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

[Redevelopment Plan Amendment - Transbay Redevelopment Project Area]

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

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

‘Section 101.1.

NOTE: © Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
o Additions to Codes are in smgle-underlme ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font Avrial font
Board amendment deletions are in
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
. subsections or parts of tables."

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

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

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

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

19-2005 (January 25, 2005) and No. 95-2005.(June 7, 2005). Copies of these resolutions.are
on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 050184.
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(b) The Board of Supervisors approved the Redevelopment Plan by Ordinances No.
124-05 (June 21, 2005) and No. 99—06 (May 9, 2006). Copies of these erdinances are on file
with the Clerk of the Board in File Nos. 050184 and 060347 respectively.

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

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

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

Matosantos, 53 Cal.4™ 231 (2011). On June 27, 2012, AB 26 was amended in part by
California State Assembly Bill No. 1484 (Chapter 26, California Statutes of 201 1-12) (“AB
1484"). Together, AB 26 and AB 1484 are primarily codified in Sections 34161 et seq. of the
California Health and Safety Code, as amended from time to time, end are referred to as the -
“Redevelopment Dissolutien Law’”.

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

(e) Subsequentto the adeption of AB 1484, on October 2, 2012, the Board of
Supervisors, acting as the legislative body of the Successor Agency, adopted Ordinance No.
215-12, which, among other matters, delegated fo the Successor Agency Commission,
commonly known as the Commission on Community lnvesfment and Infrastructure, the
aUthority to (1) act in the place of the Redevelopment Commission to, among other matters,
implement, modify, enforce, and complete the Former Agency’s enforceable obligations; (2)

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

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

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

(g) For minor plah amendments, Sections 33450—33458 of the CRL sets forth a
simp[iﬁ.ed amendment process. This process includes a publicly noticed Hearing of the
Successor Agency Commission; environmental review to the extent required; adoption of the
minor amendment by the Successor Agency Commission after the public hearing; preparation
of a report to the legislative body; referral of the amendment to the Planning Commission, if
warranted; a publicly noticed hearing of the legislative body; and a legislative body
consideration after its hearing. CRL Sections 33352 and 33457.1 further require the
preparation of a>report to the legislative body regarding the plan amendment in order to
provide relevant background information in support of the need purpose and impacts of the
plan amendment.

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

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

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

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

| () A modification to general office development controls under the Redevelopment
Plan would not have an actual effect on Block 10. The Transbay Redevelopment Project Area
Streetscape and Open Space Concept Plan specifies that the western portion of Block 10 |
(Assessor’s Block 3736, Lot 018) must be developed as open space. The eastern portion of
Block 10 (Assessor’s Block 3736, Lot 156) is already developed with an office use with a
height limit of 85 feet under the Redevelopment Plan.

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

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

‘ Natorha Street on the north, Main Street on the east, and Beale Street on the west. The

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

Supervisor Kim
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to Block 5, “. . . the development density shall be that of the.downtown commercial C-3-O

' district in the Planning Code.” However, the Redevelopment Plan contains language

imposing inappropriate bulk limits on commercial development in Block 5.

M As sef forth more fully in subsection (o) below, the Successor Agency Commission
recommends approval of a proposed minor amendment to the Redevelopment Plan (the “Plan
Amendment” or “Minor Plan Amendment”), which would provide that the maximum floor plate
sizes for general office buildings in Zone One shall be consistent with the bulk limits permitted
by Sections 270 (Bulk Limits: Measurement) and 272 (B'ulk Limits: Special Excepti_ons inC-3
Districts) of the-. Planning Code, as amended from time to time, for development within the C-
3-0 (“Downtown Office”) District. Thus, the Minor Amendmént hakes no substantial ch.ange in
the authorized land uses under the Redevelopment Plan. |

(m) In accordance with Sections 33352 and 33457.1 of the CRL, the Successor
Agency has prepared a Report to the Board and made it available to thé public on or before
the date of the notice of the public hearing, held in accordance with Section 33452, on this
ordinance approving the Mi:nor Plan Amendment; said hearing is referenced in subsection (o)
below.

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

General Plan. In a letter dated May 28, 2015, the Planning Department found that the Plan

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

policies in Planning Code Section 10‘1.1. A copy of this letter is on file with the Clerk of the
Board in File No. 150435 and incorporated herein by reference. This Board adopts as its own
the findings of the Planning Department that the Plan Amendment is, on balance, consistent

with the General Plan and in coxnformity with Planning Code Section 101.1.

Supervisor Kim
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(o) Successor Agency Commission Action. On April 7, 2015, after holding a duly
noticed phblic hearing in accordance with CRL Section 33452, the Successor Agency '
Commission, in Resolution Nos. 18-2015 and 19-2015, approved the Report to the Board and
made certain findings. It determined, consistent wifh its autho’rity under Redevelopment
Dissolution Law, that a minor amendment to the Redeve[opment Plan providing that the
maximum.floor plate sizes for general office buildings in Zone One be consistent with the bulk
limits permitted by Sectiohs 270 (Bulk Limits: Meésurement) and 272 (Bulk Limits: Special
Exceptions in C-3 Disfricts) of the Planning Code, as amended from time to time, for
development within-the C-3-O District (“Downtown Office”) is necessary and desirable for |
implementation of the Redevelopment Plan. The Successor Agency also addpted the Minor
Plan Amendment. The Successor Age'ncy has transmitted to the Board of Supervisors
certified copies of these Resolutions and attached its Report to Board. Copies of these

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

“herein by reference.

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

(q) California Environmental Quality Act Findings.

Supervisor Kim
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(1) The Board of Superviéors, in Motion No. 04-67, affirmed the certification
uhder the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”) of the FEIS/EIR. Subsequently, the
Board, in Resolution No. 612-04, adopted CEQA findings that various actions related to the
Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project complied with
CEQA. As part of this aption, the Board imposed mitigation measures, rejected alternatives,

adopted a statement of overriding benefits, and approved a mitigation monitoring and

“reporting program. Also, the Board, in Ordinance Nos. 124-05 and 99-06, adopted additional

CEQA findings. The FEIS/EIR expresély contemplated development of commerbial office and
hotel uses within the Project Area, including up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-use office and
retail development on Block 5 of Zone One. The Board motion, resolution, and ordinances
are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File Nos. 040629, 041079, 050184, and 060347 :
respectively and aré incorporéted herein by reference.

(2) The Successor Agency has reviewed the FEIS/EIR and the Minor Plan
Amendment and determined that development resulting from the Minor Plan Amendment
requirés no additional environmental review pursuant to Stafe CEQA Guidelines Sections
15180, 15168, 15162, and 15163. All envirohmental effects of the Minor Plan Amendment
have been considered and analyzed in the prior FEIS/EIR and subsequent FEIS/EIR Addenda

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

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

(3) The CEQA findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in
accordance with CEQA by this Board as set forth above remain adequate, accurate, and
objective. | |
' (4) The Board has reviewed and considered the CEQA findings that it

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

Supervisor Kim - ,
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Successor Agency Resol'ution ‘Nos. 18-2015 and 19-2015, and hereby adopts those additional
CEQA findings as its own. The Board édditionally finds that : (A) irﬁplémentation of the Plan
Amendfnent does not require revisions to the FEIS/EIR due to involvement of new significant
environmental effects or é substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; (B) no substantial changes have occurred with resbect to the
circumstances under which the project analyzed in the FEIS/EIR will be undertaken that would
require major revisions to the FEIS/EIR due to the involvement of »new significant

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

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

FEIS/EIR has become available thét would indicate that (i) the Plan Amendment will have
significant effects not discussed in the FEIS/EIR; (ii) significant environmental effects will be
substantially more severe; (iii) mitigation measures or alterﬁatives found not feasible that
would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible; or (iv) mitigation
measures or alternatives that are considerably dlfferent from those in the FEIS/EIR will
substantlally reduce one or more significant eﬁects or the environment, Copies of the:

abovementioned resolutions are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 150435.

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

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

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

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

Sectién 4. Redévelopment Plan Amendment.

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

The Zone One Plan Map and the table and text below illustrate the heights and floor
plate sizes permitted for residential buildihgs in Zone One.

Muaximum Floor Plates for Residential Buildings

Maximum Floor Plate

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

251300 10,000

301-350 10,500

351-400 11,000

401-450 11,500

451-500 12,000

501-550 - 13,000

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

bulk controls will apply.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the bulk limits permitted by Seérions 270 (Bulk Limits: Measuremelnt) and 272 (Bulk Limits: Special

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

C-3-0O District (Downtown Office).

Section 5. Further Findihgs and Determinations under Community
Redevelbpment Law. The Board of Supervisors hereby makes the following findings,
determinations, and declarations, based on the record before it, including but not limited to
information contained in the Report to the Board.

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

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

creating an efficient and leasable general office building.

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

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

-safety, and welfare.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Supervisor Kim . )
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Section 6. Official Plan. As required by Section’,% 33457.1 and 33367 of the CRL, the
Board of Supervisors hereby approves and adopts the Redevelopment Plan, as amended by
the Plan Amendment, as the official Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area. A copy of the Plan is in Clerk of the Board File Nos. 050f84, 060347. A copy of
the Plan Amendment is in Clerk of the Board File Nb. 150435, These documents afe

incorporated herein by reference.

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

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

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

Amendment have been instituted under the CRL.

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

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

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

as consistent with the documents herein and this ordinance, are hereby ratified and
confirmed, and the Board of Supervisors hereby aufhorizes all subsequent action to be taken
by City officials and the Successor Agency Commission consistent with this ordinance. Any

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

Supervisor Kim
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all respects to the terms of the ordinance, and any such action cannot increase the risk to the

City, or requ1re the City to spend any resources, and WIthln 30 days of the documents

approved by this ordinance receiving final approvals, such final documents (showing marked

changes, if any) shall be provided to the Clerk of the Board, for inclusion in the official file,

together with a brief explanation of any changes from the date of the adoption of this

ordinance.

Section 10. Effective Date. In accordance with Sections 33378(b)(2) and 33450 of

the CRL, this Ordinance shall become effective 90 days after enactment. Enactment occurs

when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not

sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the

Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

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

YMM

“Heidi J. Ge\q/éﬁ

Deputy City |Attorney
n\spec\as201511500440\01019420.docx
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FILE NO. 150435

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Redevelopment Plan Amendment - Transbay Redevelopment Project Area]

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

Section 101.1.

Existing Law

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

Amendments to Current Law

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

Bacquound Information

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

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Page
4823 »




FILE NO. 150435

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

n:\leganalas2015\1500773\01011614.doc
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ON THE MINOR AMENDMENT TO
THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

Prepared By:

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

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

INTRODUCTION

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

The Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Redevelopment Plan™)
already authorizes the development of office uses on specific sites within Zone One of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Zone One™), but does not provide the appropriate bulk
limits for office development. Instead, the bulk controls established in the Redevelopment Plan
for Zone One are appropriate for residential buildings. Notably, the Development Controls and
Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (2005) (“Development Controls™),
which were adopted by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
(“Redevelopment Agency”) at the same time that it approved the Redevelopment Plan, provide
the appropriate bulk limits for the Zone One office sites. The Minor Amendment would resolve
the inconsistency between the Redevelopment Plan and the Development Controls by clarifying
that the bulk controls for general office development in Zone One are those based on the C-3-O
~ District (Downtown Office). The Minor Amendment thus makes no substantial change in the
* authorized land uses under the Redevelopment Plan and merely fulfills the intent of the Board of
Supervisors in adopting the ordinances approving the Redevelopment Plan, Ordinance Nos. 124-
05 (June 23, 2005) and 99-06 (May 19, 20006).

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

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

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

Background

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

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

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

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

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

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

SCOPE OF THE REPORT

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

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

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

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

e The Planning Department’s determination regarding conformity of the Minor .

 Amendment to the General Plan, as required by Section 4.105 of the San Francisco
Charter;

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

» The neighborhood impact report (subsection (m) of Sectlon 33352 of the CRL).
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FIGURE 1 — Blocks Authorized for Devélopment of General Office Uses within Zone One,
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Figure 2 — Transbay Block 5 (Assessor’s Bloek 3718)
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The Minor Amendment does not alter the Project Area boundaries, change financing limits,
extend the Redevelopment Plan’s duration or add sigrificant projects. In approving the
Redevelopment Plan in 2005 and 2006, the former Redevelopment Agency and the Board of
Supervisors relied on information about the conditions of physical and economic blight within
the Project Area, the need for tax increment financing to carry out redevelopment in the Project
Area, and other factors justifying the establishment of the Project Area. The Minor Amendment
does not alter the blight and financial determinations made at the time the Project Area was
originally adopted but rather provides an effective approach for alleviating blight and promotmg
the financial feasibility of the Redevelopment Plan.

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

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

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

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

A. Eliminating blighting influences;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (CRL §33352(k))

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

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

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT (CRL §33352(m))

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

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

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

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

described in Section 5.9.2 of the Redevelopment Plan and Section 413 of the Planning Code, and
will provide significant funding for the development of affordable housing in the Project Area.
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

ON THE MINOR AMENDMENT '

TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

INTRODUCTION -

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

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

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

This Report has been prepared pursuant to the provisions of the California Community
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq,, “CRL”), which govern the
land use authority of the Successor Agency under existing redevelopment plans. Section 33457.1
of the CRL describes thé information that the Successor Agency must provide to the Board of
Superv1sors for its consideration of a minor amendment to a 1edevelopment plan ‘

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

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

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

Background

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

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

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

! San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project, 2003, pgs. 10 and 22.
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Purpose of Minor Amendment

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

.As described above, the entire block bounded by Natoma, Howard, Beale and Main Streets
(“Bleck 57) is the only undeveloped block in Zone One thét would be affected by the Minor
Amendment; the other undeveloped blocks in Zone One are. planned for residential, mixed-use,
or open space. Refer to Figure 1 for. the location of Block 5. The Development Controls include
two alternative scenarios for Block 5, residential development or commercial development. The
Development Controls further provide that the commercial development alternative may be
exercised if the Successor Agency determines that economic conditions create a strong
preference for commercial development over residential development. OCII has determined that
a general office building consistent with the goals of the Redevelopment Plan is the preferred
scenario on a portion of the publicly owned land on Block 5, with the required public open space
to be built on publicly owned land near the general office building, Refer to Figure 2 for the
loeations of the general office building (Parcel N1) and the open space on publicly owned land
(Parcels N3 and M1).

SCOPE OF THE REPORT

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

A. Eliminating blighting influences;

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

E. Providing ﬂexib'ility on the .dev.eiopment of the Projéct Area to respond readily and
appropriately to market conditions; and

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

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

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

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

The Minor Amendment does not propose any new cap1tal expenditures by OCIL, involve any
new indebtedness or financial obligation of OCII, or change OCII’s overall method of financing
the redevelopment of the Project Area. Rather, private -enterprise will finance the commetcial
development on Block 5. Existing agreements require the TIPA to convey a pottion of Block 5
to OCII for development and pledge the sales proceeds and future tax increment from the site to
the TJPA’s construetion .of the Transbay Transit Center. See the Option Agreement (2008) and
Transbay Redevelopment Project Tax Increment Allocation and Sales Proceeds Pledge
Agreement (2008) by and between the City and County of San Francisco, TJPA, and
Redevelopment Agency. OCII will continue, however, to use tax increment revenue and funds
from all other available sources to earry out its enforceable obligations to pay: for the costs of
public infrastructure in the Prdject Area. The change in bulk restrictions applicable to. general
office development is intended to maximize developable square feet and create-an efficient and
leasable general office building, which would generate more property taxes and consequently
more tax increment than the existing, undeveloped cenditions.

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

Neither the CRL nor local law requires formal Planning Comiission review for a minor,
technical redevelopment plan amendment that is consistent with the Gereral Plan. Cal. Health &

- Safety Code § 33453; San Francisco -Administrative Code § 2A.53 (e). OCII has referred the
Minor Amendment to the Planning Department for its report regarding conformity of the Minor
Amendment with the General Plan in accordance with the requirements of Section 4.105 of the
San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative Code. The Planning
Department’s determination regarding conformity of the Minor Amendment to the General Plan
will be incorporated i m a supplemental report to the Boald of Supervisors upon receipt.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (CRL §33352(k))

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San’ Franmsco afﬁ1med by Motlon “No. 04-
67 (June 15, 2004), the certification of the Final Envirohmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain  Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project (“Project’™, which included the Redevelopment Plan.
Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors adepted, by Resolution No. 612-04. (Oct. 7, 2004),
findings that various actions related to the Project complied with the California Environmental
Quality Act. The FEIS/EIR expressly contemplated the development of commercial office and .
hotel uses within the Redevelopment Project Area, including  up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-
use office and retail development on Block 5 of Zone One.” With assistance from the Planning

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

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT-(CRL §33352(m))

At the time of Redevelopment Plan adoption, the Project Area did not contain low- or moderate-
income Housing. Since then, the Suceessor Agency has started implementing the affordable
housing requirements under Assembly Bill No. 812 (Chapter 99, Statutes of 2003, codified at
California Public Resources Code Section 5027.1) (“AB 8127). These requitements ate
incorporated into existing enforceable obligations that survived the dissolution of the
Redevelopment Agency. Under the obligation, at least 25 percent of all dwelling units developed
within the Project Area shall be available at affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, petsons
and families whose incomes do not exceed 60 percent of the area median income, and an
additional 10 percent of all dwelling units developed within the Project Area shall be available at
affordable housing cost te; and occupied by, persons and families whose incomes do not exceed
120 percent of the area median income (the “Transbay Affordable-Housing Obligation™).

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

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

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

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

described ini Section 5:9.2 of the Redevelopment Plan and Section 413 of the Planning Code, and
will provide significant funding for the development of affordable housing in the Project Area.
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Department, OCII has reviewed the FEIS/EIR and the Minor Amendment and determined that

development resulting fromi the Minor Amendment requires no additional environmental review

pursuant to State CEQA. Guidelines Sections 15180, 15168, 15162, and 15163. All

environmental effects of the Minor Amendment have been considered and analyzed in the prior”
environmental FEIS/EIR, arid FEIS/EIR Addenda Nos. 1 through 6.

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT (CRL §33352(m))

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

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

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

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

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

San Mureo Counry: 650-556-1556
San Faancisco Caie: 415-314-1835

San Francisco Exammer » DALy Ciry INDEPENDENT o San Matso Weekty » Beowoop Ciry Trisune e EnquIReR-BuLLeTin o FosTer Ciry Progagss o MiLienat - San Bruno Suw » Bourigue & Vitrager

GOVERNMENT

NOTICE OF SPEGIAL

Cl
FRANCISCO, CA 34102
The agenda packet and
{egistalive filas are available at
www.slbos,org, In Room 244
at lhe address [lstad ahove,
or by calling (415} 554-5184,

NOTICE OF REGULAR
MEETING SAN
FRANCISCC BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS LAND USE

THANSPOATATION
IMITYEE JUNE 8,
CITY HALL,
LATIVE CHAMBER,
RM 250 1 DR. CARLTON
ODLETT PL §F, CA
2

-

The agenda packet and
fegislalive files are available at
weaw.sibos.org, in Bm 244 at
the address lisled sbove, or by
calling (415) 554-5184.

Comiyis the i

board of the publicly owned
ulility operations of the City
and Counly of San Franclsco:
Public heari

by emall to wardors@sfgov,
org. Comments recalved ab

the publlc hearing and In-
wr}l_lng will be responded to I,
a and F

n
and possible aiion to adopt
des related 1o an Increase

d: water

dosument.

]
use reduction op %rrlgallon
customers with interruplible
waler service as part of the
2015-2016 drought program.
The water use

CIVIL

may be more stringent than
the 25 peroent imposad on
irrigation customers  with
regular commercial, industrial,
and general use saervice.
Interruptible  water sarvice

avallable lo approximalsly
1,800 rrigation accounts, The
elalled agenda and related
files will be avaliable at feast
72 hours before the scheduled
meetlngs at the SFPUC
website www.slwater.org, or
by calling (415) 554-3165.,
OFFICE OF COMMUNITY

INVESTMENT AND
INFRASTRUCTURE (OCHl)
ENVIRONMENTAL

_ REVIEW NOTICE
Natice is hereby given to
the general publie” of the
foitowing  actions  under
the Environmental
Prooess, HReview of the

NOTICE OF PUBLIC

JDLETT PLACE, SF, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Lend Use and
Transporiation ~ Commiltes
will hald a publle hearing
to consider the followlng
roposal _and  sald publie
earing will be held as foliows,
at which lme all Inlerestad
arlies may allend and be
geald: File No, 150532,
Resolution imposing Interim
zoning controls o require
condfilonal use authorization
for any residenlial merger,
including mergers of bolh
legal and lllegal existing unils;
and making environmental
findings, _including findings
of consistency with the
priarily * policies of

eight
Planning Code, Seclion
101.1. ?n accordance with

Adminisirative Code, Seclion
67.7-1, persons who are
unable lo altend the hearlns
on_ihis matter may submil
wiitten comments to the Cly
Erlnr to the fime the hearing
egins, These comments

art of lhe
officlal publis recard In this
matter, and shali be brought
lo the attention of Ihe
members of the Cammiltee.
Wiitten comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clerk of the Board, Clly Hall,
1 Dr. Carilon Geodlelt Place,
Boom 244, San cisco, CA
94102, Informalion relating
lo {his maler is avallable in
the Ofiice of (ha Clerk of the
Board. Agenda information
colating to lhis matter will be
avallabte for publlc review on
Friday, June 12, 2015, Angsla
Calvillo, Clerk of the Boar.

OTICE _ OF  PUBLIC

Repular Meeting of the San
Francisca  Public  Utilities

these
projscts can be arrar129ed bg
callng (415) 575-8024 an
asklng lor the stalf person
indicaled,
OCIi COMMISSION
NOTICE OF HEARING ON
DRAFT SUBSEQUENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FO'ETHE

Event Center and Mixed-
Use Davalopment at

Misslon Bay Blocks 28-32

OCll Case No.:

ERA 2014-919-97
Pianning Department
Case No.: 2014,1441E

Nolice is hereby given 1o the
geneml public as follows:

) A Dmft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report
(DSEIR) has been prepared
by OCil In conneclion with this
rmjsug‘ A copy of the report
s availeble for public review
and comment orline at http://

NOTICE_ IS  HEREBY
GIVEN THAT Renalssance
Enlrepreneurship Center

Will accept sealed blds for
a construction conlract lo
furnish alf iabor, materials and
related costs lo:

1. Elevalor Modernizatlon
Projact at 278 5th Street,
San Franclsco 94103, Bid
documents are avaiiable at
275 5th Streel, San Franclsco
94103, Inguirles regardin'g
lhis lnvitatlon to Bld ‘shoul
be directed to Robert Taylor
Faclliles and Operalions
Manager, at 348~
6224 rlaylor@rancenter.
org<maliteiriaylor@rencenler,
o> Bids are dua at or before
June 26lh, 2018, by 500
PM.(Friday), A Mandalory
walk through wil be held at
the sita on §11/15 at 11:00
am. Bidder's attention is
called to tequirements refaling
to HUD, Federal end State
Labor Slandards, and federal
Affirmative  Action/Equal
En:nﬁluymenl Opportunlly
Righls are reserved lo reject
argy 05r all bids.

&/5/1
CNS-2760342
SAN FRANCISCO
EXAMINER

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE
FOR CHANGE OF NAME
Case No, CIV533850
Superior Court of Celifornla,

Gounty of San Maleo

Patilion of: Christopher Justin
Davis for Change of Name
TO ALL

INTERESTED.

PEl 2

Pelltionar Christapher Justin
Davis flled a peliton with this
court for a decree changing
names as folaws!
Chiistopher Justin Davis lo
Chri: dustin.  Devis-

GCDs and papgr nopjlas are
also avallable at the Planning
Information Center sPIC al
1660 Misslon Street, 1st Floor
and a paper copy can be
reviewed &t OCH at 1 Soulh
Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor,

Relarenced  materials  are -

availeble for review at the
Planning Departments offite
al 1650 Mission Sreet, Stilte
2811),485 art of Case Fite No,

2) The DEIR found l.rhal

implemenlation  aof 2
prject would result in
the foliowing slgpificant
environmental effects  thal

could not be miligaled fo a
less than significant level:
Transportation & Circulation,
Nalse, Alr Queﬂig, Wind, and
Uity & Serviea Systems.,

3) A public hearing on_ this
DEIR and other mallers wilt ba

on Tuesday, June 30, 2015
In Chy Half, floom 418, 1 Dr.
Carlion B. Googlett Place, San
Francisgo beninning al 1:00
p.m. of later, .

4) Public comments will be
acceptad from June 6, 2015
fo £:00 p.m. on July 20, 2015.
Written should be

Greepbach -
The Court arders that all
persons Interested in this
malter appear bafore this
colyt at the hearing indlcated
below to show cause, if any,
why the petition for change of
name should not be granled.
Any person objecting lo the
name changes described
above must fle a wrilien
objection that includes ihe
reasons for lhe objection At
[east lwo court days before
the matter Is scheduled lo
e heard end must ppear
at he hearing to show cause
why Ihe pelition should nol be
es!anlad. 1 no wrillen abjection
imely filed, the court may
rent the pelition whhout 2
earing.
Notlee of Hearlng:
Date: 7/10/15, Tlme: 9 AM,
Dept.: PJ, Roomy: 2D
The address of the court Is
00 cmng Center, Room B,
lty, CA 84053

feast once each week for four
successive weeks pror to
the date set for heardng on
the peilion In the fallowin

6 Ul

addressed to; Mail wiillen
comments to OCHl c/o Brelt
Bollinger, San  Francisco
Planning Department, 1650
lission Street, Suite 400,
San ‘Francisco, CA 84108 or

pap o E’
circulalion, printed o Ihis
county: The Examiner

J.L, Grandsaert
Judge of the Superior Coust
6/5,6/12, 8118, 6126115

NPEN-2750084#
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

ORDERTO SHOW CAUSE

Supeilor Court of California,
County of San Malea
gel(l!on of; Hulchun Chen for

Name
TO s ALé. INTERESTED

Pelitioner flad a petition
with this court for & decres
anging nemes as lollawsa:
Huishun_ Chen la Huichun

Sandia Chen

The Caurt arders that sl
persons Interested In thls
malter appear before this
colrt at ifie hearing indlcated
below to show cause, if any,
why the patitien lof change of
name should not be granted.

be hea
at he hearing
why the palition should nat be
ranted, If no wiitten objection
s Umely filed, the court may
rant the petlfion without a
0ariNg.

Natica of Hearing:

Dale: 07/09/15, Time: 8 AM,
Dapt.: P4, Aoom: 2D

The addiess of the court is
400 Coun% Center, 1t Floor,
Redwood City, GA 94083

A copy of this Order to Shaw
Cause shal} be published at
{east once each week for four
successive weeks prior o
the dale set for hearng on
the petltion In the followin

newspaper  of ?enem
circuladion, printed In  lhis
¢:aunly.‘"l"he‘5 aminer

/st J.L Grandsaert
Judge of the Superior Courl
W ‘158119, 62615

05054
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

SUMMONS
{CITACION JUDICIAL)
CASE NUMBER (Nimero

Casa);

CGC 15544138
NOTICE TO DEFENDANT
AVISD AL DEMANDADO}:

oue Yecpot, aka Roue R.
Yecpot, an individual; Does 1
through 2, Indlusive
YOU~ ARE BEIN

G SUED -
BY PLAINTIFF (LO ESTA
DEMANDANDO EL

DEMANDANTE);  Ameilcan
Express Cenlurion Bank, a
Utah state chartared bank
NOTICE! You have been sued,
The coust may decide agalnst
you without your belng heard
Unless you respand within 30
dzrs. Read the information
below,

You have S0 CALENDAR
DAYS after thia summons and
legal papers are served on
you lo file & writlen response
al Ihis court and have & copy
sarved on the plalntiff, A letter
ar phane gall will niot prolect
you. Your wrilten response
must be In %:aper {egal form
if you want Ihe court to hear
your case, There may be a

ur!
clerk for a fee walver form. If
you do not file your response

on lima, you may lose the
case by default, dand yort:;
wages, monsey, an 0]
rnag be !akenywllhuuf luﬁ\er
warning from the cotirt.
There ™ are other legal
requirements. You may want
ta call an atlomey 1ight
away. II you do not know an
altorriay, you may want to call
an atlorngy referral service. If
you cannol afford an atlorney,
ou may be eligible for free
legal services from a nonprofit
agram. You

roups at the Callfornla Legal
arvices Web site (www
Inw.helgcah/umln.ar?). the
Galifornia Courts Online Sell-
Help Center /(www.wunln!o.
ca.gov/saithsl p{. or by
eontacting your locat court or
county bar assaciation, NOTE:
The court has a statutory flen
for walved [ees and cosls on
+ any sellement or arlivation
award of $10,

must be pald bafare the court
wii dismlss the case.
JAVISOI Lo han demandado,
Si ne responde deqlro ds S0
dias, ia corte puede decidir
en sy coplra sin escuchar su
versidn. Lea la Informacidn a
continvacion,
Tiepe §0 DIAS DE
CALENDARIO daspués
de T!a le enireguen esla
cllaclon y E?PB’ES legales
para presenlar una respuesia
por escrllo en esla carle y
hacer que se enlregue una
copla al demendante, Una
carla o una llamada lelefdnica
no lo prolegan. Su respuesia
por escrilo liene que eslar
an lormato legal carreclo
sl dasea que progesen su
cgso en la corle, Es posible
que haya un formulario que
usled pusda usar para su
respuesta, Puede enconlar
esios formulatios de ia corle y
més Informacidn en el Ceniro
de Aylida de las Corles da
Californla  {www.sutorte,
ca.gov), en la biblioleca de
leyes de su condada o en
la’ corle que le queda mds
cerca, Si no pusde pagar i
cuola de presentacion, plda
al secretatio de la corle
ue ls dé un formularlo .de
exencidn de pago de cuolas.
51 no presenta su respuesia
a liempo, pueda ,perdsr el
caso por Incumphmiento y
I corte le podrd quilar sit
sueldo, dinero y bienes sin
mds adverlencia,
Hay ofros requisifos legales.
Es racomendable qus llame 8
un abogado Inmedialamenle.
I no conoce a un sbogado,
puede flamar a un servicio de
femlsién & abogades, S no
pueds pagar a un abogado,
es posible gue cumpla con
los "requisilos pam obleper
serviclos fegales gratuilos
de un programa de serviclos
legales sln fines da licro,
Puade enconlrar estos onipos

¥ direccldn de la corle esk
Superior Court_of California,
County of San Franclsco, 400
McAlllster Street, Room 103,
San Franclsco, CA 94102
The name, address, and
telephane number of plaintf’s
allorney, or plaintiff’ without
an attomey, is (El nombre,
8 direcclon 'y el nimero
de fteldfono” del abogado
del demandaple, o del
demandante Tm no llene
abogado, esz: Li 2]
XBar #237842), MICHAEL &
SSOCIATES, PC 855 St
Charles Drive, Sulte 204,
‘Thousand Oaks, GA 91380,
Phone No.: (805) 379-8505
Fax No.: (808) 379-8525
DATE (Facha}; Feb 13 2015
?Xd ,) Mara, Depuly
junto}

i)

OTICE 70 THE PERSON
ERVED: You are served as
s
CNd-27873921
SAN FRANCISCO
EXAMINER

ORDERTO SHOW CAUSE
FOR CHANGE OF NAME
Case No, GIV533788
Supeylor Court of Callfornla,

County of San Maleo

Petillon of: Husi-Hsin Ln for
Change af Name
TO “ALL INTERESTED
PERSONS:

Petitioner Huei-Hsin Lin flled
a pelition with Lhis court for
a decree changing names as
follows:

Huel-Hsin Lin to Evelyn Huel-
Hsin Lin

The Court orders that hau

Any person objecting to the
name changes described
abave must file a wiitten
objection lhat includes the
reasans for the objeclion at
loast two court days before
the maller Is scheduled lo
be heard and must sppear
at Ihe hearing Io shaw cause
why the ﬁ)eulion should not be
ranted, if no writlen objection
s ﬂmalix fled, the court may
rant ihe petifon without &
earing,
Notice of Hearlng:
Date: 06/26/15, Time: 9AM,
Dept.: PJ, Room: 20
The address of the court Is
400 Coun?l Center, Redwood
City, CA 94063-1858
A copy of this Order to Show
Cause shall be published at
least once each week for four

successive weeks prior lo *

tha dale sel for hearing on
ihe pelition in the following
newspaper  of eneral
Groulaiton, printed Tn- ihis
county: The Examiner
gﬁe: 5115115

de Callforala Leﬁzal Sarvices,
(www.lawhelpcal Irorniamr?).
en el Cenlro de Ayuda de las
Corles da California, (wew.

Judge of the Superior Court
6/29, 615, 612, /1915
NPEN-2757280#
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

sucorle,ca.gov) o p
en conlacto con Ia corle o el
colegio
AVI50; Por ley, la corle
llene derecho a reclamar las
cuolas y los coslos exentos
por Imponer un gmavamen
sobre cualquler recuperacidn
de $10,000 6 mds de valor
racibida mediante un acuerdo
o una concesidn de arbilrefe
en un caso de derecho civil,

jene que pagar el gravamen
de [a corlg anles de que la
corle pueda desechar ef caso,
The name and address
of the court is (BT nombre

ados locales,

FICTITIOUS
BUSINESS
NAMES

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS
NAME STATEMENT -
Fila No, 206378
The following person(s) Is

gare) doing business as
luewsler Conslruction, 420

Hobart AVa,, San Maleo, CA
94402

i {are) hereby registered by
lhe( fnlk):wing %n:ﬂs 3 Y
regory Auchlincloss
Manonidn, 420 Hobarl AVe.,
San Matea, CA 84402
This business Js conducted by
an Individual
The regisirant commenced
to transact business under
the fcllious husiness name
or names fisted abave on
OB/18/2018,
1 declare thal all Information
in this statemgnt Is true and
corract, (A fegistmnt who
declares as true information
which he or she knows to be
felse is ﬁully of & orime.
S/Greg Manonlan
This “stalement was filed

Mark Church, County Clerk
By: Besz De La Vega, Dﬂauty
A Flctitlous Business Name
Statement expires {ive years
from the dale it was filed In
tha office af the County Clerk,
The filing of this statement
does not of liself authorize the
use In this slate of a Relilous
Business Name in vialatlon
of the rights of another under
Federal, Slate, or commen law
See Seotion 14411 et seq,,

usiness and Professions ©

Code),

6/5, 6/12, 619, 6126115
NPEN-275B756#
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS
NAME STATEMENT
Fite No. A-0385041-00
Fictilious Business Name(s):
Alexis Park San Francisco,
825 Poltk St,, San Franclsco,
EA 94109, County of San
S

rancisco
Hegislered Owner(s):
Tanumlwmar K. Patel
825 Polk St, San
CA 94109
Bhufabhai B. Pate] éTrus\ee),
8025 F'ng‘ Si, San Franclsca,

fustee),
18ACISCO,

A 94108
Tt:e b;JsIness Is conducted by:
S|

atru

The registrant commenced
fo transact buslpess under
the ficlious business name
ur“names fisted above on

04117, ,

| declara that all information
in this statemenl Is true and
correct, (A registrant who
declares as true any maleral
maiter pursuant lo Seclion
17918 of the Business end
Professions code that the
registrant knows o be false
is %ull\y of a misdemeanor
punishable by a fine not lo
exceed one thousand dolfars

Farunkumar K, Patel

Clerk on May 28, 2015,

NOTICE-n ‘aetordance with
Subdivislon f_ja)‘of Saction
17820, a Ficiilious Name
Statement generally expires
at the end of liva years from
the date on which it was fled
in the office of the Counly
Clerk, excepl, as r;m)vided
in Subdivision Sb) of Section
17920, where it expires 40
days after any change
In the facls set forlh in the
statement pursuant lo Sectlon
17913 othier than a shange
in the residence address of

L
Statement must be Nled belore
the expiration. Tha filing of this
slalement doas not of Nself
autharize the use In this slate

fal 0
another under federal, state,
or cammon law (Ses Secllon

14411 et seq,, Buslness and
Professlons Code}.

815, 6/12586119,6 615
CNS-2758557#

SAN FRANCISCO
EXAMINER

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS
NAME STATEMENT

2 No. 1

The lollowing person(s) is
gan?‘) dnlngbuslness as!
XTREM AUTO BODY,
1300 Old County Rd iB,
Belmont, CA 84002, Counly
of San Mateo
Jorge Mora Corana, 318-31st
Av, San Maleo, CA 94403
This business is conducted by
an Individual
The registrani(s) commenced
to transacl business under

1 declare that ell Information
In this stalement Is true and
correst, {A registrant wha*
declares &g iue information
which he or she knaws to be
false Is gullly of a crime.}
/ Jarge Mora Gerona

This statement was [lled with
ihe Caunty Glerk of San Matea
County on May 11, 2015,
Mark Church, County Clerk

15t ﬁ(lsnn S, Changlin, Deputy
5

128, 615, 6/12, 6118115
PEN-27663418

XAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
ILLAGER

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS
File No, 265254

i 3
The [ollowing person(s) is
{are) doing business as:

mzag

Mma
PRODUCTIONS, 458 Gallert
84015,

an Individual

The registrani(s) commenced
lo lransacl business under
the fictitious business name
or names listed above on NFA
| declare’ that all Information
in Lhis slatement is brue and
correct, {A registrant who
declares as true informalion
which he ar she knows la be
false is gulity of a crime.)

S/ Pablo Zorzoll

This stalement was fled
with the Counly Clerk of San
Matea County on May 6, 2015
Mark Church, Caunty Clerk
Glenn S. Changtin, Depuly

Clerk

5/29, 6/5, 6112, 6/19115
NPEN-2766252#
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE &
VILLAGER

FICTITIOUS BUSINESS
NAME STATEMENT
Flle No, 2656289
The lollowing person{s) is

Sure) dolr}&buslness as:
. REITEY, 2. REITEY
RE ESTATE SEBE\gCES.

RAyan Landls, 1507 Forge
Hoad, San Maleo, CA 844
This business is conducted by
An individual

The regnslmnl&s) commenced
to transact business under the
fictitious  business name or
names lisled abova on

| declare ihat all Information

carsect, (A reglstrant who
declares as true informalion
which he or she knows lo be

AZ
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Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure

RESOLUTION NO. 18-2015
Adopted April 7, 2015

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

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

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

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco (“Board of
Supervisors”) approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Redevelopment Plan”) by Qrdinance No. 124-05;

adopted on June 21, 2005 and by Ordinance No. 99-06, adopted on May 9, 2006;
an > : . .

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

- and,

The Development Controls implement the Redevelopment Plan’s authorization
for the development of office uses within Zone One and provide additional -
guidance for the development of Block 5. The Development Controls state that
“In the event that the commercial land use alternative is applied to Block Five ...

- the development density for such development shall be that of the downtown

commercial C-3-O district in the Planning Code.” Unfortunately, the
Redevelopment Plan contains language imposing inappropriate bulk limits on
commetcial development in Block 5; and,

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

‘WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

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

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

the requirements-of the CRL; and,

The Boatd of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco affirmed, by
Motion No. 04-67 (June 15, 2004), the cettification under the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) of the Final Environmental Impaet
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay

* Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment  Project (“Project”),

which included the Redevelopment Plan. Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors
adopted, by Resolution No. 612-04 (Oct. 7, 2004), findings that various actions
related to the Project complied with CEQA. The FEIS/EIR expressly
contemplated the development of commercial office and hotel uses within the
Project Area, including up to 848,435 square feet of mixed-use office and retail
development on Block 5 of Zone One; and, :

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

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

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

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Successor Agency Commission .
at its meeting of April 7, 2015.

4845



EXHIBIT A

REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
- ONTHE MINOR AMENDMENT TO
THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

Prepared By:

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

March 31, 2015
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Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure

RESOLUTION NO. 19-2015
Adopted April 7, 2015

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING THE MINOR

: AMENDMENT TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TRANSBAY
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA TO PROVIDE BULK LIMITS FOR GENERAL

OFFICE BUILDINGS IN ZONE ONE OF THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT AREA; RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF THE MINOR
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS; AND
SUBMITTING THE RECOMMENDATION, INCLUDING THE MINOR
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT, TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

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

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

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

. California Redévelopment Assoc. v. Matosantos, No. S194861 (Dec. 29, 2011).
~ On June 27, 2012; AB 26 was amended iri part by California State Assembly Bill
No. 1484 (Chapter 26, Statutes of 2011-12) (“AB 1484”). (Together, AB 26 and
AB 1484 are primarily codified in sections 34161 et seq. of the California: Health
and Safety Code, which sections, as amended from time to time, are referred to
as the “Redevelopment Dissolution Law”); and,

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

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

"WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

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

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

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

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

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

. Redevelopment Plan expressly aothorizes the development of general office uses

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

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

.
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

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

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

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

For minor plan amendments, Sections 33450-33458 .of the CRL sets forth. a
simplified amendment process. This process includes a publicly noticed hearing -
of the redevelopment agency; environmerntal review te the extent required, and
adoption of the amendment by the redevelopment. agency after the public
hearing; preparation of the report to the legislative body, referral of the
amendment to the planning commission if warranted; a publicly naoticed hearing
of the legislative body, and legislative body consideration after its hearing. CRL
§33352 further fequires the preparation of a report to the legislative body
regarding the plan amendment in order to provide relevant background
information in support.of the need, purpose and impacts of the plan amendment;
and,

Pursuant to Section. 33352 of the CRL, the OCII staff has prepared the Report to
the Board of Supetvisors on the Minor Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Report to- the Board of
Supervisors™); and,

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

Clopies of the notice of public- hearing were mailed by first-class mail to the last
known address of each assessee of land in the Project Area as shown on the last
equalized -assessment roll of the City; and,
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WHEREAS, Copies of the notice of public hearing were mailed by first-class mail to all
residential and business occupants in the Project Area; and,

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

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

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

WHEREAS, The Final EIS/EIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted
in accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 11-
2005 dated January 2.5, 2005 were and remain adequate, accurate and objective
and are incorporated herein by reference as applicable; and,

WHEREAS, OCII staff has reviewed the Minor Amendment, and finds it acceptable and
recommends approval thereof; now, therefore, be it

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

RESOLVED, That the Commission approves the Minor Amendment ard recommends
forwarding the Minor Amendment to the San Francisco Board of Superv1sors :
for its approval.

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

T hereby certify that the foregoing reso .uéon was adopted by the Suceessor Agency Commission
at its meeting of April 7, 2015.
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The Office-of Community Investment aﬁd Infrastructure,
~ as the Successor Agency to the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ON THE MINOR AMENDMENT
TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

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

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

Background

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

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

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

the Redevelopment Plan contains language imposing inappropriate bulk limits on commercial
development in Block 5.

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

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

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

SCOPE OF THE REPORT

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

e The reason for the Minor Amendment (subsection (2) of Section 33352 of the CRL);

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

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

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

e The report on the environmental review required by Section 21151 of the Public

Resources Code as applicable to the Minor Amendment (subsection (k) of Section 33352
ofthe CRL); and

e The neighborhood impact report (subsection (m) of Section 33352 of the CRL).

4854



G498y

FIGURE 1 - Blocks Authorized for Deévelopment of General Office Uses within Zone One
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Figure 2 — Transbay Block 5 (Assessor’s Block 3718)
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The Minor Amendment does not alter the Project Area boundaries, change financing limits,
extehd the Redevelopment Plan’s duration or add significant projects. In approving the
Redevelopment Plan in 2005 and 2006, the former Redevelopment Agency and the Board of
Supervisors relied on information about the conditions of physical and economic blight within
the Project Area, the need. for tax increment financing to carry out redevelopment in the Project
Area, and other factors justifying the establishment of the Project Area. The Minor Amendment
does not alter the blight and financial determinations made at the time the Project Area was
originally adopted, but rather provides an effective approach for allev1at1ng blight and promoting
the finangial feasibility of the Redevelopment. Plan

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

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

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

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

A. Eliminating blighting influences;

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

E. . Providing flexibility on the development of the Pro;ect Area to respond readily and
Aappropnately to market conditions; and

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (CRL §33352(k))

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

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

General Plan Referral

Date: May 28, 2015

1650 Mission St.
Sulte 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2478

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning

. Information;

Case No. Case No. 2015-004110GPR '

’ Transbay Redevelopment Plan Amendment
Block/Lot No.: Transbay Redevelopmen{ Project Area
Applicant: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure

Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Staff Contact: Maia Small — (415) 575-9160
maig.small@sfgov.org
Recommendation:  Finding the project, on balance, is in conformity
with the General Plan
. [
Recommended By: _/V\’/\
B ith, Director of Planning
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes a minor Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Project
Area (refer to the attached map). The purpose of the amendment is to provide technical
clarifications to the Redevelopment Plan to denote the standards of the Sections of the Planning
Code that apply to any commercial development in Zone One, specifically reflecting the
intention of the Redevelopment Plan to allow for general office development in a small portion

415.558.6377

of Zone One. The Minor Amendment will only affect one currently undeveloped portion of

Zone One, known as Block 5. The amendment would establish that the existing floor plate size
controls permitted in Zone One, as set forth in Section 3.5.2 Height and Size of Buildings of the
Redevelopment Plan would apply only to residential projects and would add a provision that
the bulk controls for General Office Buildings in Zone One shall be consistent with bulk limits
permitted by San Francisco Planning Code Sections 270 (Bulk Limits: Measurement) and 272
(Bulk Limits: Special Exceptions in C-3 Districts) for the C-3-O District (Downtown Office). -

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On April 20, 2004, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (Former Agency), certified the Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment
Project (Final EIR). In a joint meeting held on April 22, 2004, the San Francisco Plannmg Commission and
the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board certified the Final EIR.

. GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

As described below, the project is consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code

Section 101.1 and is, on balance, 1n~conform1ty with the following Ob]ec’aves and Policies of

the General Plan;

Eight Priority Policies Findings

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

1.

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

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

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

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

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

surrounding commercial development.

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

‘The proposed project would have no direct adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

That commuter traffic not 1mpede MUNI trans1t service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parkmg

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING REPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL" CASE NO. 2015-004110GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transhay Redevelopment Project

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

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

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

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

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

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

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

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

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

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

General Plan Findings
COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

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

POLICY 2.1

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

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

DOWNTOWN PLAN

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

POLICY 2.2

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO ‘ . 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-004110GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

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

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

Policy 1.2

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

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

RECOMMENDATION: Finding the Project, on balance, in-conformity
o with the General Plan

SAN FRANGISCO v ‘ 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
‘ 4863




Zone One: Transbay
} Y Downtown Residential
Zone Two: Transbay C-3

LAND USE ZONES
Project Boundary

:\

i

——



City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
.~ Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

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

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

DATE: May 22, 2015

SUBJECT:  LEGISLATION INTRODUCED -

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

File No. 150435

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

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

¢  AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department

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

N3
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Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors er the Mayor

N1 e Ty
s PREOLEED

: ‘ Time stamp n
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): L B |ormesting date—

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

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

5. City Attorney request. 4 /

6. Call File No. |- from Committee.

[
1
] 4 Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires"
[
]
1

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). Usg

L] 9. Reactivate File No.

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

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

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

Sponsor(s):

Supervisor Kim

Subject:

Redevelopment Plan Amendment - Transbay Redevelopment Project Area

The text is listed below or attached:

See attached.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: /.l; /7 Q\
7= ’ & M

For Clerk's Use Only:
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In.trolduction Form ¢

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

Timcl stamb‘

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): . 5 T or meeting date
X 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

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

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor | , inquires"

5. City Attorney request.

6. Call File No. from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

ooooooo oo

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

‘sase check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[1 Small Business Commission [T Youth Commission 7] . Ethics Commission

[ Planning Commiission [1 Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisor Jane Kim

Subject:

Redeveldpment Plan Amendment - Transbay Redevelopment Project Area

The text is listed below or attached:

See attached.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: /),_ /) &J
2=

/\'/ / J
For Clerk's Use Only:

\S0u35%
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