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| [Zoning Map Mendments - Executive Park S_ubarea Plan Area]

Ordlnance amendmg the San Francisco Plannlng Code by amendmg Sectional Maps ’

| SU10 of the’ Zoning Map of the Clty and County of San Francrsco to establlsh the
E Executlve Park Spec;xal Use Dlstrlct amendmg Sectlonal Map HT10 to establ{sh the
" 65/240- EP Height and Bulk District; amendmg Sectlonal Map ZNO09 to change certain

Executive Park parcels from C-2(Community Busmess) and M- 1(L(ght lndustrlal) to RC-

3(Resrdentlal Commercnal Combined, Medium Densrty) adoptmg flndlngs, lncludmg ,

: envxronmental flndlngs Plannmg Code Sectlon 302 fmdlngs and Fndlngs of

- consrstency with the General Plan and the Prlonty Pollctes of Plannlng Code Sectlon '

1011. R

, . NOTE: Additions are szngle underlzne zz‘achs T imes New Roman

., deletions are
" Board amendment addltlons are double—underlmed

;Board amendment deletions are

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

Sectlon 1, Fmdmgs

(a) The Plannlng Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this

ordmance comply thh the Caln‘ornla Env1ronmental Quallty Act (Publlc Resources Code

' 21000 et seq. } Said determlnatlon is on file w1th the Clerk of the Board of Sup,erwsors in Flle ‘

No. 110626 and is incorporated herein by referenoe : : : :

£,

(b) - In accordance with the actlons contemplated herein, the Planmng Commxssron N

adopted Motion No. 18351 concermng fndmgs pursuant to the California Envrronmental
' Quallty Act. Said Motion is on ﬂe wrth the Clerk of the Board of Supervrsors in File No.

110626 and the Board mcorporates those ﬁndlngs herein by reference Also on file wnth the

| Clerk of the Board in File No.. . 110626 _isan Addendum Qrepared bv the Plannmq
Planning Commisslon _ | - .
'BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' _ ” - , < - Paget
' ~ c 6/6/2011
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‘one parcel to the East; the Board incorporates the findin Is in the Addendum herein by this’

reference.

De partment dated June 7, 2011. fndlnq that no new Sldnrfcant lmDacts would resultfroma . -

modification to the Project analvzed in the EIR that moves the tower Closest to HldhwaL101

(c)_ ' Pursuant to Sectlon 302 of the Plannlng Code, the' Board t'nds that this

ordinance will serve the publlc neceSSIty convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in -

|| Planning Commrssron Resolutlon No 18353 and the Board lncorporates those reasons hereln

I by reference A copy of Planning Commrssron Resolutlon No 18353 is on file wrth the Clerk ,

of the Board of Supervrsors in File No. 110625 . .

o (d) "The Board of Superwsors ﬂnds that this ordlnance is in conformlty with the _'

General Plan and the Prlorlty Policies of Plannlng Code Section 101 1 for the reasons set

forth in Planning Commlssron Resolution No 18352 and lncorporates those findings hereby

by reference. _

. '(e) The Board hereby lncorporates by reference the prOJect-specrf ic fi indings set
forth in Sectlon 1(B) of the companlon ordinance that amends the General Plan by amendlng
the Executrve Park Subarea Plan of the Bayvrew Hunters Pomt Area Plan.

Sectlon 2. The San FranClsco Plannlng Code is hereby amended by amendlng

Sectlonal Map ZN10. of the Zomng Map of the City.and County of San Francnsco as follows

Description of Property Zoning Dlstrlot‘to‘be_._ "ZonlanDlstrlct Hereby

| R | Sugerseded o | Aggroved |
ASsessor’s Block 4991,l_\ots | Community Business (C-2) Resrdentlal CommerCIal
074,075,085and 086 - . | R Combined, Medlum Densrty
R  |rey |
Assessor‘s Block 4991, Lots Light lndUstrlal (M-1) | h Resldentlal—CommerCial

Planning Commission

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . - SRR - " Page2
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024, 061, 065 and 078; Block

5076 Lots 012 and 013

Comblned Medlum DenSIty
(RC 3)

Section 3. The San Francisco P[anmng Code is hereby amended by amendlng

Sec’uonal Map SU10 of the Zoning Map . of the Clty and County of San Francnsco as

i follows

Descriofion of Property

Special Use District H'e_reby Approved

Assessor's Block 4991, Lots_0.24v,>' 061, 065,
074, _075, 078,085 and 086; Bloc.k 5076, Lots
" | 012 and 013 | |

Executive Park Special Use District -

Sectlon 4. The San Francisco Piannlng Code is hereby amended by amendlng

Sectlonal Map HT10 of the Zonlng Map of the' City and County of San FranCISco as follows:

Description of Propertv.

Height and Bulk District. To~ ‘.

Height and Bulk District

190

" Be Suberseded -‘Hereby Approved
Block 4991, Lot 074 .4Q—X_ | 65/240-EP
Block 4991, Lots 075, 085, 1 40-X/80-X 65/240-EP
and 086
Planning Commission :
BOARD OF SUPERVlSORS Page3 |
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DENNIS J. HERRERA, CltyAtt(Srney ‘

Elalne C.Warren =
Dgputy City Attorney
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FILE NO. 110626

L EGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Zoning Map Amendmeﬁts - Executive Park Subarea Plan Areal

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
- consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section

1014, 5
~ 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 amending

the text of the Code. : ' : | : L

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. -

Background Information

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 office park to a
medium to high density, mixed-use, predominately residential area. ‘ '

Planning Commission : o ‘
' BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - s o | » " Page1
- ' 5/9/2011
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SAN FRANCISCO o
.PLANNING DEPARTMENT

- Addendum to Environmental Impact Report
Addendum Date: June 7,2011
Case No.: ' -2006 04225

Project Title: Executlve Park Amended Subarea Plan and the Yerby Cornpany and -
- : Unwcrsal Paragon Corporation Devclopmcnt Proj ects '

" EIR Certification:  May5,2011 ..
Project Sponsor: - George Yerby, The Yerby Company

Jonathan Scharfman, Universal Paragon Corporation.

Lead Agéncy: San Francisco Planning Departm_euf
Staff C’ontaqt: T oy Nav_arrete - (415) 575-904Q
. ' J oy.Néva:rete@sfgov.org
Background .

A final envn'onmental 1mpact report (EIR) for the subject prOJect file number 2006 0422E was
cemﬁed on May 5 2011. .

Th_c project analyzed in the EIR is as follows:

The 71-acre Executive 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, pnmanly 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 Specia.l 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
_ pohc1es and would provide design gmdance for buildingg, streets, pathways and parking, as

well as “green building” approaches. ' '

The proposed project also includes two specific dcvelopment projects that would xmplement 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 Patagon Corporation
(UPC) development project (se€ Figure III-5 on EIR p. IIL17). At 5 Thomas Mellon Circle,

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

.
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Addendum to Envxronmental Impact Report CASE NO. 2006.0422E
June 7, 2011 : S 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 PY‘[QfT'n()’ surface naﬂgﬂa spaces, and rpﬂpv;ﬂnn the site with el cr'hf residential and

commercial II!.IXEd-U.SG 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. : -

Com‘emplated Revzstons 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
-85/1770-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 III-9 on EIR p. 1I[.24.)

Subsequent to the certification of the final EIR, changes to the height arid 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 otiginally proposed fof 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 Keight 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- tall, 6- to 8—story bulldmg would be constructed on Block A. The bmldmg 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 previously 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
onBandD Streets Along the A Alley frontage, the western-most part of Buﬂdmg B 2s rcv1sed,
would include a 6-story base structire. _

The amoust and types of uses, the proposed street grid, and site access would remain u.nchanged
from the project analyzed in the EIR. ' _ . :

Sectiom 31. 19(0)(1) of the San Franc1sco Admm.tstratlve Code states that a mod1ﬁed project must
bé réevaluated 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 m the case
record and no further evaluation shall be reqmred by this Chapter ”

SAN FRANCISE [}
PLAKRNING DE’ARTMEHT
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- Addendum to Environmental Tmpact Report - ' CASE NO. 2006.0422E
June 7, 2011 ’ o . . Execntive Park

Analysis of Potential Environmental Effects

Because of the shift of tower volume and height from Block A to Block B, the environmental
topics of Aesthetics,.Shadow,v’Wind, and Recreation mierit some additional discussion under the
" proposed project as revised. ' - o S

 Aesthetics ‘

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 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.B-4 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 anid Project as
Revised, Highway 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, Highway 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 ‘a\ny signiﬁc‘:ant'émpacts
related to the Aesthetics. ' . . : -

Shadow

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 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 3
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 maximum 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 elévation located upslope from Block B..

* Near the end of the day (one hour before sunset) around the summer solstice, the relocation of :
16-story tower height eastward from Block A to Block B would shift project shadow S o

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 seeck sunlight could use other

portions of the park along the shoreline that would continue to remain in sunlight at this time.

SAN FRANCISCO - : 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ' N . g
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.
\

For the same reasops that the EIR project would not mterfere with the pubhc 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 srgmﬁcant adverse impact on proposed publicly accessrble

open space ] ,
For these reasons, like the EIR project, the proposed project as revised Would not result in any

significant impacts related to Shadows on public open space. -

Wind

_ The proposed project as rev1sed does not call for any ohange to the analysis and conclusmns of
‘the EIR with respect to the top1e of Wind.

The wind i impacts of proposed project as revised have been studred by an independent wind

: 1mpact consultant {see Exhibit B: Wind Effects of Relocating the 16-Story Tower from Building

A to Building B, May 25, 2011). This additional wind analysis. suppIernents 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 Bmldmg 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 changes would result in an exceeda.uce of the Wmd .
hazard criterion. »

Like the EIR prOJect the proposed project as revrsed would not result in any srgmﬁcant impacts
related to Wmd (pedestrian level). - '

Recreatlon

The proposed project as rewsed does not call for any change to the analysis and conclusmns of
the EIR with respect to the fopic of Recreation related to the wmdsurﬁng recreatlonal resource at

the nearby Candlestick Point State Recreation Area

The wind impacts of proposed pro_]ect as rev1sed 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 Aréa 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, the proposed pI‘O_]BCt as revised would riot result in any 51g111ﬁcant impacts-
 related to Recreation (windsurfing recreational resource).

Other Enw.romnental Topics

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

SAN FRANCISCD
PLANHING DEPART MENT
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_Addendum fo Enwronmental Impact Report _ ' _ CASE NO. 2006.0422E
June 7,2011 o _ T Execufive Park

project site. The proposed project as revised is otherwise substantially the same as the project
that was studied in the EIR with respect to the character and quantity of proposed land uses. It
“would provide the same amoumnt 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 tevised would not substantially change the
location, amount, or character of grading or site disturbance requl_red 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 Resouirces;
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 inthe '
EIR, and n6 new mitigation measures would be necessary. No changes have occurred with

respect to circumstances. surrounding the proposed project that would cause significant
environmental impacts to which the ptoject wotld contribute considerab[y, and no new
information has become available that shows that the project would cause SIgmﬁcant :
environmental lrnpacts Therefore, no supplemen’ral env1ronmenta1 review is requlred beyond thlS
addendum.

Exhibits

. Exhibit A: Revised Site Plan ,

-Exhibit B: Revised Height and Bulk Map
Exhibit C: Visnal Simulations - EIR Project arid Project as Revised, nghway 101 Northbound
Exhibit D: Visual Simulations - EIR Project and Project as Revised, Highway 101 Southbound
Exhibit E: Wind Effects of Relocating the 16-Story Tower, from Building A to Building B

1do hereby certify that the above dctermmatlon has been

Date of Determination: - : made pursuant to State and Local requirements.
7 R R BILLWYCKO . -

. Environmental Review Ofﬁcer

cc:  George Yerby : . Bulletin Board / Master Decision File .
Jonathan Scharfman ' : ' '
Joy Navarreté, Environmental Planning Division  Distribution List

i
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EXHIBIT A: REVISED SITE PLAN -
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'EXHIBIT B: REVISED HEIGHT AND B
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. . ‘ : : R EXHIBIT C:
EIR PROJECT AND PROJECT AS REVISED, HIGHWAY 101 NO

Proect as Revised
Source: Heller-Manus
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: Nancy Qunmngham Clark .
Principal

Turnstone Consulting

" 330 Townsend Street, Suite 216
San Franmsco CA 94107

Comrnunity , . " 225 Bush Speet
Deveiopmentv _ . » Suite 1700
: San Francisco; CA 941.04

415.896.5900 phnar
415.896.0332 &ix

May 25,2011

Subje,ct‘: . Wind Effects oi‘ Rclocalmc the 16-story Tower. from Building A to Buddmg B,
: The Yerby Company Development Project at Executive Park, .
Planning Department Case No. 2006. 0422E
ESA 208449

Dear N: ancv

Tbis letter evaluates the wind effects of revising the propased height hmxts in the Executive Park Subarea Plan

‘amendments to relocate one towér of the Yerby Company De selopmient 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 arnid reported in the FIR. This analysis
considers whether relocating 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 potesitial relocation, I first reviewed the details of three Technical Memoranda
that reported the findings of techmcal analysis of wind effects and also reviewed the published Draft and

‘Comments-and Responses of the pro_]ccts Environmental Impact Report. These SoUrces are:

* “Executwe Park Amended Subarea Plan and The Yerb:y Company and Universal Paragon Corporatmn '
-Devcloprnenl Projects Environmental Impact Report”, Draft dated October 13, 2610 and Comments and
Responses dated November 18, 2010. City and County of San Francisco Planning Department Case No.

2006 0422F, State Clearinghouse ! No. 2006102123.

= ESA Techrical Memorandum, “Evaluation of Potential Changes in Wind Conditions at Executive Park, B
San Francisco, by Variant A Design of UPC Buildings 6 and 7 and SetbacL and Facade Amculatxon

Changes;” Pebrucu'y 1,2010.

= ESA Technica[ Memérandum,:“Potentia.l Wind Conditions at Executive Bark Dé»’*clopr‘ne-nt, Windsurfing
‘Aré-a Testing, San Francisco, California™, June 29, 2009, ' .

* ESA Technical Memorandum, “Potential Wind Condmons at E'(e:cutn € Park Development Pedesman
Area Testmg San Francusco California”, May 1,2009. .

Criginal Wind Testing to Identify Pedestrian and Ttr’ir’inds.ur:‘ing Impacts

The wind effects of the project as proposed divide into pedestrian-level ‘wind effects that would be &xpemenced 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 wmd available to mndsurfers in thc Bay to the east and south of the proiect site. The

202



CERGY & Community
”%is%}: . Development
2
‘Ms. Nancy Clark - T : : . Wind Effects of Reloeating the 16-story Tower
May 25,2011 . ' , ' - from Building A to Building B, Executive Park

pedestrian wind effects were analyzed i the May 1, 2009, Technical Memorandum, while the effects on wind
available for windsurfing were analyzed in the June 29, 2009, Technical Memorandum. The ﬁnding_s‘ of these
technical studies were abstracted and presented for public review in Sections V.I and V K of the Draft EIR,

Post Wind-Test Evalnation of Project Changes.

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

" design changes to the projéct that had been wind-tunnel tested. It considered both the effects on thé pedestrian
winds and on the winds in windsurfing areas that could directly result from a change in the cenfiguration of UPC
Buildings 6 and 7, as well as changes to the street setbacks and the fagades of other project buildings within the
development. The street setbacks and facades 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 FIR.

“An analysis of the p&téﬁfi_al changes in the project and their éffects was performed and a detailed discussion was ™~ ™

presented. T-h;: conclusions i}f the: February 1, 2010, Technical Memorandum are quoted below:-

“1. The UPC Buildings 6 and 7 variant reorients the street-level access road dividing the 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 to result, with the possible exception of a
- smiall increase at Location #18, at the intersection of B Street and the fiew street level access throuigh the varant.
Since both existing and project wind speeds exceed the comfort criterdion at Location #18, a small increase would ..
not cause a new comfort criterion exceedance there and would not result in a new wind hazard. '

2. The setbacks 4nd fagade changes include overall widening the [ocal streets and alleys'by 10 ft., upper story
setback changes, and the optional configurations of bay windows.and stoops that may project up to .
5 ft- info the street sethack. If the road width increases alone are applied universally, wind speeds within the
developmert are expected 1o increase in general, by appr’oxjmatély 1 mph on the streets to 2 mph on the alleys, with
larger increases possible at 2 few locations near taller bujldin gs. Since project wind speeds at a number of locations
along Alleys do not exceed the comfort criterion, the up to. 2 mph increases could cause some to exceed the -
pedestrian comfort criterion. Sinée the many of the project wind speeds along Streets. do exceed the domfort
~eriterion, the smaller increases typically would not cause neiw exceedances of the pedestrian comfort criterion.
However, these increases would not be likely to create new wind hazards, in Alleys or in Streets.
If the road width increases are fully offset by adding substantial bay windows, porches and stoops with the largest .
possible projections into the setback, they would effectively maintain the ciurrent stréet width and avert the potential
wind speed increases and increases in the number of pedestrian comfort criterion exceedances. : - '
3. Any or all of these proposed changes woild have no detectable effect on .wind speeds or wind turbulence at the
windsurfing launch site at Candlestick Point State Recreation Area (CPSRA)or in the sailing area that lies to the
southeast of the. Projedt site.™ e . . C : )

" The EIR x-eferehced the February 1, 2010, Technical Memorandum and discussed the mcmozlandum’s conclusions .
as it considered the potential impacts of the project as proposed. ‘ o :

3
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Potential Tower Relocation - Project Changes and Discussion

The 'followfinig presents the detailed analysis and discussion of the contemplated changes to the project buildings
.- Aand B, and the-anticipated resulting changes in the wind conditions.

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-stoty 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
facade would front on A Alley and E Street, with a 65-foot (6-story) podiurs 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 conﬂguratmn of Bm]dm gs Aand B anal} zed in this letter is presented -

- below.
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Wind Effects on Windsinfing
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 svould not alter the amount of wind that would be intercepted by the tower and development. This clearly
shows that relocating the tower would not affect the winds that pass over the site before they reach the Bay to the

. eastand to the south. With fespect to windsurfing, the effect of the relocated tower would be indistinguishable -
from the effect of the EIR project — hamely, less than significant.

. For the same reasons, the amount of wind that would be brought down to ground level by Buildings A plus :
Building B with the relocated tower, would be basically the same as by the EIR project Buildings A and B.
However, the wind from the tower would be directed-c_iownward at a different location, a block to th_e east.

" The differences in wind conditions that could result, compared to tﬁe effects of the EIR project, are considered
and discussed for each building, as follows: : o ’ ’

Bruilding A

Lowering the height of Building A to 85 feet in height would reduce the wind intercepted by that building and for
-all wind directions (northwest, wcst-ﬁorthwes_t, 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 1o result in' lower wind speeds on those streets adjacent to the butlding, as reflected in nominal
reductions in wind speeds at test points 9 and 15. For winds other than west, this also may result in stall wind
speed reductions at the intersections of A Alley and B Street with D Street, at test points 10 andfor. 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 level by the Building B
tower. This reduced exposure will also occur for west-northwest winds, but the magnitude of the sheltering effect
will be smaller. - : Coe '

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

N
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the roof level of the 6- story base structures, which will redirect them horizontally, far above the street. Other
winds from the tower would bi. directed down to pedﬁstnan level on D Street, as well as to A Alley and B Street.

West mnds that strlke the relocated tower must first pass.over the lowered Buxldmz A and the base portions of

Building B: The arez of the tower that would bs 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 exposiire will reduce the amount of wind
that will-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 northsvest comner and along the B Street
frontage, it is expected that more of the west wind intercepted by the tower would be directed down fo A Alley.
than to B Street. It is also expected that this will reduce the west wind contribution to wind speeds along B Street

- (test points 17 and 18). This reduction would also occur for west-northwest wmds, but the magmtude of the
‘ reductlon is-expected to be smaller. -

Although the northwest and southwest winds that reach the new tower 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 northwest, west-noithwest and southwest 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 honzonta.lly, high above the street.

For southwest wEnds, some Increages in wind speed along 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 Strcet and at the intergection

of A Alley and Thomas Mellon Drive.

For northwest winds. some small increases in wind speed along B Street, adjacent to Building 3, would be
expected, and would be reflected in increases in wind speeds at the intersections of B Street and F Street and at B
Street and Thomas Melfon Dme ] :

For all wind dlrec,txons the overali effects of the bux]dmg changes on the wind speeds on D Street, between
Bmldmgs 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 contribution from each wind direction could
change, with a larger contribution from west-northwest and/or northwest winds.

With the EIR project, winds from the west would contribute 60% of the winds over 11 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 the 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

Itis 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 rclocanon of the 16—story tower as contcmplated
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anélusions of the Analysis:

bl Relocatmg the 170 fﬁet high tower from Bulldmg Ato Bmldlna B, rcducmg 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 s,_pccd at various pedestrian level locations within a two blocks of those building sites. The
. changes éxpccfed at most of these locations appear to be reductions in wind speed.

x ' Relocating the tower would have no detectable effect on wind specds or wind furbulence at the

windsurfing launch site at Candlestick Point State Recreatlon Area (CPSRA) or in the sailing
area that lies to the southeast of the Project s1te

'»' Changes in wind speed may result in a new exceedance of the pedestrian comfort criterion or
may resilt in eliminating an exceedance of a project or existing pedestrian comfort criterion.

*  None these wind speed changes would résult in'an exceedance of the wind hazard criterion.

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

Charles B. Bennett - S .
Senior Managing Associate
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Excht'ive Surnmary'

‘ Executlve Park
General Plan, Planning Code Text, and Map Amendments and
) Adoptlon of Design Gu1dehnes -

. HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011

Date: . April 21, 2011
Case No.: - . 2006. OQZEMTUZ
Project Address: EXECUTIVE PARK
- Zoning: - ... M, C-2; 40-X AND 80- XHEIGHTAND BULK
Location: - nghway 101-and Harney Way:

. - Project Sponsor:  Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporation -
' 5Thomas Mellon Circle (Yerby) '
- 150 Executive Park Boulevard (UPC)

San Francisco, CA 94134

‘Staff Contact:

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 t6 mixed-use / predominately residential use.

“The overall goal is to create a vibrant, urban, pedestrian oriented nelghborhood
characterized by active pubhcly—acce551ble streets. Other correspondmg minor General
Plan amendments are also proposed to various maps and flgures throughout and to the

~ Land Use Index. - ' : '

Planning Code Text Amendments: The -text amendments consist of es’cabhshmg the .

Executive Park Special Use District (SUD) (Sec‘non 249.53), height controls specifically

- tailored to the SUD (Section 263.27), and a new 309 Design Review process for projects
_ within Executive Park (Sectlon 309.2). ,

Zonmg Map Amendmenrs The map arnendments consist of Tezomning the-: portlon of -

Execittive Park surrounded by Hamey Way, Executive Park Boulevard West, Executive

Park Boulevard, and Executwe Park Boulevard from M-1 and C-2 to RC-3; indlude the -
subject parcels within the new Executwe Park SUD, and -.include those parcels north of |

Alana and Hamey within the 65/240—EP He1ght and Bulk Dlsmct.

| W.Sfpkaaxa‘gg;org

1650 Mission SL.
Suite 400

San Frantisco,
CA94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

. Fax_'_ L.
\415.558.6400

P}anning-
information;

. 415.558.6377



Executive Summary - | - ' . SENO. 2006.0422EMTUZ

Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 : - - e ' Executive Park
4. : 'gg- Guidelines. "The Design Guideh'nes 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 1mprovements )
bmldmg siting, features and characterlstlcs, and sustamabllrty

'Related Development Projects. Two development proposals. by. Yerby and UPC would be-v' S

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 approximately 1,400 off-street parking spaces. Buildings )
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 achve uses.

Approvals of the actual development are not before the Comr_mssron at ttus time.

'.Development for the entire Executive Park area (prev10us entitled projects and the ones described
above) could include up te 2,800, dwellmg units, and 84,000 square feet of retai] space along Wlth
other accessory uses. - \ : . :

SlTE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

Executlve Park is the area 1rmned1ately east of nghway 101 at the C1ty and County lJne and at
. the Bay shorehne The approximately 70-acre site is boxed ini 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. B
Harney Way, the main access point to Candlestick Point and the stadium, also serves as the main-
route to Executive Park. Only two other streets lead to and from Executive Park: Blanken Avenue )
which leads to - residential ne1ghborhoods westward, and Alana, Wluch leads to the main
. southbound access pomt for nghway 101. (See attached Context Maps) .

The Executive Park area is d.tvrded into three suba_reas generally deﬁned by property ownership e

and phase of entitlement. The central area includes three office buildings (approximately 307,000
gross square feet) and expansive surface parking. Twa areas to thé north and’ northeast of the
office park. aré being developed for resideritial’ use. Signature Properties is developmg the
portion of Executive Park directly north of the ofﬁce  park,- and when complete, will consist of -
approximately 450 dwellmg 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 6f ]omed
townhouse structures. At this pomt -only one podium- building has been built along with
roughly half of the planned townhouses. An expansive natural open space along the hillside has.
been. Jmproved in con]unctlon Wrth the Srgnature development' it 1ncludes a pubhc trail to a
. hilltop lookout.

To the northeast of the office development is another resrdentlal development bemg constructed
. by Top Vision. Five buildings consisting of roughly 300 units have been constructed, three of -
which sit atop a hilltop embankment overlooking Harney Way and the' Candlestick Point State
Recreatlon Area (CPSRA) A final phase for Top Vision has been approved for an addition 465

SAN FRANGISCD
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, dwe]]mg units upslope from the existing buﬂdmgs which has not yet been constructed, These
units would be within podJum bmldmgs and a 160-foot residential tower. :

"In discussing‘Executive 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 hi]'lside.'opert space areas. The draft amendments to the Subarea
Plan would apply to. this entire area. The proposed rezoning and De51gn Guidelines, however,
. only apphes to the 15~acre office park area ( “office park portxon”) :

. SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

Executwe Park is bordered on its west by Highway 101. Beyond the freeway are the Little
Hollywood and Vlsltacmn Valley ne1ghborhoods Blanken Avenue leads from the intersection of -
" Executive Park Boulevards North and West, under the freeway, and through Little Hollywood
westward to Third Street. At Blanken and Third Street, about % mile from Executive Park, the
Schlage Lock factory site is being re'developed into a new mixed-use neighborhood that will
include roughly 1,200 dwe.llmg units and supportmg retail and community uses. :

To the east is Candlestick Point, 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 dwe]lmg
units, roughly 900,000 gross square feet of retail, 2.5 million squére feet of office development

. .among many other uses and public. mprovements The CPSRA is located east and immediately
- south oof Executive Park across Ha_mey Way. The State Park i is undergoing a pla.nmng effort to
amend its General Plan. Bayview Hill Park, a natural open space park, is lmmedlately to the
north on top of the bordermg hill. (see attached Context Maps)

" ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW - R
. 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 pubhc hearing in November 2010 . It certification is scheduled'
for the same hearing a_nd will be required pnor any approval actions. ‘

Also at the subject hearing, the Commission Wﬂl need to adopt-"CEQA findings” as required by )
-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

o significant adverse impacts have been identified but carinot be rruhgated to a less than s1g;mﬁcant

level and adopt a Mmgatlon Monitoring Program (MMRP)
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Executive Park

TYPE " REQUIRED " . ..REQUIRED _ ACTUAL ©° ™ _-;Ac'_'ru'AL-..f
; : ~"PERIOD--" |- 'NOTIGE DATE";-_- . NOTICE DATE® " PERIOD
Classified News Ad | - 20days April15,2011 - | . April13,2011 22days |
Posted Notice . [not required] |- g [not r.equired]_ [hotrequr'red] [hot reqojred] R
Mailed Notice . 10 days ' April25, 2011 April 15, 2006 20days =
DISCUSSION -

General Plan Amendments : S
The General: Plan Amendments consist of a complete revision to the Executlve Park Subarea Plan-
along with other minor changes throughout the General Plan_

The Subarea Plan was ongmally 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 commercial use. | :

In the nud 2000s, three of the Executive Park developers expressed interest in pursumg_ -
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 surroundjng context, market forces, and other factors;
staff agreed to pursue a new vision for Executive Park.. Planning saw an opportunity to apply
the same prmcrples in creating vibrant pedestrian-oriented mixed-use neighborhood used for |

Downtown Resrdenhal Districts, Market / Octavia and other projects to Executive Park. It . "

became apparent that a new enivisioning of Execitive Park could also address many: of its long
. standing challenges, mcludmg tying the different phases of development in a coherent whole,
~and prowdmg better ways to connect estabhshed neighborhoods W'.lth the shoreline.

" 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 t0 land use, urban design, dreculation, 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 Sari Francisco development. It prov1des a
general framework for street typolog1es and c1rculatlen, and for open space. '

Planmng Code Amendments -
Underlying Zoning. .The Planning Code amendments inclide rezoru.ng the porhon of the office
‘park- from either their ciirrent M-1 (nght Industrial) or C-2 (Community Commercial) Use
District designations-to an undetlymg RC-3-(Residential Commerctal Mixed —~Medium Derisity).
The RC- 3’s name denotes the intended residéntial mixed-use developmient; 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 respectively. The RC-S would allow up to one unit for every
400’ square feet of lot area : .

SAN FRARGISED P
PLANNING DEPARTN!EB&T . .

211



‘Executive Summary - . . R \SE NO. 2006 0422EMTUZ
" Heanng Date: May5 2011 L . - ' Executive Park

- The Executive Park Spemal Use District. The Planmng Code Amendments also include ’rhe' '
establishment of the Executive Park Spécial Use District (SUD), which creates specifically tailored
controls unique for the new neighborhood. As one example, a widened Harmey Way and a new
' Highway 101 interchange are now planned that will likely encroach onto existing lots. The SUD
enables development densities to be transfened from portxons of the Executive Park area that
" might become right-of- way to other porhons 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 provisions for dehvery of publicly

accessible streets and ¢ open space in con]uncuon with development. - -

New Helzht and Bulk Designation. The Planning Code Amendments also mdude 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 spec‘ific locations. Buildings along Harney and -
Alana can be built to 85 feet as.a means to credting a definitive streetwall at'the Iieighbo_rhood’s '
(and City’s) edge. Such treatment is also allowed along Executive Park Boulevard North, which '
has long been envisioned as the heighborhdod center. Similarly, the height controls allow three
towers Wlth_m the SUD at key locations and at spec:Lﬁc heights (240—feet 200-feet, and 170- -feet).

gI_l 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 de51gn review prow.smn all development
projects that include new: construction will be reqmred to come before the Commission and be
sub]ect to ne1ghborhood notification. : '

De5|gn Gu;dehnes g R
Planning staff has prepared draft Design Guidelines for Executive Park. The Guidelines aimtodo . =

the following: (1) provide an urban design framework for the entire site with' specific strategies
for particular portions of the site; (2) include general performa.nce 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. S : ' :

Streetscape Master Plan . :

 One of the challenges of Execu’ave Park has been and will conhnue to be. coordmatmg
- development between dlfferent property owners. For the proposed new layout, the delivery of
- publicly accessible streets “and open space will néed ta 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 rega.rdmg the expected lmprovements 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 Sbeetscape Master Plan at the May 5 Hearmg, 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 ﬁnal StIeetscape Master Plan that will dictate public realm Improvements ’ -
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' Executive Summary T ..~ . SENO.2006, 0422EMTUZ
Hearing Date: May 5,2011 - - S S Executlve Park

-

. ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Duration of Review. _
The planning process for Execuﬁve Park has been underway for more than five years.
. Environmental review has taken .longer than anticipated, largely. due to the changing
S circumstances of surrounchng planned development and changes in’planned mﬁ'asttucture

- iImprovements. : :

Location of Towers - : -

. While voicing general support some Commlss1oners have expressed concern about speCJ.ﬁc 2‘
.Iocatlon of towers particularly with the west most- tower adjacent to Highway 101 (or “Tower C*
as identified in the SUD). Coneerns include creahng 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 was in the packet for Initiation keepmg the towers at the

‘same location and configuration. : : -

‘However, staﬁ is continuing to work with the Project Sponsor to see What modlﬁcatlons 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 }tope 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 Commlssmn as part of the "
_Apnl 28 Commission pac_ket :

“Outreach and Notification
Planning staff sent out a mailed notice regarding the informational hearmvs to give the pubhc the
opportunity to voice any concerns dlr_ectly 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 cOmmunit‘y participation, ensuring quality design in the future; and.
-assuring that local streets are not overburdened with spﬂlover parking. Some have voiced
‘concern over the partlculars of the proposed urban form, w1th some concemed about the towers.
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Executive Summary L ASE NO. 2006.0422EMTUZ
Hearmg Date: May5 2011 o o - _ " Executive Park

REQUIRED COMMISS[ON ACTION
. Certnﬁcatton of the FSEIR. [matenal under separate cover].
" Adoption of CEQA Fmdmgs
‘ Approval of General Plan Amendments

1

2

3

4. .' Approval of Plannmg Code Text Amendments
. 55 i‘ ‘Apptoval of Zonmg Map Amendments: -

6

Adoption of Executive Park Design Guidelines.

RECOMMENDATION: Certify. EIR, Adopt CEQA Finding, Approve General Plan,
’ e . Planning Code Text and Map Amendments, and Adopt De51gn
* Guidelines

ATTACHMENTS:

Context Maps
" [note: Draft Motion Certtﬁ/mg EIR and related material under separate cover]
- 'CEOA Findings . :
' Draft Motion
Attachment A CEQA Findings - )
Attachment B: Mitigation Menitoring Reporhng Program

[to be sent separately]

o General Plan Amendments

. Draft Resolution o
‘ ExhibitA: . Legislative Digest
Draft Ordinance
Attachment A: Superseded Text and Flgures
. . Attachment B: Amended Text and Figures
Exhibit B: - ‘General Plan Findings and Planmng Code Sectlon 101. 1(b)
. ,‘Fmdmg : : .
Planning Code. Text Amendments
Draft Resolution -
- Exhibit A: -~ Legislative Digest
v . D Draft Ordinance
: Zoning. Map Arhendment '
" . DraftResolution . - _
 Exhibit A Legislative Digest -
S " Draft Ordinance
. - ExhibitB:  Mapof Ex15tmg Zonmg and Proposed Zomng
. Design Guidelines . :
" Draft Resolution

| ExhibitA:* Draft Design Guidelines

. MMS: ACiywide\Community Planning\Southeast BVHP\Executive ParkWork Products in Progress\Approval Packet and NofficafionEx Park - Executive Summary -Approval.doc §
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SAN FRANCISCO
- PLANNING DEPARTM &T

1650 Mission St

- Sulte: 400 -
Plannlng Commlssmn Resolutlon No. 18354 S s,
54103-2478
HEARING DATE: MAY5 2011 L
Fecpion:
_ #15.535:6378
Date: . April 21,2011 - SR : S . 231’; - 643
Case No.: '2006.0422EMTUZ - o } " 8 L
Project: - Executive Park Amendments (Pla.mung Code Map) ' 'P!anmr;g
e : - : . . lntcxmahaa’
Loczztl_on. Highway 101 and Harney Way : _ 215.558.6377
Staff Contact: ~ Mat Snyder - (415) 575-6891 - '
o mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

Récommendation: Approve Amendment

APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE BY Al\/IENDING
. ZONING SECTIONAL MAPS ZN10, HT10 AND SU10 AND MAPPING THE NEW EXECUTIVE
PARK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT MAKING VARIOUS FINDINGS, INCLUDING CEQA FINDINGS
AND F]NDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GEN'ERAL PLAN AND PLANN[NG CODE

SECTION 101.1. : :

WHER_EAS Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Franusco proﬁdes to the‘ -
Planning Commission the opportunlty to penodlca]ly recommend Pla.rmmg 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 fo]lowmg 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 following parcels from 40-X and 80-X to 65/240—EP Assessor s Lot
4991 / Lots: 074, 075, 085 and 086. .

This Zoning Map Amendme_nt apphcatlon is part of a larger project that mdudes ’rhree'
components: (1) a development project sponsored by UPC that would includeup to 1,100 dwelling units,
appronmately 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 amendme.n’ts and the subject Map amendments

- The hlstory of Executwe Park in its current:form starts in the nud 1970s. In 1976, the I’lanmng

- Commission- 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), plu_s 3,900 parking spaces At the time, Ame_ndments
were made to. the South-Bayshore Plan to allow commercial usés at the location. In 1978, a master

'mm&'sfpi:ﬁnn%hg.b@
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Resolution No.18354 . . Case No'2006.0422EMTUZ

Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 B - Executive Park
: o : - Zoning Map Amendments

. "development plan (“1978 Development ,Plan”) was created to guide development based on the Project
- analyzed in the 1976 EIR. ' - oo - -

In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commrssmn 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, fo]lowmg certu":tcatron of a subsequent environmental impact report, the Plannlng
Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 Development Plan that, when
combined with the four office buildings and restaurant previousiy 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 Planrung Code Map amendments were also -

_ approved

‘In 1992 the developer sought and obtamed a revision to the 1985 Plan.ned Unit Development.
This revision added 25,000 squdre feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care space anid 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, contammg 304
units and 517 parking spaces have been constructed under this development proposal by TopVisiomn.
("TopVision Phases I and ]I') I\/hnor General Plan amendments were approved in con]unctron w:Lth this
approval :

In 1999, the Planning Commission certified a supplemental env1ronmental 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 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 con]u.nctron with-
' these approvals “The general land use program remained the same, .

In 2005, Signature Properties development project was approved under a separate PUD for the
northwestern port_lon 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 authorization.

In 2007 TopV1sron obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development Plan for a Phase IIT
development which includes 465 units and about 776 parlqng spaces north of enstng TopVision Phases
Iand II résidential buﬂdmgs on the eastern porhon of the Subarea Plan Area. .

: - Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area currently
indude 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

parlo.ng spaces.

Yerby has apphed for approval to demolish OB-1 and replace it with a mixed use, predommantly :
residential development of up to 500 dwelling units and 750 subsurface parktng 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
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Resolution No. 18354 - L Case No 2006.0422EMTUZ
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 o "~ Executive Park R
- o ' Zoning Map Amendments
1,677 mbsurface'-parldng spaces. These projects will require amendment of the Executive Park Subarea
Plan and related amendments to the Zoning Map and Planning Code. The proposed Geniéral Plan
amendments would apply to the entire 71-acre Executwe Park Subarea Plan Area, be consrstent with
existing development and approvals, and provide for the transition of the existing office park
. development within a 145 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, preclommantly re51dentlal :
ne1ghb0rhood

Since 2006, proposed amiendments to the Exécutive Park Subarea Plan and the development

' proposa]s of Yerby and UPC have been reviewed in. public meetings by the Bayview Hunters Point
corhmunity, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood commu:ruty and other stakeholders,
including at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Advisory Committee, a-body composed of.
property owners of Exectitive Park, the Bayviéw Hunters Pomt Redevelopment Project Area Committee, -

: and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance. : -

 On AP]:Ll 7, 2011, pursuant to Plannmg Code section 302(b) and the Comnussron m111ated the. . -~

Planning Code text amendments by Resolution No. 18312, mdudJng amendments that include the

follovwng' (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 SU10 by mclud_mg the same

parcels within the newly created Executive Park Special Use District; and (3) Amendments to Zoning

. Section Map HT10 by rezoning the followmg paJ:cels from 40-X and 80-X to 65/240 EP: Assessor’s Lot
. 4991 /Lots 074,075, 085, and 086.

. On May 5, 2011, by Motion No. 18350 the Commission certified the Fmal Environmental Impact
Report (‘F EIR”) as accurate, complete and in comphance with the California Environmental Quahty Act
- '(I/CEQA”), and’ ) . ; ’ . .

On May 5, 2011, by Resolution No. 18351 the Commtssmn adopted ﬁndmgs in connectron with
its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Executive Park Suba.rea Plan’
~ and related zoning text and map amendments under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31

. of the San Francisco' Administrative Code and made certain findings in conmection therew1th Wh1ch
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 ZN10, HT10, and SUI0.

. NOW THEREFORE BE IN RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission hereby finds that the
Planning Code map a.mendments promote the pubhc welfare, convenience and necess1ty for the
following reasons: : :

1. The Plannmg Code map amendments would enable the creation of a mixed-use predommately
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 améndments mclude Planning Code provisions that promote V]brant h1gh -density, m.txed—
"+ ' -use, mult-modal and transit oriented development as a means to fully realize its shorehne
location and to help connect and mtegrate adjacent netghborhoods :

'sm pineey o : ' 3
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Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 . R Executive Park ‘
- oo oo Zoning Map Amendments
3. - The amendments W]Jl accommodate development that will, in turn, support: development that

will provide employment opportunities.in. construction, remdentlal property management and |

" operation, and related retail and services .

The Planning Code Map amendments mclude provisions that wﬂl require adherence to newly

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

The Planning Code map amendments anticipate future lmprovements to regional transportation

infrastructure thereby providing a framework where future development will appropriately
interface with expected future mfrastructdre

The Planrung map amendments, and by extension the Des1gn Gulde]mes, mclude prov151ons
that will new streets desw-ned for multiple modes of transport, emphasmmg t.ravel by foot and by

: ‘blcycle

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED That the Planrung Commission finds the Plannmg Code

' amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan, and Plannmg Code section 101.1(b) .
. pursuant to Planning Commiission Resolution No. 18352. 'The findings attached to Resolution No. 18352
© as Bxhibit B, are hereby mcorporated herein by this reference as if fu]ly set forth. a

- AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED That pursuant to Planning Code Section 302 the Plarmmg_

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

I hereby certify that the foregomg Resoluﬁon was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Plamung Comnussmn »
on May 5, 2011 .

Jonas Ionin .
Acting Comimission Secretary

- AYES:

" President Olague, Commissioners Miguel,'Antonjni, Borden, Moore, Suguya, and 'Fung

- NOES:

ABSENT:

Word doc MNIS L\CltYW'lde\Commumty Plamung\Southeast BVI-IP\Executlve Park\Work Products in Progress\BOS
Transmittal Packet\18354.doc .
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" SAN FRANLISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Pl‘aim'ing Commission-Motion No. 18350" '
Envrronmental Impact Report Certlﬁcation

_ Hearmg Dute - May 5, 2011
"Case No.: : - 2006.0422E

Project Address: * Executive Park Amended Subarea Plan and 'The Yerby'

Company: and Uruversal Paragon Corporation Development

. Projects -
Block/Lots: . 4991/65, 74, 75, 85, 86, 239 240,241, 278 279, 282 34¢, and 418
Zoning: | . :C-2 (Community. Busmess)

. . - Various Height and Bulk Distticts®
Project Sponsor.' . The Yerby Comipany -
o * . 5Thomas Mellon Circle, Suite 104

San Francisco, CA 94134 -
- Universal Paragon Corporatlon _
. 150 Executive Park Blvd Suite 1180
: - SanFrancisco, CA 9413 .

) Staff Contact: Joy Navarrete — (415) 575- 9040

: L ]oy navarrete@sfgov org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERT[FICATION OF A FINAL

SUBSEQUENT .. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE PROFPOSED
- EXECUTIVE PARK AMENDED SUBAREA PLAN AND THE YERBY COM]?ANY X

AND UNIVERSAL PARAGON CORPORATION DEVELOPMENT PRO]ECTS
MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Conumssmn (”Comm1551on”) hereby CERTIFIES the
Final Subseque_nt Environmental fmpact Report 1den11ﬁed as Case No. 2006.0422F, Executive

" Park-Amended Subarea Plan and The Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporanon

Development Pro]ects (”Pro]ect’ ), based upon the followmg ﬁndmgs ,

I.. The Clty and Courity of San Franasco acting through the Planru.ng Department

‘ (”Deparhnent’ "} fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quahty )

Act (Cal. Pub. Res..Code Section 21000 ef seq., “CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal..
Code of Regulattons Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.; (“CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the
.San Franmsco Admmrstratxve Code (”C_hapter 317).

A. The Deparhnent determmed that an Envuonmentel Impact Report (“EIR”) was required
“and provided public notice of that determination by pubhcahon in a newspaper of general
mrculahon on October 28, 2006 : -

B. On February 10, 2009 the Department pubhshed the Inital Study and prowded pubhc
* notice in'a newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the Initial Study for
- . public review and comment; thls nonce was maﬂed to the Department’ slistof p persons
' requestmg such nothe

s

- 1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San Francisco,

- CAD4103-2473 .

" Reception:

415.558.6378 :

: Fax_ '
- 415.558. 5409

Planning ~
Information: .
415.558.6377



. Case'No. 2006.0422E" -

Motion 18350
.. Executive Park

May 5, 2011

C. On October 13, 2010 the Department pubhshed the Draft Environmental Impact Report '
(“DEIR”) and provided public notice in'a newspaper of gereral circulation of the
avarlablhty of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the
Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the -
Department’ s list of persons requesting such notrce o

D 'Not1ces of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the pubhc hearmg were
posted near the pro]ect site by Department staff ol October 13 2010. ’

“E. OnOctober 13, 2010 ccopies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwrse dehvered toa hst of |
. persons requesting it, to those noted on the distribution hst in the DEIR, to adjacent
property owners, and to government agenc1es, the latter both dlrectly and through the

State Clearrnghouse ’

- F. Notlce of Completion was f11ed wrth the State Secretary of Resources via the State. .
' Clearmghouse on October 13 2010. '

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

November 29, 2010

" 3. ‘The Department prepared responses to comments on envrronrnental issties received at the
public hearing and in writing durmg 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- erTors 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 rnade available to: the pubhc at the Department at 1650 Mlssmn Street

4.  The Department has prepared a Final Envrronrnental Impact Report (FE]R) consrstmo of the
DEIR, any consultations and comments received dunng the review process, any addrnonal
mforrnatlon that became available, and the Comments and Responses document, all as

required by Iaw

.5 Project Environmental Iinpact Report files have been rnade availabie for review by the
Commission and the public. These files are available for public review at the Department at
1650 Mrssmn Street and are part of the record before the Commission.

6. “On Aprrl 21,2011 the Commission rev1ewed and consrdered the FEIR and fmds that the
contents of the FEIR and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publ1c1zed
" and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA the CEQA Gurdehnes and Chapter 31.

. 7. The Planrung Comrn1551on finds that the FE]R reﬂects the mdependent Judgrnent and analysis
of the City and County of San Francisco, is ‘adequate, accurate and objective, and that the

-
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' ‘Motion 18350 .Y 01 . - 7 CaseNo.2006.0422E .

May 5, 2011 , v ‘ : Executive Park

: Comments and Responses doctiment contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, and hereby
CERTIFIES THE COMPLETION of the FEIR in compliance W1th CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines. : .

8. . The Commission, in certlfylng the completron of the FE]R fmds that the project descrlbed init

will result in the following significantand unavoidable pro]ect—speaﬁc and Cumula’ave :
environmental impaets:- D : .

' 'TRANSPORTATION

.. Deterroratlon in the Level of Servrce atUS. 101 mal.nllne north of A_Ianna Way / Harney
.Way (southbound) under the proposed project.

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

» Cumulative impact of the proposed pro;ect at the Bayshore Boulevard / Blanken Avenue '
. mtersechon Co - -

"s  Cumulative J.rnpact of the proposed project : at the Alanna Way/ Beatty Road Jntersechon

e Curnulahve Jmpact of the proposed pro]ect at the Harney Way / Alanna Way / Thomas .
Mellon Drive Jntersectlon_

»  Cumulative unpact of the proposed pro]ect at the U. S5.101 malnhne north of Alanna Way /o
B Hamey Way (northbound) segment ‘ . . _ .

» Cumulative impact of the proposed project at the US. 101 mainline south of Alanna Way /
Hamey Way (northbound) segment . : .

¢  Cumulative: unpact of the proposed pro]ect at the U 5.101 Northbound On-Ramp at
o Harney Way L ) _
. Cumulat[ve impact of the proposed pro]ect at the US. 101 Southbound On- Rarnp at
Alanna Way. : .

. Cumulative impact of the proposed pro]ect at the Bayshore Boulevard / Tunnel Avenue
' mtersectlon - :

. Cumulative unpact of the proposed project at the Bayshore Boulevard / Blanken Avenue
* intersecton. - :

.o Cumulative impact of ’rhe proposed pro]ect at the Geneva Avenue /U.S. 101 SB Ramps
- mtersechon . .

e Cumulative impact of the proposed pro]ect at the Geneva Avenue /US. 101 SB. Ramps -
mtersectlon : }

' .-' . Cumulahve impact of the proposed pro]ect at the Us. 101 mainline north of Alanna Way /
~Harney Way (northbound) segment : :

« .Cumulative 1mpact of the proposed pro]ect at the U. S 101N orthbound On—Ramp at
Harney Way P :

- ' SAN FRANCISGO ’ . N ) . ) _ 3

PMNHEE{G. DEPARTTU{ENT' . L 2 2 1



Case No. 2006 0422E

Motion 18350
Executwe Park

- May 5, 2011

.- Cumula’ave Impact of the proposed pro;ect at the U. S 101 Southbound On Ramp at

: Alanna Way . :
‘Cumiulative 1mpact of the proposed Yerby pro;ect at the U S. 101 mam_lme north of Alanna -
Way / Hamney Way (southbound). . : :
. UPC project impact on. Level of Service atUS. 101 mamhne north of Alanna Way /Harney
Way (southbound) '

NOISE _
' e Cumulative ’srafﬁc rioise impacts on ambient ﬁoise Ievells él_ong project access routes.
- AIR QUALITY | | '
e Construction emissions of toxic air contammants and PM 2 5.
. Project operational em1551or_15 of mass criteria poHutants.
.. Exposuré of sensitive reoeptors to toxic air conf.ca;rﬁnanfs. .

e Cumulative air quality in'tpacts.

I hereby certlfy that the foregomg Motion was ADOPTED by the Planmng Commission at its -
regular meetmg of May 5, 2011.

\.—/'Iv_ T r“
- Linda Avery *
Commission Secretary

CAYES: . 7

NOES: 0
_ ABSENT: . 0

ADOPTED:  May 5, 2011

BN
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bl 65{} Wission Si:.

Plannlng Commlssmn Motlon No. 18351 B %ﬁ;m
* HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011 ‘ .
. . ' - Receplion:
‘Date: Apsil 21,2011 o o - 4155586378
CaseNo.:  2006.0422EMTUZ S . |
Project: ‘ Execufive Park Amendmients and. . ' 415.558.6409
L ' The Yerby Company and Un.lversal Paragon Corporation Development Planning
g : -Projects . : ' Information: .
Location: ' Highway 101 and Harney Way _ . T 415.558.6877
Staff Contact: _'Mat Snyder — (415) 575-6891° ' ' - '
' " mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

Recommeﬁd_uiiqnt Adopt the Findings

- ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FlND]NGS (AND A" STATEMENT .OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATIONS) UNDER. THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND STATE
" GUIDELINES IN CONNECIION WITH THE ADOPTION- OF THE EXECUTIVE PARK RELATED '

.‘,ACTIONS

WI—IEREAS ‘the San Franasco Planmng Department is the Lead Agency respons1ble for the

: 1mp1ementatlon of the California Environmiental 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

("Project”) and provided for appropnate public hearings before the Plannmg Commission
(”Commlssm ). ‘ : . .

" This Pro]ect includes three components (1) a development project sponsored by UPC that would
include up. to 1,100 dwelling units, approxnmately 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-streét parking spaces; and (3) General Plan amendments .

. along with Plarmmg Code Text amendments and the subject Map amendments ( “Project”) -

On May 11, 2006 Uruversal Paragon Inc! (Project Sponsor) and on March 22, 2006 Yerby.
Company (“Yerby”) (Project Sponsor) sitbmitted applications to jointly amend the General Plan by -
amending the Executive Park Subarea Plan along with other related mmor changes, amend the Planmng -
Code, and amend the Zoning Maps. : '

The history of Executive Park in its current form starts in the mid 1970s. ' In 1976, the Planrung
Commission certified the San Frandisco Executwe 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, Amend.ments '
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 gulde development based on the’ Pro]ect
analyzed in the 1976 EIR. : .

‘L

www.sfplanning.org
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In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commission approved minor d1a1'1ges‘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. . - ' : o

In 1985, following certification of a subsequent environmental impact report, the Plarming'

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 square feet of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and

600 residential units, plus about 5,300 parkiﬁg 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 Unit Devel_opmeﬁt.
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 ' ' : . ' » .
: Tn 1999, the Planming Cormmission certified a supplemental environmental impact report, and in
2000, approved a Planned Unit Development that extended and modified the prior 1985 Plarned Unit
Development authorization 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 approvalé. The general land use program remained the same. ' 2 '

In 2005, Signature Properties development project was approved under a Separaté.PU_D for the
northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Aréa. Nearing compfetion, 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 Il

-development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parking spaces north of existing TopVision Phases

I and II residential buildings on the eastern portion of the Subarea Plan Area. ‘ : ' ~

‘ Existing and al:;pro_ved devélopmgnt projects in the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area airrenﬂy_
include up'rto 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 _fetajl and I,_estaur,ant Space, 2,013 residential parldng spaces and 830 office
parking spaces. S » a : o

Yerby has applied for approval to demolish OB-1-and replace it with-a mixed use:, pi‘edominaf;ﬂy ’
' 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 a.mendﬁxenf_s_to the Zoning Mai_: and Planning Code. The proposed General Plan

S FRANDISD 2
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‘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 145 acre southemn portion of the Subarea Plan Area (the Yerby and UPC
development sites) o 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, predominantly residential
neighborhood. o - S ' _ o
: since 2006, proposed amendments to the Exécutive Park 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 community and other stakeholders,
- Indluding at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Advisory Committee, a body composed of.
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area Committee,
and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance. R o S
. o : _ i
_ On October 13, 2010, the Department and Agency:reléased for public review and comment the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Project, (Department Case No. 2006.0422F).

. "The Planning Commission 91,1: Novembgi: 118, 2010 held public hearings - on. the Draft .-
Environmental Impact Report and received written public comments until 5:00 pm on November. 29,
2010, for a tofal of 45 days of public review. : ‘

_ The Department prepared a Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("FSEIR") for the .
- Project consisting: of the Draft Environmiental Impact Report, the comments received: during the' review
period, any addiﬁonalinfo‘rh_laﬁon that becamie available after the publication of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report, and the Draft Summary of Comments and Responses, all as Tequired by law, .a copy of
, which is on file with the Planning Department undet Case No. 2006.0422E, which is incorporated into
this motion by this reference. : C . ' :

" The FSEIR files and other Project—reiated Department files have been available for review by the
. Planning Commission and the public, and those files are part of the record before this Commission.. -

On May 5, 2011, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered 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 Ac
("CEQA") and the CEQA Gutidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code; and

.By Motion No. 18350, the Planning Commissicn 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 Envifonmental
Impact Report; and - . R

' The Department prepared proposed Findings, as required by CEQA, regarding the alternatives’
and variants, mitigation measures and significant environmental lmpacts atialyzed in' the FEIR,
~overriding considerations for approving the Project, denoted as Attachment A, and a proposed
mitigation monitoring arid reporting program, denoted as Attachment B, on file with the Planning
. Department under Case No. 2006.0422F which material was made available to the public and. this

Comimission for this Commissions' review; consideraion’ and actions;
i FRANDISCH . . ' : ‘ S 3
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' 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 Projects and hereby adopts the Project Findings attached

- hereto as Attachment A including a statement of overriding ¢ conmderatlons and. mdudlng as Attachment

Bihe Mltlgatl.Ol’l Momtormg and Reporhng Program.

I hereby certify that the foregomg Resolution was ADOPTED by the Sart Francisco Planning Commission
on May 5, 2011 .

.on.las Tonin .

Acting CQ@ssiQh Secretary .

.AYES: : President Olagué,:‘Conn:Lmissio.ners Miguel,’Antonini, Bb#d-eﬁ, Moore, Suguya, and Fuhg '
' _NO‘Eg:
ABSENT:

I\ Citywide\ Community Planmnv\Southeast BVHP\Executive Park\Work Products in Progress\BOS . Transmittal
Packet\18351.doc . .

BAR gamcasca
PLANKI !}EPAR‘!TEENT '
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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 determrnlng to approve (|) proposed amendments to the General Plan the Executive
- Park Subarea Plan of the Bayvrew Hunters Point Area Plan, Plannlng Code, and Zoning
- Map (collectlvely refefred 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 regardlng mitigation measures and alternatives,
and adopts the followrng statement of overndrng considerations, based on substantial -
“evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California Environmental
' Qualrty Act (“CEQA"), California- Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.,
partlcularly 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 fufure development of the -

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

Thrs document is organrzed as follows

~ Section] provrdes a descnptlon of the PrOJect the environmental revrew process for the: .
, PrOJect the approval actlons to be taken and the locat|on of records '

Sectlon | ldentrf es the impacts found not to be signifi cant that do not requrre mrtrgatlon

y Sectlons il and v rdentrfy potentlally srgnrf cant’ Prolect -specific and cumulatrve
* impacts that can be avoided or: reduced to less-than- S|gnrf icant levels through mrtrgatlon o
and descnbe the disposition of the mrtlgatron measures; : '

Sections V and VI identify. Project specrf ¢ and cumulative significant impacts that ‘
- cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than significant levels and descrrbe any appllcable
' mrtlgatlon measures as well as the d|sposrt|on of the mrtlgatlon measures '

Ex Park - CEQA Findings - Attachment Adoc S | s T April 2011
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SAN FRANDISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Descrlptlon of Harney Way Setback Llne
Plannlng Code Section 249 54 and Flgure 249. 54(A)

H'ainey Way setback line is a line north Qf and runmng appro;ki.lnétely 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 Executive Park East and furthest from the north side of the

Harney Way right of way at the corner of Harney Way and Thomas Mellon Drive, as shown on

the enclosed map identified as Figure A: “City Alt. 3 — Modified 6.11.2009”, and associated -

Sections 1 through 4 on two 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 approximately 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 bou_ndary of Harney Way as shown by Section 4. :

wvm.sfpiangigg.efg-

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception: )
415.558.6378

Fax: -
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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© Section 1 — ~5ft West of Exec Park

PL

Ex. Retalnlng Waoll

Section 5 - ~50ft East of Exec Park

Section 6 - ~320ft East of Exec Park

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

& trafﬁc flow onto northbound Hwy 101
. Removal oflé@stbound lane




: City Hall . E
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244-
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
_ Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/ITY 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 pubIIc property owners, and lnterested parties . that the
Board of Supervisors’ Land Use & Economlc Development: Commlttee will hold a public ‘hearing o
‘consider amendments to-the Executwe Park Subarea Plan. The- legislation -package ineludes the
foIlowmg proposed ordmances o : ' oo

a Date: , : Monday, June 13 2011
Time: - 1 OOpm -

- Location: Committee Room 263 located at City HaII -1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
e San FranCIsco CA .

Subject: .. Executive Park Suba_rea Plan an'depeoiaI Use District

- File No. 110624.  Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan.by amendlng the Executive 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 envuronmental findings and fi ndlngs of consxstency with
the General Plan and PIanmng Code Sectlon 101, 1 . '

" File No..110625. Ordlnance amendlng the San FranCIsco Planmng Code by adding Sectlon 249, 54 fo
_establish the Executive Park Special Use District; adding Section 263.27 to establish SpeCIaI Height

- Provisions for the Executive Park Special Use District and the 65/240 EP Height and Bulk District;

- amending Table 270 tfo provide that the Table is not applicable to the Executive Park Special Use
District; and adding Section'309.2 to establish Permiit Review Procedures in the Executive Park Special
Use District; adoptmg findings, including environmental findings, Section 302 fi indings, and ﬁndmgs of -
consnstency with the General Plan and the Pnonty Policies of Plannlng Code Sectlon 101.1. '

Flle No. 110626 Ordlnance amending the San FranCIsco 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 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

consstenoy with the General Plan and the Prlorlty Policies of Plannmg Code Sectxon 101 1.

A copy of these measures and supportmg 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 i

write to -Clerk’s Office, Board of Supervisors, Room 244 Clty Hall, San Franoxsco CA84102.

Persons who are unable to aftend the heanng may subm[t written comments regardlng this matter pI‘lOl‘
tothe beglnmng of the hearlng These comments’ will become part of the ofﬁcnal public record.
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City HaH
- -1DPr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
: _ San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163 o
. TDD/ITY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS |

vod

'PROOF OF MAILING

Legislative File Nos. 110624, 110625 1 10626

mzw@wm
Al

Description of ltems: -June 13 2011 Land Use and Economlc Development Committee
Heanng at Clty Hall, Room 263 at 1. OO p.m. - S o

Executlve Park Subarea Plan and Special Use Dlstnct
’ e File No. 110624 — General Plan Amendment _ ' '
“File No. 110625 — Planning Code Amendment, Spec:al Use D(strlct
e File No. 110626 Zoning Map Amendment, Special Use Dlstnct

[ Annette Lonich

_an employee of the Office of the
Clerk of the Board Supervisors, mailed the above descnbed document(s) by depositing

the sealed items with the Unlted States Postal Service (USPS) thh the postage fully
prepaid as follows

Date; .- June 3, 201 1

e A H00m S
USPS Location: LL@O Vo Jieoo At

'_ Mailbox/Mailelot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): |

Z’Il'f@ \)i); [22¥:

'Instruction.s: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above _referenced files
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING
" DEPARTMENT

S " . DEVELOPMENT DESIGN GUIDELINES ASSOCIATED WITH THE.,
-+ - - EXECUTIVE PARK SUBAREA PLAN AND THE EXECUTIVE PARK
o - - SPECIALUSE DISTRICT: . _ 3

L (PLANNINGCODESECTION24954)
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Introduction

Executive Park was originally conceived as a suburban

- office park. When.the souih 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. trans-
formation; this orice remote section of the City will be
the focal point of vrbrant urban oenters '

“Today Executrve Park is Iargely Charactenzed by low

" lying office buildings and expansive parking lots = a.

* condition that hinders a sense of place and connectivity.
R There is now the opporturiity to turn the Executive Park
" parcels into new a new residential community better
connected with the rest of the Crty While residential
“development has commenced on portions north and
east of the existing office development, the envisioned
new development would better f t with this Tesidential
development. :

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

These Design Guidelines irnplement the Ekecdtive
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 relationship between -

~ buildings, streets, and open spaces — topics best
-not left to specific quantitative controls; and

3. Particular crrcumstances unique to Executlve 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. - o

[n using theseGuidelines, 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.
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GUEDELINES FOR

Street & Biock Pattern

The intent of these Guidelines along with the Executive Park Subarea

. Plan and the Executive Park Special Use District is to create a 4
connected, vibrant, high-density urban residential neighborhood. In~
completing the new neighborhood, the layout of blocks and streets are
required to meet the followrng general pen‘ormance criteria: '

> Reflect fine-grained block pattern typroal of San Francrsco
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 acoessrble
pedestrian paths through the block;

> Ensure all rights-of-way whether publicly or privately held and
marntarned be-publicly ; aocessrb[e at all trmes

- : > Provrde multiple ways of travel through the new streets for those
‘travelling from west of Highway 101 to the Bay shorelrne and the
Candlesuok Point State Recreation Area

> Antrorpate future rmprovernents to Harney Way and Alana Way;
while addressrng eaoh asa major urban spaoe

> Align new streets through the subject parcels with those recently
completed as part of the Candlestrck Cove and Top Vrsron :
developments; . .

> Antrcrpate adjustments to the existing property lines rncludrng
" vacation of a portion of Thomas Mellon Circle to create regular
street corners, enabling Thomas Mellon to meet Harney at a right -
- anhgle, and adjusting the paroel line between [ots 086 and 075 of

.Block4991 S ‘ S



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 interrupt any urban’

- pattern or sense of connectivity.

ADJUSTMENTS

New development at Executive Park
should anticipate needed adjust-
- ments to the existing block and streét
t pattern.. Specifically, anticipating the™ |
“ reconfiguration and widening of Harney
Way, the partial vacation of Thomas
Melion Circle to create a more typical
. right-angle 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 pattern to break up
" the scale and provide better permeability
_-into and connectivity through the site.

i
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$§ Regularize boundary
= between existing lofs '
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§ _Allow partial vacation of
5 Thomas Meilon Circle_
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Anﬁ'cipa_te wid'eniqg
of Harney Way - and
Alana Way )

Reconfigure Thomas
Meltoni Circle so that it
meets Harney ata right
angle
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GUIDELINES FOR

The Public R

ealm

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

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

in nature, and are especially designed to provide pedestrian comfort,
safety, and interest. Streets (including, alleys, and paseos) may be
required to be designed to incorporate stormwater management _
controls as required by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s
(SFPUC) Stormwater Design Guidelines and as recommended by the

1. .
. Better Streets Plan.

City's Better Streets Plan.

The design of streets shall inoorporéte the principles of the City's

Streets should be designed for multi-modal use with the street

design physically reinforcing slower auto traffic speeds.

Streets internal to the site should feature narrow curb_—to-o'drb
widths, corner-bulb-outs and other features that physically calm

auto traffic.

On-street parking should be proﬂvided where appropriate.
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Building to be sethack
from property line to-
provide opportunities
for landscaping and .
occupancy, and proyide
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
cquon‘ab{e travel by foct



10.

11

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

Crosswalks should be boldly marked.

If strests are not publicly owned, they should be
publicly accessible at all times and read visually as -
public streets

Buildings should meet the street with actrve

frontages.

Streets should be connected to publroly accessible

_ rrghts of-way at both ends (there should be no

dead-ends or cul-de-sacs), including connections to
streets, alleys, pathways or open spaces.

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

A Streetscape Master-Plan shall be completed by
the Project Sponsars based on the Executive Park
Streetscape Master Plan 4/28/ 11 Draft for Revjiew:

* provided to the Planning Commission as part of

. their May 5, 2011 Commission Packet (See Docket

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 Commrssron 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) “Strestscape '
-and other Infrastructure Improvemients” and .
acording to the Streetscape Master Plan. A copy -

of the approved Streetscape-Master 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.

Implementatron of streetscape and other

'rnfrastruoture improvements should be clearly

dehneated 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 portlons ot

13.

" 14,

15

16.

the Strestscape Master Plan will be'constructed prior
fo the issuance of a Certrfrcate of Final Completron
for sald phase

Street trees should be planted according to the:
Stregtscape 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 to achieve
at least the same number of frees as would be

_provided at the 20-foot interval.

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

sstudies, the desire to reduce light peliution from the

sky and light levels adequate to, but not too overly

“light the space being [it. Lighting can be in the -

form of pedestriari-oriented lights for smaller-scale .
streets, and where approprrate rncorporated onto
adjacent burldrngs

.- All utilities on new streets should be placed

underground

Where appropriate, street design shall incorporate " B
transrt facility improvements and vehrcte capacity.

ALLEYS (NARROW STREETS)"

Alteys as rdentrﬁed in these Guidelines and the
Subarea Plan are narrow rights-of-way. (approximately

- 40 feet wide and less), that dre secondary to the street -
network. While they provide access to parking and

" loading, they are o be similarly treated as other streets .
in assuring easy travel by bicycle and by foot and by
being pleasant spaces in their own right

t.

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

“-all uses and to be pedestnan trrendly, aftractive, 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_chrcanes,

landscape elements and the like.
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PASEOS

- Paseos, or pedestiran pathways, are either rights-of-way
that do not allow auto access or allow public pedsstrian
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 aooessnble at all times ‘and read visually as
publlo rights-of-way.

1. There evhould_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. s

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. .

._J’A

5. Paseos should be wall 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..

' '.‘Pueuo OPEN SPACE

"Pubho Open Space” outside of the Bayview Hillside
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 nelghborhood .

1. Maximize public open space 1o serve the site and”
_ nelghbonng oommunmes '

2. Open space should be provtded in ooheswe usable

spaces that become an organizing principle for
surrounding development, not in the leﬁ over spaces

between bUIldlﬂgS

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

~ larger City and regional open space resources such
as Bayview Hill Open Space and Candlestick Point: -
State Recrea’non 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 mere,
streets, alleys, or paths, with ‘the interior of the open
space visible from the street. It should not-be.
gated. : ‘

5. -DeS|gnated public open spaces should be active,
accessible and safe. Open spaces should be
publicly accessible at all hours; security fences and
gates should not be used in the design of publnc '
open spaoes

6. Open spaoes should be designed with their _
programming intent in mind; programming for the
" blocks surrounded by: Executive Park Boulevard,
Alana, and Harmey could lnolude seating for cafés,
.overlooks; seating for awaiting transit. ‘
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7. The design of dpen spaces should be integral to the -

design of adjacent building frontages (i.e. buildings
.witty commercial frontages could feature open space
‘for restaurant seating; buildings with residential
frontages could feature open space with a small tot
lot). ’ C

" 8. Open spaces should be at the same grade as .
building immediately adjacentto them,”

g. Open Spaces shoﬁld’be scaled refative to:the size
of the adjacent buildings and to the programming
planned for them. o o

~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

- ingcorporated: -

- 11, Whenever possible, landscaping should be blan-ted
- Inthe ground, and not in above ground planters; soil
- depth should be deep enough to ensure the health

of plantings including major trees. o

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 thase
that offer the site's best public
views.

Candlestick Potrit
. Stale Recreation Area

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

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

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

15. Open spaceé should be well lit with dowhward—_ .
facing; pedestrian-scale lighting. '

16. Landscaping is required to be water efficient per the E
Water Efficient Irrigation Ordﬁnance. '
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GUIDELINES FOR

Buildings and Siting

OVERALL SITE -

The overall Execuﬁve Park neigh_borhobd shdﬁld create an exciting
built form when seen from a distance, and with an intimate, fine
. grained scale to the pédestrian when experienc_:ed from the street.

e _Buirldings should aeﬂne and highlight corners, important public
spaces, and public vistas such as sireet terminations.

2. Buildinés‘ over 85 feet in height (towers) should create an overall
composition that creates an attractive- and dynamic southern
~ gateway to San Francisco. o ‘

3. Buildings over 85 feet in height should be slender and adequately
spaced in order to allow: sunlight and sky access to streets and
.+ public spaces, 1o preserve views through the district to San -
Francisco Bay and to Bayview Hill. '

- 4. When experienced close up, buildings should be human-scaled
.and fine grained, in the manner.of a traditional San Francisco
neighborhood. s

Y

5. Buildingé cloéest to the'freeway should be designed to .'ensure .
" adequate buffering from tr_afﬁc—related emissions and noise.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BUILT FORM AND
PUBLIC REALM

Strests, open spaces, “and’ burldlngs should relate to
each other i in a way that provides the overall devel-
opment a sense of hierarchy, order, and orientation. °
Buildings and their frontages should be designed with

their abutting streets, alleys, paths and open spaoes in

mind and vice versa.

S 1. Bqurng size. should be proponionai to the scale of
streets, alleys and pathways to allow a well- defited’
streetwall while still allowing adequate sun acoess

and sky to the ground

2. On residential neighborhood 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 into

.mnw..............}.......

wighway 191

-the ;setback pursuant to Guidelines' p.15-no. 1

3.

4,

- 5,

Bayview HUl Trait

where such oonditions_ are appropriate.

Streetwall from residential buildings should have
a height of a minimum of 50% of the right-of-way
width, for 76% of the frontage. Exceptions to this -
guildeline may be made where public plazas are
provided in front of bundlngs -

On alleys’ and paseocs, the streetwall should be ne
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 building taller than the streetwall
height as determined above must.be setback by at
Ieast 10 feet. :

FIGURE B: URBAN DESIGN
- These Guidelines-in canjunction
LA with the Executive Park Subarea .
: Plar and Special Use District™ -
anticipate substantial streetwalls
along Harney, Alana and e
Executive Park North, major’
streets of the nerghborhood ’
(denoted by blue borders),
whije alfowing for- towers at key".
locations (denoted by purp!e
asterisks) that assure sufficient
separation to see through to the
" Hilland Bay while creating a
coherent urban form. The Plan
also calls for gateway treatments
(denoted by yellow circles) at key
entry points by the way of speCIal
treatment of buildings and open’
spacs. Locatlons far public views
should be provided at these .
locations along Harney Way.

C'éndlesllck Pnlm
Sl’ala Haueanon Area

I

San Franclito Bay
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RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD
STREETS -~

' 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 tanes and frequent.
narrowing at intersections (_bulb-outs) and |
at key mid-block trossings. Sidewalk widths
and furnishings are to meet the Better

_ - StrestsPlan. :

The bu'I]ding streetwall should be
proportional to the width betwesn -
buildings across the street by a i

maximum ratio of 1:1 (streetwall
‘height to street width). Execept
as otherwise provided in these
Guidelines, at least 75 percent of
- the streetwall along any given block
" 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 foat building
setbacks of five feet can have

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



bR -
ey 01
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B

—

soiethackline . __ .

_sethack line

. Max
Height:
1.33X :

RESIDENTIAL ALLEYS

. The residential alley typology is a narrower .
street type.that, while secondary in nature,
must be improved to the same fevel as the
other street typolegies to assure a high quality
pedestrian environment. Alley A will be the
most direct route betwéen Blanken and the
Candlestick Point State Recreation Area.

_Buildin
Heigh
above

.. Standard 3 B

Street-

- wall

Heigbht
must be
setback

_by 104t .

1-104

i
i
]
3 d

Strest-
wall
-gener- -
~ally no -
taller .

The byilding streetwall should be
proportional to the width between
buildings across the strect by a
maximum ratio of 1.33:1.

New rights-of-way that are 40 feet wide
with five foof building setbacks of five feet
can have buildings up to 68 feet along
their width ahd meet this requirement,
Building mass above the streetwali height
must be setback by 10 feet. -
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EXECUTIVE PARK NORTH

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

The location. of Executive Park North and Thomas
Melion Circle has long been-envisioned as the retail
hub of Executive Park. Hence, Executive Park North
has two contexis: a neighborhood'r'etail context and a

" residential context.

" For the retail context,
sidewalks must be mo tess
than 15 feet wide between
curb and the building wall
" even if the Building needs to .
be setback from the property i
fine.:If a parking lane is . ) T
added and the curb-to-curb is
widened, ihe sidewalk must
still be a minimum 15 feet
from the new curb line.

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
walt. Similarly, if a parking
lane js added, the building
wall is to be setback by 17

- feet from the new curb line.
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THOMAS MELLON CIRCLE

- Themas Mellon Circle will mastly follow
the “residential neighborhood street”

- typology of the Better Streets Plan. As
a.major entry into Executive Park, it is
expected te handle a large 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 throughout most of
the residential streets in Executive
Park, a five foot setback will be
required beyond the sidewalk to
alfow steps and stoops and bufiers -
between the private and public
realms. ’

—~ <

Buildings built to the 65/68 foot height
limit will meet the proportional building
wall limitation dué to Thomas
broader width.

Mellon's

[T
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. HARNEY WAY

Harney Way is the most important street to Executive Park.
Whiie being almost the only means of getting to and from
the naighborhood, it will alsa 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 irnproyed facilities for bicycles. However its widening will
- mean paying particular attention to the interface between it
and the bordering buildings. .

i

-Harney is proposed to include five auto travel
lanes (including a reversible [ left-hand turn
lane}, two designated BRT lanes, and bike.

" lanes. An additional travel lane could also be
added in future phases if necessary. The width
of the new right-of-way curb-to-curb could be
as wide.as 120-feet plus in some locations,

extending 50-feef or more north of the current
property line between Thames Mellon and
Executive Park West, Because of this, this Pian
restricts development south of this expected
line. As of the date of these Guidelineé_, the
setback lifie (or north bodndary 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 2008 (refered to as City

. Alt. 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 &
10-feet sidewalk from curb to (new) property-
line. .

L - Buildings along Harney

should-setback by a
minimum of 17 feet
from the 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 afong
Hatney is established
with commercial uses,
the residential setback.-
. width should be used
as an extra five feet
of sidewalk to allow
ample sidewalk room
commensurate with the

If the lot afong Harney is developed prior to the expacted Harney impravements, the Harh.ey

“widened roadway.

facing building must address,

Harney at Harney's expected elgvation. The allowed 85-feet buiiding height is to be meastred from Harney elevation, not the

current elevation of the setback line.
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GUIDELINES FOR

:BU”,dihQ - éathéS ahd Charaéferisﬁcs' -

Buildings themselves should be designed with an organizational structure
common in San Franciseo, including the inclusion of a recognizable base,

-middle, and top, and a strong emphasis on vertical modulation.

ALL BUlLDlNGS_

‘1. Five-foot setbacks are *

required for almost all ©

" streets and alleys that
~feature residential frontages.

" Setbacks are riot required
along Executive Park .-
-West. Where appropriate,
_buildings may extend to the

" propertyline (see definition) .

at corners for no' more than
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) to break up their
apparent mass. Buildings
with frontages greater than
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

. ofthis requirement, the
change in-plane or change

. in material must apply to the
entire major building plane
(apparent-face). Provision of
bays da not count..

" setting back from the property line.

10 Bayview Hill Trall -

* Exacullva pary, Waay

Candlssiick Point
Stale Recraztion Aroa

utred five font setback 15-4t sidewmik In fropt
eitherresidanial or commerctal T I {rnieed S oot sotbock “BEINLL] JSRIEKINION vvsssameeans

Hamoy frantagn (can bo

" FIGURE.C: REQUIRED SETBACKS - setbacks are required along most streets in

Executive Park. Where retfail is required at Executive Park North and Thomas Mellon
Circle, sidewalk are required to be 15 feet from curb to building front, even if it means

=1 i Ry .

g g
fuigkalivi

'Example of a building . "~ ~ '
with well defined top,
middle and base
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At a finer 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
along the street. h

Bays and balconies afe permitted
to project over required setbacks
and where no setbacks are ’
required, over public rights-of-way.
The bay and balcony limitations 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. Railirigs 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 element 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.

Buildings of 100 feet or greater must include either a majer change in plane or
- material or include a 4 foot by 3 foot notch - - '

Buildings should be further broken
down with bays, balconies, changes-
in-plane to reflect increment of units
and rooms.
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. 9. Corner bu'ildfhgs should actively face onto

both streets with pedestrian-friendly entries.

-and similar fenestration patterns on bath
frontages. Creative corner treatments such
as rounded or cut comers that mark the -
corner are strongly encouraged.

~10. Ground-floor uses should be distinguished
from the building’s upper-floor uses through.
' “awnings, belt courses, materials, fenestfa-
tions, or other architectural elements.

11. Large development on sloping sites
should step up entries, interior fioors,

- fagade features, and the roofline with the
topography of the hill at regular-intervals
as required under Planning Code section
260(a)(3). '

12..Rooftop open space including access

. penthouses, railings, windscreens, and
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.

13. Roof design should attractively incorporate
and integrate green roofing technologies
(renewable energy opportunities, plantings
and the collection and storage of storm_
water runoff,)-to be compatible with roof -
design and use. :

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

" and don't appear superficially affixed to the
facade. ' '

_the corner.

Example change

" in vertical plan
- to differentiate

a tower from
the rest of the
buildings.

Example of a
corner buiiding
with active .
frontages and_
primary entry at

Retall that

is reguiarly
modulated
with prominent,
awning and
coordinated
signage.

Mechanijcal penthouse

integrated into body
of ower

. verrical plane

Change in




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.

1. Execept for Executiv e Park West, active frontages
are required on. all street frontages as required and
defined by Planning Code Secction 1451 . -

', Upper-story units should connect 10 a lobby entry’
that opens directly onto the publicly accessible
- right-of-way. o

[

3. 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 strest entries must
meet the Planning Department's guidelines for
active residential entries. R

4.~ 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 carn
be inset, projecting, or a part of an upper terrace. |
Plantings on balconies are strongly encouraged.

Romeo.balconie i

RAVER @ﬁ,‘ - discouraged.

5. Expansive 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.

(5

s, or non-functional balconies are” .

fenestration of the fagade
or hidden with notched-in

RETAIL

Retail cominercial centers are the heart of San
Francisco neighborhoods. Therefore,- where refail is
called for in this Plan, it is essential that the design of
retall frontages eontribute to creating a lively and active .
place with an emphasis on its public interface. )

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

2. Retall stores over 10,000 square feet, or with s_tre_et -
. frontage over 80 feet wide, Should have at least 2
street-facing enfrances. . '

3. Storefronts should be ar’riouiatéd at regular incre-
ments on the order of 20 to 30 feetto express a
consistent vertical rhythm along the street.

4. Ground floor retall spaces are required 1o be 14- feet

high to allow for higher ceiling heights in commercial = :

spaces and a more prominent retail front on the
street. ' ' :

5. Ground floor retaiil frontages should be at least 60%

fenestrated and '75% transparent. Mirrored or tinted
windows are prohibited. Awnings should be used
to mitigate sun overexposure rather than dark or
mirrored glass. :

6. Where presé,n-t, retail fr'ohtages should occupy no
less than 75 percent of a building. frontage at the
' ground floor. o

7. Where retail is located at a corner, the primary entry
should be locatedat the corner. :

8. Elements or features generating activity on the
street, such as seating Ie_dges, outdeor seating,
outdoor displays of wares, and atiractive 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. '

| 252 .



 MATERIALS AND DETAILING

A building's materials and dstalling are essential in erisuring
that the building provides a strong sense of permanence and
quality. A well thought out application of detalling also enables
a building to endure aver time. Materials should be durable,
-well coordinated across the building, and honestly applied.
Special attention must be given to material at the pedestrian
level,

v

1.

Architectural détafls, ornamentation, art_iculatibns»and

*projections should be used to create visual interest from

the street, and should create a harmonjous building.
compaosition. ‘ o

Architectural details, articulations and projections should '/

be consistent'throughout the building, so that the building
appears as a unified whole, and not as a collection of -
unretated parts that add to the impression of bulk.

Building fa¢ades_should be'artioulafed with a strong rhythm
of vertical elements and three-dimensional detailing to cast
shadow and create visual interest.:

In general, _Windows should be verti-célly oriented. Smaller,
equally proportioned windows should be uséd as accents

“only. Punched window (windows other than storefront or’ -

curtain wall systerns) must be recessed by at least three
inches from the wall plane. o

The use of exterior shading devices above the ground level
at proper orientations to augment passive solar design and
to provide solar control is strongly encouraged..

Physjbaﬂy‘inﬁmidating security measures such as window
grills or spiked gates should be avoided: security concems
should be addressed by creating well-it, well-used streets
and active residential frontages that encourage ‘eyes on the
street. ' ’ .

Materials should be durable and high quality. Appropriate
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 rmajor
finishing material. EIFS and similar finishing systems are not

permitied. I
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Combining a variety of good quality finishing material of wood, _‘

metal, and concrete create a rich and varied bitilding facade.

A well executed and honest application'of fundamental

and durable building'material_s of glass and steel.

An good exampile

of theuse of

. brick with simply".

‘defailed 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
essential 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. C

2. The westward most tower location (Figure B) allows -
- atower. Atthis location, a building between 85
. and 170 feet in height should be limited to a 10,500
square foot floorplate, a maximum horizontal
dimension of 125 feet, and a maximum diagonal
. dimension of 150 féet.. '

3. A minimum-di‘stanc'e of 150 f,eetl should be
preserved between buildings at all levels above 85
feet in height. : R o

4. The upper termination of buildings greater than 85
_ feet in height should create a visually distinctive
roofiine. Building terminations should be integral
to the overall vertical composition-and massing
of the building, and should not be simply a shape

appended to the top that bears little or no relation to -

the building’s overall architectural form.

PARKING AND LOADING

) The.relations,hip between ’.[he public reélm, parkingand . '

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. The amount of parking provided should be reflective
of the site’s transit-oriented location; there should
be enough parking to serve residents and shoppers,
but not more. ' : -

2. On-street parking created on new public streets -
" should Be reserved exclusively for residents, visitors,
and shoppers-of the Executive Park neighborhood,

" not for cornmuters, people visiting for events at
Candlestick Park, or long-term visitors. Parking
requirements would be determined by underlying
zoning. - :

3. Parking and loading should be designed to mitigate

their impacts to the urban design quality of building |

. frontages. Inno 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 irdividual 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 gne building. »

4. 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. Parklng is required to be below grade or substan-
tially below grade (see definition). Underground
parking facilities below stregts, alleys, or other open
space are required to have a minimum depth of soil
to assure the ability to prowde plantmg above the

. garage faomty

. Sepa_rate entries for Ioadmg and parkmg are strongly
discouraged unless a loading facmty is serving more
than one building. . ‘

. Flexibility and creaﬁve. solutions sbould be used

FIGURE D: ALLOWED
PARKING AND LOADING -
ENTRIES. The blue arrows
denotes locations of

‘allowed [oading entries,

the purple denotes

lecations of aliowed L.
parking entry and egress.

Exacu(lva Park West

- Canﬂl=sll:k Polnt
. Stale Recreation Ara:

_ fo addréss loading demand Policies regarding

loading should prioritize minimizing curb-cuts over
providing loading under the requirements for most
of the City’s zoning districts: As in other transit-rich
neighborhoods, there shettd-Re are minimum
loading requrrement Loadlng 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, or on the street, Where appropriate.

Loading spaces may be reduced in size from those
proscribed in Planning Code Section 154(b), where
approprlate

There should be no more than one parkrng entry (or "

. combined parking / loading entry) per streat block a

face, excluding Executive Park West.

iy
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GUIDELINES FOR

- Sustainable De‘velopmeht |

i

i
BN

San Francisco has made an unprecedented commitmentio . |
sustainable development. The San Francisco Public Utilitles’
Commission requires compliance t0 the San Francisco Stormwater
Design Guidelines. Similarly, the City has recently adopted the Green
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
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. T

Executive Park is in a unique position embrace these sustainability
tenants. As a neighborhood at the City’s southern gateway, if has the
unique ability to showcase what a green development can look like-

~ and commuricate 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 1o
find ways to further embrace sustainability that are unique 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. ' L

¢
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BUILDING PERF‘oRMANCE

1.

>

anately developed new constructron projects and
major alteration to existing buildings shall meet or
exceed of the 2008 Green Building Ordinance, or

the highest level of current green building 'standards *

should these be superseded. In addition, projects

" shall meet the Constructlon and Demolition Debris

Recovery Program, &nd the and the San Francisco
PUC 8 San Franorsoo Design Guidelines.

Prolect proposals must outlrne the oonstructron
materials proposed for use and should include-
green construction materials rnoludrng 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

lncorporate as muoh demolrtlon matenal on- srte lnto
the new designs as practicable, with a diversion
goal of 75% on- and off-site reuse, or recyclrng, ‘
above and beyond the Construction and Demolrtlon

L Debns Reoovery Program requtrements

Within interior bqurng areas use non-foxic materials
. (Low or No Volatile Organic Compound (VOCY)
paints, sealants adheswes coatlngs and carpets.

No added urea- formaldehyde resing should be
used in new construction and renovatlon of exrstlng
buildings. :

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

- Toof surface of all'buildings within the project.

1.
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY |

lnsulatlon shall be lnstalled in all new-construction

" and building additions to reduce heat loss during

cool months and heat galn during hot months

New constructron shall install of Energy StarTM
appllances to increase energy efficiency-and reduce
energy derriand for space heating and cooling,
ventilation, hot water, eookirig and refrigeration,
laundry and Ilghtlng (including parklng areas)

New surface parklng Iots shall nct 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 o

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

Building should maximize natural lighting, rncludrng
daylight through windows, skylights, and clerestones' -
to all occupied interior spaoes

. Wrndows should rncorporate treatments to control/

improve heat loss/gain (glass type, window film,
etc.). Treatments should allow for visibility from the :
outside (no mirror finishes, ete.).

Site design should use natural ventilation and .
landsoaplng {o reduce space ooollng requrrements

- _Encourage use of exterior shading devices above
‘podium levels &t proper orientations to augment
: passrve solar design and to provide solar oontrol

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



RENEWABLE ENERGY

AL

Design and build all necessary supporting
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
plumbing) for future photovoltaic systems or solar

thermal water heating systems.

Where possible, incorporate rene\_/véble energy
generation should be incorporated on-site. Methods
may include: ' '

- Turbine systems and associated equipment.

= Photovoltaic roof panets. For photovoltajc
systems, allow approximately 100-150 square
feet per kilowatt of power, and reserve space
in mechanical rooms for conduit, disconnect .
switches, and inverters. Also, include a water
‘spigot on the roof for washing off panels and
maintenance. :

3. Consider recovering waste energy from exhaust air,

gray water and other systems.

. REDUCED POTABLE WATER USE '

1.

]
b3

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

Naw construction shall specify and install low-flow
sink faucets, shower heads, toilets and urinals to
minimize potable water use in buildings to reduce
demand on the City's water supply and wastewater
systems: ' o

'

New construction should install dual plumbing

© gystemns 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 restrict or
reduce the requirement for irrigation. '

- Drip irrigation and bubblers should be installed at

non-turf landscape areas 1o reduce water needs.

Harvested rainwater, and reeyetee {grayy water
should be retained and used for landscape irrigation
and other uses, as permitted by Health and Building

-. Codes, rather than a potable water source.

Native and low water-use v?egetation that does not
require permanent irrigation systems should be

~ used in public and private open spaces, to restrict or

reduce the requirement for irrigation.

Irrigation’systems required to establish 'nétive
and low water-use landscape material should be

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

lation or once new plantings are established.

Landscape'areas of 1,000 square feetor greatér
shall require approval from the SFPUC pricrto. .
construction and shall meet requirments of the

- \Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance.

.10,

Assure potable water is not used for construction o
demolition related activities as stipulated in CQSF'
BOS Ordinarice 175-91. ‘
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RECYCLING AND WASTE

1. The development shallinclude a post-consumer

- waste management plan Wthh 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 dwellmg unlts for penodlo‘

Scheduled pleUp

2. Standard trash and recycling re"oeptaoles shall
be located at key public locations such as street
intersections, parks, transit stops, etc.

STORl’\/iWATEFi' MANAGEMENT- :

1. The entire area shall meet City requrrements
regarding stormwater management purstuant to
the Stormwater Design Guidelines. A Stormwater
Control Plan shall be prepared that illUstrates how
the site’s stormwater eontrols will be designed to
reduce water flow to the City's Corribined Sewer
System, treat runoff, 4nd achieve other goals such
as providing open spacs, and contributing to the
character and aesthetic of the built envrronment

2. Where possrble seek to retaln collect, trlter and -
reuse of rainfall, reducing water Consumptlon and
the volume of water that would be directed to the
Clty s Combrned Sewer System (CSS)

" 3. -Where possrble throughout the site's ground

surfaces, use surface materials with a low runoff - -

ooefﬂcnent (the rate that rainfall that contribtites to -
runoffy. = o

- 4. Where possnble install permieable pavement on

sidewalks, pedestrian walkways and other paved
surfaces to reduce storm water runoff, and allow

" rainfall to recharge groundwater, Pervidus paving
that includes the use of liners and under drains:
can be successiully lmplemented in‘areas. where
lntrltrat|on restrictions exist. )

- 5. Where paved surfaces are not permeeble dlreot

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
coliect, absorb and filter rainwater.

Where possrble rnoorporate raingardens and/or .
storm water planters in sidewalk areas and off-street

" surface parklng lots.

) Burldrng roofs should inoorpOrate one.of more

devices for rainfail collection, storage and reuse. .

; They may include, but not be limited to:

: Green roofs

. = Roof decks and terraces that provrde equipment -

'to harvest filter and store rainfall.

Rain barrels, water cisterns installed above
orbelow ground (if technically feasible due
to remediation efforts), or other systems that
can filtter and store water for use on-site, rather .
than direct water fo the City's Comblned Sewer .
System



Deﬂnitioné .

- 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 froniage: Any linear frontage along a
street directly abutting any side of a building, ircluding
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 beiween the line that
connects the front and back fot lines, and the line 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 ‘zface: Any-one side of a block. .

Fine-grained: Site and building design thatincorporates

“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. ©

‘Floorplaté: The amount of gross square footage on
- a given floor of a building. Floorplates should be
measured from the éxterior faces of exterior walls,
including exterior columns, membranes or detached
curtain walls. '

'HUman Scale: Building', site, street and opén space

design of a size and character that relate to a pedestrian -

at ground level, as opposed to an individual in a fast
"~ moving vehicle. S : :

Pedestrién Scale: see Human Scale.

Publicly Accessible: Open to the public at all times
(Uniess 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
.cues that make the open space seem unwelcoming.

oo

STREET.S, ALLEYS AND PATHWAYS

. Alley: A secondary right—of—waysthrough 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 fraditional 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 sireet
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 pedeétriari and bicycle only
circulation element, which may also provide access 1o

. residential or commercial uses.

Roadway: The width Qovered' 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—vv_éy through the site, pfoviding'
circulation for cars, bicycles and pedestrians. Sidewalks
and the roadway are separated by a curb, and there are’

‘separate lanes for parking and driving.
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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: A linear 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 least 12 feet sustarned)
useable road medlan -

1

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

Fublic Open Space: Public open space lnoludes
- 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 consrdered public open spacs, if the .
extended area is a minimum of 12 fest wide, arid is
useable for active or passive recreation. .

" BUILDING DESIGN

.'Act/ve frontage: Frontage on nghts-of—way that consists

of individual commercial or residéntial units, with entries N

ideally every 25 feét or less, but no more than 50 feet
apart, and ng significant blank or blind walls at the
ground—tloor or above.

Facade: The. extenor surface of a bunldrng thatis visible
from publicly accessible nghts of- way

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

- window moldlng (also referred to as obstruotlon)

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

Podium- sty/e Development: Style of development i in
which upper-fioor units share one or more common
lobbies, and units are finked by common corridofs and
a common parking garage. Podium development may
also have lndlwdual townhore unlts at ground level

Propefty//ne For the sake of these Gurdellnes aline
that delineates between private lot and the public”

. right-of- -way; or between the portion of a private lot
desigriated for development (including setback area 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 publloly accessible
streets or Open space. .

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

Stepback (Upper- story) The horizontal distance
between the streetwall and additional building height
lessening shadow impacts and the Appearance of
‘height at ground level.

- 'Streetwa/l The height.of bulldlng facades that face -

a publicly accessible right-of-way. Helght above .

. stepbacks is generally not oonsndered part of the

streetwall.

'Substantrally below grade Most of parkrng is below
grade (A tstir o] |JI tor-to-cot louuuuUrV pOﬁ:lOﬂS that
penetrate existing grade are wrapped with active uses

" with a depth of at least 20 feet.

Townhome: ReS|dentlal unit facing onto a publicly
. accessible right-of- way that is accessed |ndIV|dually

Townhome-sty/e Deve/opment Style of development
in which attached ground floor residential units are
individually accessed from a publicly accessible right-

_ ofway, and not solely connected by interior oorrldors or |
¢ connected parklng garages :
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