streets and alleys that
“feature residential frontages.
~ Setbacks are not required
along Executive Park
- West. Where appropriate, _
buildings may extend to the .

' propertyllne (see definition)

_ at corners for no more thar -
" 30-feet along eachfrontage.

"2. Taller buildings should
include‘a well-defined base,
middle and top. -

3. Larger buildings must have
* amajor change in plane,
change in material, or '
recessed notch (minimum
3 feet deep by 4 feet
wide) o break up their
apparent mass. Buildings
with frontages greaterthan
100 feet should include at -
least one of the above. For
buildings with even longer -
frontages, such features
should be provided for every
100 feet. For the purpose
- of this requirement, the
change in plane or change
-, in material must apply to the
entire major building plane
{apparent face). Provision of
bays do not count.

" FIGURE. C: REQUIRED SETBACKS -- setbacks are required alongrmost streets in
- Executive Park. Where retail is required at Executive Park North-and Thomas Mellon

1o Elyvl:w Hill Tral) -

/%%/

Executve Park Bjyg,

%%%

LY

. Exanullva Park Wes|

pighway 101

Thomas Mallon oy

Candlastick Point
Stile Recraation Arca

Alana way

Ha "“W"mhs {ea required five fool setback 1 154 X In frapt
efther residential lnrmmmud ! - -. from ROW - . WHIEI o et trom car narERsRa

Circle, sidewalk are required to be 15 feet from curb to bundmg front, even |f it means ’

: sethng back from the property line.

I 1\nH .jnrjz’-[l'ﬁ

y
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Example'of a building
with well defined top,
middie and base
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4. At afiner grain, residential facades

must be vertically articulated at |

regular increments. The increment

should be on the order of 20 to 30

feet to express a consistent rhythm
anng the street

Bays and balconies are permitted
to project over required setbacks
and where no setbacks are

. required, over public rights-of-way.
The bay and balcony limitaticns of .
Planning Code Section 136(c)(2)

_apply except (1) they may be 14
-feet wide along their outer most
portion and do not need to be
reduced to 9 feet; (2) they may not
‘extend lower that the second floor.
from grade; and (3) for bays, the
required 50 percent fenestration

- requirement can be met in any
combination of the bay’s walls.

Steps, stoops and porches can
‘project into the required setbacks.
Such features should be no talller
than 4-feet from grade; porches
and stoops should be limited to no
more than 75% of setback area,

Fences and gate within setback
areas are limited to a height of
three feet. Rallings that align
porches or stoops above this
height must be at least 75% open
to perpendicular. '

A change in vertical plane should
differentiate a tower elerment from
the rest of the building. A change
in vertical plane differentiates the

-mass of the tower from that of

“adjacent buildings, focusing this
massing on its base and setting it
apart as a distinct building.

Bunldmgs of 100 feet or greater must include either a major echange in plane or

material or include a 4 foot by 3 foot notch

976

Buildings should be further broken
down with bays, balconies, changes-
in-plane to reflect increment of units
and rooms.
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Corner buildings should actively face onto
both streets with pedestrian-friendly entries
and similar fenestration patterns on both
frontages. Creative corner treatments such
as rounded or cut corners that mark the
corner are strongly encouraged.

Ground-floor uses should be distinguished
from the building’s upper-floor uses through.

"awmngs belt courses, materials, fenestra-

tions, or other architectural elements

. Large development on sloplng sites

~- should step up entries, interior floors, .

12.

fagade features, and the roofling with the
topography of the hill at regularintervals
as required under Planhing Code sectton
260(a)( ).

Rooftop open space mcludlng access

. penthouses, railings, windscreens, and

13.

14.

other features should be sited on the roof to
minimize their visibility from the street or so
that their elements are fully integrated into

the building's architecture and programming.

Roof ,desigh should attractively incorporate
and integrate gieen roofing technologies
(renewable energy opportunities, plantings

and the collection and storage of storm

water runoff,)-to be Compat|ble with roof -
desngn and use.

Bays and other projections should have a
satisfying upper termination, so that they
become an integral part of the structure,

~ and don't appear superﬂmally affixed to the

facade.

Example change

" in vertical plan

to differentiate
a tower from
the rest of the
buildings.

Example of a
corner building

. with active

frontages and

" primary entry at

the corner.

Retail that

is regularly
modulated

with prominent,
awning and
coardinated
signage.
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Mechanical pcntheusc
integrated into body
of tower

. verrical plane

Change in




1.

BUILDING FRONTAGES AT PEDESTRIAN LEVEL

Buildings need to be designed with a strong under-

standing of how the pedestrian experiences the building

at the ground level. Active uses must be incorporated
into all building frontages facing residential streets,

and neighborhood commercial streets, and should be
incorporated on allies and pedestrian paths.

Execept for Executiv e Park West, active frontages
are required on all street frontages as required and

-defined by Planning Code Secction 145.1

) Upper-story units should connect to a lobby entry

that opens directly onto the pubhcly accessible
right-of-way.

Buildings should have individual entries for ground-
floor residential units and a prominent common:
lobby entry to create active frontage and a visuat
presence on the street. Such street entries must
meet the Planning Department's gurdehnes for
active residential entries.

Residential balconies are strongly encouraged.
Such balconies should be designed to work within -
the building’s fagade and used to help express'
different modulations of the building. Balconies can
be inset, projecting, or a part of an upper terrace.
Plantings on balconies are strongly encouraged.

Romeo baloonles, or non- -functional balconies are-

dlsoouraged

5. Expansrve blank and
- blind walls at the ground

floor are prohibited.
Frontage should not be
used for utilities, storage,
and refuse collection
wherever possible;
where they must be on
the street, they should
be integrated into the
overall articulation and

sidewalls perpendicular
to the street.

fenestration of the facade v
or hidden with notched-in

RETAIL

Retail commercial centers are the heart of San

Francisco nelghborhoods Therefore, where refail | IS :
called for in this Plan, it is essential that the design of
retail frontages contribute to creating a lively and active
place with an emphasis on its public interface. '

1.
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Retail entries should be designed to create
transparency and ‘a smooth transition from public to
private space. In most cases, retail entries should
beinset from the bundlng wall strongly articulate the
entry and to provide the public-to-private transition.

Retalil stores over 10,000 square feet, or with street -

- frontage over 80 feet wide, should have at least 2
street-facing entrances. -

Storefronts should be articurated at regular incre-
ments on the order of 20 to 30 feet to express a
consistent vertical rhythm along the sireet.

Ground floor retail spaces are required to be 14- feet
high to allow, for higher ceiling heights in commercial
spaces and a more promrnent retail front on the '
street.

Ground floor retail frontages should be at least 60%
fenestrated and 75% transparent. Mirrored of tinted
windows are prohibited. Awnings should be used

to mitigate sun overexposure rather than dark or

mirrored glass.

Where present, retail frontages should occupy no
less than 75 percent of a building frontage atthe

‘ ground floor.

Where retail is locaied at a corner, the prlmary entry
should be located at the corner. .

Flements or features generatlng activity on the
street, such as seating ledges, outdoor seating,
outdoor displays of wares, and attractive signage

" are encouraged for all mixed-use buildings.

" Maximizing window area in businesses along sidewalks and incorporating outdoor activity,
- such as restaurant seating, assures lively and welcoming public realm. )



. MATERIALS AND DETAILING

A building’s materials and detalllng are essentlal in ensuring
that the building provides a strong sense of pérmanence and
quality. A well thought out application of detailing also enables
a building to endure over time. Materials should be durable,
-well coordinated across the building, and honestly applied.
Special atten’uon must be given to material at the pedestnan
level,

1. Architectural details, ornamentation, articulations and
projections should be used to create visual interest from
the street, and should create a harmonlous burldrng
Composmon

2. Archrtectural details, art|culat|ons and projections should  * Combmmg a varrety ofgood quality finishing material of wood,
be Con5|3tent throughout the building, so that the building ‘metal, and concrete create a rich and varied biilding facade.
appears as a unified whole, and not as a collection of - - :
unrelated parts that add to the impression of bulk.

3. . Building facades should be artrculated with a strong rhythm
of vertical elements and three- dimensional detailing'to cast
shadow and create visual rnterest

4. In general, windows should be vertically oriented. Smaller
equally proportioned windows should be used as accents
only. Punched window (windows other than storefront or
curtain wall systems) must be recessed by at least three
|nches from the wall plane.

} 5. The use of exterior shadrng devices above the ground level
at proper orientations to augment passive solar design and
to provide solar contfol is strongly encouraged

6. PhyS|cally lntlmldatrng security measures such as wmdow
grills or spiked gates should be avorded, SBCUl’I'[y concerns ’ A well executed and honest application of fundamental
should be addressed by creating well-lit, well-used streets - and durable building materials of glass and steel.
and active residential frontages that encourage ‘eyes on the o S :
street.

7. Materials should be durable and hlgh quality. Appropnate
" materials include stone, masonry, ceramic tile, wood,

pre-cast concrete, and high grade traditional “hard coat”
stucco. inappropriate materials include vinyl siding and
lower grades of stucco. Use of stucco should be used
moderately and not relied upon as the singular or major
finishing material. EIFS and similar finishing systems are not
permltted

An good example
of the use of )
brick with simply |
‘detailed windows
relying on an
‘ample recess as
the major window.
detailing feature.




TOWERS

Towers will be the most visible and identifiable elements

of Executive Park when seen from a distance. It is
sssential that the towers work together to.forma -,
‘Cohesive' urban form, while at the same time, exhibit
the highest quality architectural design to distinguish
themselves in their own right.

1. Buildings between above 85 feet should have a

maximum 10,000,square foot floorplate, a maximum
horizontal dimension of 110 feet on any building -
facade, and a maximum diagonal dimension of 150
feet. :

The westward most tower location (Figure B) allows

a tower. At this location, a building between 85

. and 170 feet in height should be limited to a 10,500
square foot floorplate, & maximum horizontal '
dimension of 125 feet, and a maximum diagonal

_dimension of 150 feet.

A minimUm'dIstance of 150 feet should be
preserved between buildings at all levels above 85
feet in height. . -

. The upper termination of buildings greater than 85

. feet in height should create a visually distinctive
roofline. Building terminations should be integral

to the overall vertical composition-and massing

of the building, and should not be simply a shape

PARKING AND LOADING

The relationship between the public realm, parking and
loading, and vehicular access must be carefully planned
and thought out. Such auto-oriented features must
be minimized so that sidewalks and streets and not’

- overwhelmed. '

1.

appended 1o the top that bears little or no relationto

the building's overalt architectural form..

980

4.

The amount of barking provided'should be reflective

of the site's transit—orie_nted location; there should
be enough parking to serve residents and shoppers,
but not more. :

On-street parking created on new public streets -
shouldbe reserved exclusively for residents, visitors,
and shoppeks of the Executive Park neighborhood,
not for commuters, people visiting for events at
Candlestick Park, or long-term visitors. Parking
requirements would be determined by underlying
zoning. - :

Parking and loading should_be designed to miﬁgate
their impacts 16 the urban design quality of building

. frontages. In no case should parking and loading
entries have more than. 24 feet of building width
. dedicated to auto and loading ingress and egress

per block. In no case should individual garage doors

" and driveways be no-more than 11 feet for parking,

or 12 feet for parking and loading jointly. Where '
appropriate, exceptions to this rule can be made
along Executive Park West where such entries will

'serve more than one building.

Secure bicycle parking inside a locked gate or

Towers with

varied but well
_considered and

integrated tops.
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garage should be provided in residential buildings.
Commercial development should provide off-street
bike racks in parking structures, parking lots, or
entry plazas. . ‘ '

5. Parking is required to be below grade or substan-
tially below grade (see definition). Underground ]
parking facilities below streets, alleys, or other open
spagce are required to have a minimum depth of soil
to assure the ability to provide planting above the
garage facility. '

6. Separate entries for loading and parking are strongly
discouraged unless a loading facility is serving more
than one building. . , '

7. Flexibility and creative solutions should be used .

FIGURE D: ALLOWED
" PARKING AND LOADING
ENTRIES. The blue arrows
‘denates tocations of
allowed loading entries,
the purple denotes
locations of allowed B
parking entry and egress.

Exocutive Park wes;

-- Candiestlek Point
Stale Recrestion Area

- San Franﬁ]scn Bay ~

&

) addréss loading demand. Policies regarding

loading should prieritize minimizing curb-cuts over
providing loading under the requirements for most
of the City’s zoning districts: As in other transit-rich
neighborhoods, there skeutdre are minimum

loading requirement. Loading spaces serving a -

building should not be required to be within the
subject building, but instead should be allowed to
be consolidated between buildings or in shared
garages, oron the street, where appropriate.:
Loading spaces may be reduced in size from those
proscribed in Planning Code Section 154(b), where
appropriate. '

. There should be no more than one parking entry (o'r
. combined parking / loading entry) per streét block

face, excluding Executive Park West.



GUIDELINES FOR

Sustainable Developmeht |

San Francisco has made an unprecedented commitment to
sustainable development. The San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission requires compliance to the San Francisco Stormwater
e : : Design Guidelines. Similarly, the City has recently adopted the Green
' ; o ) Building Ordinance, creating the most.demanding sustainability
' ' “requirements in the nation. The Ordinance requires developments of
: : ) a certain size to meet either LEED or Green Point rated green building
L ‘ requirements. Of course, the City is committed to transit-oriented
development, which emphasizes dense in-fill developments close to
transit lines to reduce reliance on the automobile. :

Executive Park is in a unique position embrace these sustainability
tenants. As a neighborhood at the City's southern gateway, it has the
unique ability to showicase what a green development can look like:
and communicate the City's overall commitment to sustainability.

Following are general tenants of green design that, in most cases, are
already reflected in the City's laws. This particular set of guidelines

are similar to those developed for the Visitacion Valley Design for’
Development. These Design Guidelines, however, strongly encourages
developers to exceed these standards. Developers are encouraged o
find ways to further embrace sustainability that are unigue to the site,
find a common aesthetic approach to sustainability that can be applied
across the site, and/or participate in sustainability strategies that are
.being employed in nearby projects. R :

‘
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BUILDING PERFORMANGCE

1.

Privately developed new construction projects and -
major alteration to existing buildings shall meet or
exceed of the 2008 Green Building Ordinance, or -
the highest tevel of current green building standards
should these be superseded. In addition, projects

" shall meet the Constructlon and Demolition Debris -

Recovery Program; and the and the San Francisco
PUC s San Francisco Design Guidelines.

Projeot proposals must outline the construction -
materials proposed for use and should include
green construction materials rncludrng, materials -
with high recycled content, natural or renewable
materials, locally manufactured building products-
(within 500 miles of the site) salvaged and refur-

. bished materials, and materials that can be reused

or recycled at the end of their useful life, oonsrstent
wrth LEED-ND Gurdelrnes

Incorporate as much demolition material on-site into
the new designs as practicable, with a diversion-
goal of 75% on- and off-site reuse, or reoycllng,
above and beyond the Construction and Demolition

. Debrrs Recovery Program requirements.

Within interior building areas, use non-toxic materials

~ (Low or No Volatile Organic Compound (VOC))

paints, sealants, adhesives, coatings and carpets.

No addéd urea-formaldehyde resins should be
used in new construction and renovation of exrstrng
burldrngs

Where rooftop -solar_’ panels are not installed and are
not greened, use roofing materials that have a Solar
Reflectance Index (SRI) equal to or greater than 78
for low sloped roofs (> .2.12) and 29 for steeply
sloped roofs (< 2.12) for a minimum of 75% of the
roof surface of all'buildings within the project.

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

1.

Insulation shall be instalied in all new-construction

- and building additions to reduce heat loss during

cool months and heat gain during hot months.

New construction shall install of Energy Star*M

-appliances to jncrease energy efficiency -and reduce

energy-deniand for space heating and cooling,
ventilation, hot water, cooking and refrigeration,
laundry and lighting (including parklng areas).

New surlace parking lots shall not be permitted.

Other plazas and hardscape open space shall utilize -

paving material with a Solar Reflectance Index (SR))

of at least 29 and reduce the amount of surface area

- exposed to the sun.

"Where consistent with the Proposed Street Network v

new buildings should be oriented and designed to
provrde passrve solar energy gain. :

Building should maximize natural lrghtrng, |nclud|ng
daylight through windows, skylights, and Clerestorles' :
to all occupied interior spaces.

. Windows should mcorporate treatments to control/ '
. Improve heat loss/gain (glass type, window film,

etc.). Treatments should allow for visibility from the ‘
outside (no mirror finishes, etc.).

Site design should use natural ventilation and
landsoaprng {o reduce space coollng requrrements

- Encourage use of exterior shading devices above ,
-podium levels at proper orientations to augment
* passive solar design and to provide solar control.

Tankless hot Water'heaters that delrver on- demand
hot water should be considered for domestic and
commercral use as an alternative tp hot water tanks
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RENEWABLE ENERGY

S Design and build all'necessary sup‘p'orting

infrastructure (including roof load calculations,

roof space and orientation design, penetrations

and waterproofing for panel ‘stand-off' supports,,

mechanical room space, and electrical wiring and

plurmbing) for future photovoltaic systems or solar
‘ thermal water heating systems

2. Where possible, incorporate renewable energy

generation should be rncorporated on-site. Methods

may include:
< Turbine systems and assocrated eqmpment

= Photovoltaic roof panels For photovoltarc
~systems, allow approximately 100-150 square
feet perkrlowatt of power, and reserve space
in meohanloal rooms for conduit, disconnect .
switches, and inverters. Also, include a water
‘spigot on the roof for washing off panels and
maintenance.

3. Consrder recovering waste energy from exhaust air,

gray water'and other systems

. REDUCED POTABLE WATER USE

1. New construction shall specify installation of .
washing machines, dishwashers and other appli-
ances that meet “Energy Star" standards.

2. New construction shall specify and install low-flow

sink faucets, shower heads, toilets and urinals to
"minimize potable water usein buildings to reduce

demand on the City's Water supply and wastevvater

systems:

New construction should install dual plumbing

© systems in residential and commercial structures

that allow use of harvested rainwater and gray water
for landscape irrigation, toilet and urinal flushing

‘and other uses, as permitted by Health and Building
Codes, to reduce the use of potable water.

Native and low -water-use vegetation that does not
require permanent irrigation systems shall be used
in public and private open spaces, to restrlct or
reduce the requrrernent for 1rr|gatlon

Drip irrigation and bubblers should be installed at
non-turf landscape areas to reduce water needs.

Harvested rainwater, and reeyeted {grayy water
should be retained and used for landscape irrigation

" and other uses, as permitied by Health and Building
. Codes, rather than a potable water source.

Native and low water-use vegetation that does not
require permanent irrigation systems. should be
used in public and private open spaces, 10 restrict or
reduce ‘the requirement for irrigation.

Irrlgatron systems requrred to establish natrve
and low water-use landscape material should be

-, temporary, and removed within two years of instal-

10,
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Iat|on or once new plantings are established.

Landscape areas of 1,000 square feet or greater
shall require approval from the SFPUC prior to -
construction and shall meet requirments of the

- Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance.

Assure potable water is not used for construction or
demolition related activities s stipulated in CCSF
BOS Ordinarice 175-91.



RECYCLING AND WASTE

1. The development shall include a post-consumer

* waste management plan Which includes adequate'

space within the building envelope to store refuse

(garbage), recyclable materials and compostable -

materials, with convenient access from each
dwelling unit or group of dwelling units for periodic
scheduled pickup. - '

2. Standard frash and recycling re"ceptacleé shall
be located at key public locations such as street
infersections, parks, fransit stops, etc. '

STOR MWATE‘R' MANAGEMENT .

1. .The entire area shall meet City requirements
regarding stormwater management pursuant to
the Stormwater Design Guidelines. A Stormwater
Control Plan shall be prepared that illustrates how
the site's stormwater conirols will be designedto

- reduce water flow to the City's Combined Seer
System, treat runoff, and achieve other goals such
as providing open space, and contributing to the
character and aesthetic of the built environment

' 2. Where possible, seek to retain, collect, fitter and -
reuse of rainfall, reducing water consumption and
the volume of water that would be directed to the
City's Combined Sewer System (CSS)., -

" 3. -Where possible, throughout the site’s ground -
surfaces, use surface materials with a low runoff
coefficient (the rate that rainfall that contriblites to -
runoff). ' ' '

. 4. Where possible, install permeable pavement on
sidewalks, pedestrian walkways and other paved
surfaces to reduce storm water runoff, and aliow

" rainfall to recharge groundwater, Pervious paving
that includes the use of liners and under drains:
can be successfully implemented in ‘areas where
infiltration restrictions exist,

5. Where paved surfaces are not permea’ble, direct
_storm water flow across streets and sidewalks to

bioswales or to central collection points such as
cisterns or permeable areas with well-drained sands,
gravels and soils with moderately coarse textures, to
collect, absorb and filter rainwater.

Where possible, incofporate raingardens and/or
storm water planters in sidewalk areas and off-street

~ surface parking lots.

* Building roofs should incorporate one.or more

devices for rainfall collection, storage and reuse. .

- They may include, but not be fimited to: :

= @reen roofs

= Roof decks and terraces that provide equipment
‘to harvest, filter' and store rainfall. '

= Rain barrels, water cisterns installed above
or-below ground (if technically feasible due
to remediation efforts), or other systems that
can filter and store water for use on-site, rather .
than direct water to the City’s Combined Sewer
System. S '



Deﬁnitiohs |

For the purposes of these design guidelines, the following definitions apbly.

GENERAL: THE “SUBAREA” AND OR “SITE”
(ALL PARCELS INCLUDED [N EXECUTIVE PARK)

Adjacent street frontage: Any linear frontage along a

‘street directly abutting any side of a building, including

only the nearer side of the street.

At-grade: At the level of an adjacent publicly accessible
right-of-way.For sloping sites, at-grade for any given
point is the midway vertical point between the line that
connects the front and back lot lines; and the fine that
connects the two side lot lines. o

Block: The area encompassed by any closed set of
publicly accessible rights-of-way, also including railroad
rights-of-way.

" Block }fabe: Anyone 'sid-e‘ofabloe_k. -

Fine-grained: Site and building design that incorporates

‘small blocks, narrow lots, frequent street-facing

" residential and commercial entrances, and a rhythmic

architecture that breaks building fagades into.narrow,
modules at approximately 25 feet.

‘Floorplate: The amount of gross square footage on

a given floor of a building. Floorplates should be
measured from the exterior faces of exterior walls,

‘including exterior columns, membranes or detached

curtain walls.

‘Human Scale: Building, site, street and opén spéoe

design of a size and character that relate to a pedestrian
at ground level, as opposed to an individual in a fast

" moving vehicle.

Pedestrian Scale: see Human Scale.

Pub//c/y Accessible: Open to the public at all times

- (Unless otherwise noted), and not closed off by gates,

guards, or other security measures. Publicly accessible
also means that there are not overly burdensome rules

" for acceptable and not acceptable behavior, nor design

Ny
T

cues that make the open space seem unwelcoming.
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. S.TREET.S, ALLEYS AND PATHWAYS

" . Alley: A secondary right-of-way 'through the site,

providing secondary circulation for cars, bicycles and
pedestrians, as well as parking, loading and service
access. Alleys may have a single shared surface for
auto and pedestrian use, have minimal or no parking

" on the roadway, Note: For the sake of these guidelines,

alleys are be wider (generally 40 feet) than how “alley” is

defined by the Planning Code (less than 30 feet).

Alternative Paving Materials: Paving materials that are
not traditional asphalt or concrete, including interlocking
concrete pavers, pervious concrete mixes, pervious '
paving stones, or other materials that enhance storm
water filtration and the aesthetic quality of the street

or pathway, yet still function as durable roadway

infrastructure.

Car-Sharing Program: A program that offers the
common use of a car or other vehicle by individual
members, enabling people or households to use a car
for some trips while not owning, or owning fewer, cars.

Paseo (Pathway): A pedestriari and bicycle only
circulation element, which may also provide access 10

. residential or commercial uses.

Roadway: The width covered by asphalt from curb-to-

“curb. For roadways divided by a planted median, the

roadway does not include the width of the median.

Street: A primary right-of-way through the site, p'roviding"
circutation for cars, bicycles and pedestrians. Sidewalks
and the roadway are separated by a curb, and there are’
separate lanes for parking and driving. ‘



OPEN SPACE

Bioswale: A planted unpaved ground depression
designed to collect, filter and drain storm water priorto
its entry into the wider storm water system

- Greenway: Alinear park useable for non- auto circu- -
-lation, that also provrdes landscaped areas, recreational

opportunities, open space and seating. A greenway
may.be in the form of a wide (at Ieast 12 feet sustalned)
useable road medran : .

Plaza: An intimate, primarily hardscape open space
element fronted by development and the street that
provrdes plaoes 1o sit, eat, or gather

Public Open Space: Public open space includes’
neighborhood parks, plazas and greenways suitable -
+ for active and-passive recreation. Sidewalk extensions
and bulb-outs with seating, play and landscaped areas
_could also be conSIdered public open space, if the
extended area is a minimum of 12 feet wide, anid is
useable for active or passive recreation. ‘

BUILDING DESIGN

Active frontage: Frontage on rights—of—way that consists

of individual commercial or residential units, with entries .

ideally every 25 feet or less, but no more than 50 feet
apart, and no significant blank or blind walls at the
ground-floor or above.

Facade: The exterlor surface of a burtdlng that is visible
from publicly accessible rights-of- way

Fagade articulation: A major horizontal or vertical
planar shift in a building’s fagade. Facade prolectron
A fagade feature that extends forward from the main
fagade plane, such as a bay, column, cornice, or

- window molding (also referred to as obstructlon)

' Fenestrat/on Any opening ina burldrng fagade such as
wrndows or doors.

Podium- sty/e Development Style of development in
which upper-floor units share one or more common
lobbies, and units are linked by common corridots and
a common parking garage. Podium development may
also have lﬂleldUal townhome units at ground tevel

Propertyline: For the sake of these Gurdelrnes aline
that delineates between private lot and the public”

. nght—ot—way, or between the portion of a private lot

designated for development (including setback arga but
excluding the Harney setback area) and the portion of
the lot designated by the Executive Park Plan (Subaea
Plan, SUD, and these Guidelines) as publrcly accessible
streets or open space. .

'Roofscape The visual character of the roofs as vrewed
from above, such as from nelghbonng hills.-

Stepback (Upper- story) The horizontal distance
between. the strestwall and additional building height
lessening shadow impacts and the appearance of
height at ground levet.

* Streetwall: The height of building fecades that face .-

a publicly accessible right-of-way. Height above
stepbacks is generally not oonstdered part of the
streetwall. )

Substant/al/y be/ow grade: Most of parklng is below
grade ; portions that
penetrate exrstlng grade are wrapped wrth active uses

" with a depth of at least 20 feet.

Townhome: Residentia] unit facing onto a publicly
accessible right—of-way that is accessed individualty '

Townhome -style Deve/opment Style of development

in which attached ground floor residential units are

individually accessed from a publicly accessible right- .
of-way, and not solely connected by interior corridors or

. connected parking garages.
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