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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
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

TO: Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair

Land Use and Transportation Committee
FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk
DATE: April 11, 2016

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING
Tuesday, April 12, 2016

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board
meeting, Tuesday, April 12, 2016. This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting
on Monday, April 11, 2016, at 1:30 p.m., by the votes indicated.

ltem No. 23 File No. 160188

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to
include a note stating that the proposed Height and Bulk Districts on Block 1
(Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 3740, Lot Nos. 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032), on Folsom
Street between Main and Spear Streets, and a portion of Block 2 (Assessor's Parcel
Block No. 3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main Streets, of the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area shall be consistent with those provided in the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls; and making findings, including 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.

RECOMMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT
Vote: Supervisor Malia Cohen - Aye
Supervisor Scott Wiener - Aye
Supervisor Aaron Peskin - Aye

c Board of Supervisors
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
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FILE NO. 160188 ORDINANCE ).

[General Plan Amendment - Downtown Area Plan Map 5 - Portlons of Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Blocks 1 and 2]

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to
include a note stating that the proposed Height and Bulk Districts on Block 1
(Assessor’s Parcel Blc;c;k No. 3740, Lot Nos. 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032), on Folsom
Street between Main and Spear Streets, and a 'portion of Block 2 (Assessor’s Parcel
Block No. 3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main Streets, of the Transbhay |
Redevelopment Project Area shall be consistent with those provided in tﬁe Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Developmént Controls; and making findings, including ﬁndings
under the California Envirqnmenta! Quality Act, and findings of consistency with the

General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
.o Additions to Codes are ln single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in sﬁqlaeﬂﬁ@agk—#ahe&%mes%wﬁemmﬁ%ﬁ
Board amendment additions are in double-underiined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in s@ﬂketh;eughAﬂa-ﬁent

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.

(a) The Ordinances rélating to adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2005
and 2006 (Ordinance Nos. 124-05, 125-05, 84-06, 95-06, and 99~06) included General Plan
Amendments thaf reflected the height and zoning changes. Map 5 of the DoWntown Plan,
which identiﬁed recommended height and bulk limits in the City’s Downtown, was amended
with a notation: “Remove 80-x label from fréeway lands in Transbay and replacé with notation

that says 'See Redevelopment Plan Development Controls.” "This amendment appears to

Planning Commission ’
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : Page 1
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have inadvertently excluded Transbay Redevelopment Plan Zone 1 blocks that are within the
200 foot Height District and “S” Bulk District in Map 5 (Assessor Block 3740/027-32 on Folsom
Street between Main and Spear Streets, and Assessor Block 3739/004 on Folsom and Main

Streets), leaving the General Plan out of sync with the adopted Transbay Redevelopment

-Plan. While the Redevélopment Plan changed the allowable height and bulk of the

aforementioned Assessor's Blocks to a 300’ Height District and a “TB” Bulk District, the.added
notation in Map 5 of the Downtown Plan did not reference the Redevelopment Plan. The
proposed General Plan Amendment that is the subject of this ordinance would correct Mép 5
of the Downtown Plan to reflect that the afbrementioned Assessor Blocks are subject to the

controls of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. In doing so, the General Plan Amendment

i| also would accommodate and provide consistency for a height increase at a development

project proposed for Ass_esso.r Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032 of the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Block 1”) from 300 to 400 feet. '

(b) Pursuant to}Charter Section 4.105 and Planning Code Section 340, the Planning
Commission shall first consider any amendments to the General Plan and thereafter
recommend such amendments for Board of Supervisors approval or rejection. On January .
14, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission, by Motion No. 19549,
initiated General Plan amendments that are the subject of this ordinance. On February 25,
20186, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission, by Resolution No. 19572,
adopted environmental findings; found that the General Plan amendments are, on balance,
consistent with the General Plan as proposed for amendment; ;he public necessity,
convenience and general welfare required the General Plan Amendment; the proposed
amendments ére in conformity with the eight pribrity policies of Planning Code Section 101.1;

and recdmmended the amendments for Board of Supervisors approval. A copy of Planning

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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1 Commission Motion No. 19549 and Resolution No. 19572 are on file with the Clerk of the

Board of Supervisors in File No. 160188 and are incorporated herein by reference.

(c) The Board of Supervisoré finds that this ordinance is, on balance, consistent with
the General Plan as it is proposed for amendment herein and in conformity with the eight
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 19572. The Board hereby adopts these findings as its own.

‘ (d) On June 15, 2004, this Board approved Motion No. M04-87 affirming the Planning
Commission’s certification of the final environmental impact report for the Transbay
Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project (“FEIR”) in compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (California Public Resources Code sections
21000 et seq.) A copy of said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in
File No. 040629 and is ir'lcorporated herein by reference.

(e) The Board of Supervisors in'Resolution No. 612-04, adopted environmental
findings in relation fo the Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Downtown Extension, and Transbay
Redevelopment Plan. Copies of said Resolution and supporting materials are in the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors File No. 041079. The Board of Supervisors in Ordinance No. 124~
05, as part of its adoption of the Transpay Redevelopment Plan, adopted additional
environmental findings. Copies of said Ordinance and supporting materials are in the Clerk of
the Bbérd of Supervisors File No. 050184. The FEIR analyzed' development on Transbay .
Redevelopment Project Area Block 1 of a project extending up to 300 feet in height. Said

- Resolution and Ordinance and supporting materials are incorporated herein by reference.

(f) -On January 14, 2016, in response to a proposed height increase from 300 to 400
feet on Block 1, 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") in conjunction with the Planning Department

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3
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prepared an Addendum to the FEIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 (the
“Addendum”).

(9)* On January 19, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure (“CCII") in Resolution No. 2-2016 approved
development actions for Block 1 and adopted the Addendum along with other environmental
review findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of the Addendum and CCll Resolution are on file
with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 169188 and are incorporated herein by
reference. :

(h) Based on this Board’s review of the FEIR and the Addendum, the Board concurs
that the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and the
proposed Block 1 h'eight amendment will not cause new significant impacts not identified in
the FEIR, and no new mitigéﬁon measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts.
Further, other than as déscribed in the Addendum, no Block 1 changes have occurred, and no
changes have occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding Block 1 that will cause

significant environmental impact fo which the height amendment will contribute considerably;

‘and no new information has become available that shows the height amendment will cause

significant environmental impacts not previously discussed in the FEIR, that significant effects
previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the FEIR, or that
mitigation measures or alternatives previpusly found infeasible are feasible, or that new

mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the FEIR would

' substantially reduce significant impacts. Therefore, the Board finds that no environmental

review is required under CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby adopts CCli’s and the

Planning Commission’s environmental findings as its own.

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 4
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Section 2. The San Francisco General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 5 of
the Downtown Area Plan as follows: |

Remove the 200-S label from Assessofs Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and
032, and Assessor's Block 3739, Lot 004, and replace it with a notation that states “See

Transbay Redevelopment Plan Development Controls.”

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 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 recelvmg it, or the Board

of Supetrvisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinanee, the Board of Supervisors
intends te amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,
numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the General
Plan tﬁat are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

the official title of the ordinance.

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

By. \f/é./’ Vi

Planning Compmission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 5
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FILE NO. 160188

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[General Plan Amendment - Downtown Area Plan Map 5 - Port!ons of Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Blocks 1 and 2]

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to
include a note stating that the proposed Height and Bulk Districts on Block 1
(Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 3740, Lot Nos. 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032), on Folsom
Street between Main and Spear Streets, and a portion of Block 2 (Assessor’s Parcel
Block No. 3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main Streets, of the Transbay’
Redevelopment Project Area shall be consistent with those provided in the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls; and making findings, including 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 Downtown Area Plan is a subplan within the City’'s General Plan. Map 5 of the Downtown
Plan shows various height and bulk distiicts. The City adopted legislation in 2005 and 2006 to
establish the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Area. The Transbay Redevelopment Plan
consisted of two Zones, Zone 1 where the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency
(known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure) retains land use authority
and Zone 2 where the Planning Commission/Department retains land use authority. The
Redevelopment Plan legislation amended the Downtown Plan so that Map 5 would reference
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Development Controls for purposes of height and bulk
districts in Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. The previous legislation '
inadvertently excluded six lots (five lots on Transbay Block 1 and one lot on Transbay Block 2)
within Zone 1 from the Redevelopment Plan Development Controls reference.

Amendments to Current Law

This legislation would amend the General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan
so that the height and bulk districts on the 6 lots in Transbay Redevelopment Plan Zone 1
mentioned above reference the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Development Controls instead
of the currently listed height and bulk districts. The ordinance would make findings under the
California Environmental Quality Act and findings of consistency with the General Plan as
proposed for amendment and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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Feb 29, 2016 —  San Francisco,
‘ CA 94103-2479
Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk Receptio:
Board of SU.PEITViSOI’S . 415.558.6378
City and County of San Francisco . :
City Hall, Room 244 : Far
1 Dr. Carltori B. Goodlett Place . ‘ 415.558.6409
: San Francisco, CA 94102 ' Planning
: ' information:
Re: " Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2016.000003GPA: 415.558.6311

General Plan Amendment to the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan
and Case Number 2015-012730GPR General Plan Referral for the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Amendment

BOS File No:_ 019D (pending)
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

On February 25, 2016 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Cormmission’)

conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the
initiation of a proposed Ordinance. '

~ The proposed Ordinance initiated by the.Planrﬁng Commission would amend the Map 5 of the
Downtown Plan to correct and clean up references to the Redevelopment Plan amendments
adopted in 2005. ) )

At the February 25 heanng, the Conumssmn voted to recommend a approval of the proposed
Ordinance. .

At the February 25 hearing, the Commission also heard the proposed amendments to the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan referred to the Department from the Commission on Community
Tnvestment and Infrastructure. The proposed amendment would increase the height of parcels
within Transbay Block 1 from 300 feet to 400 feet.

- The Planning Commission found the proposed amendment on balance in consistent with the
Gerieral Plan and recommended its approval by the Board of Supervisors.

Please find attached documents relating to the Commission’s actions. If you have any que;sﬁons or
require further information please do not hesitate o contact me.

| o www.sfplanning.ofg
2639




Transmital Materials ' CASE NO. 2016.000003GPA & 2015-012730GPR
General Plan Amendment to Map 5 of the Downtown Plan
General Plan Referral for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Amendment

Sincerely,

Joshua Switzky .
Senior Planner

cc :
Mayor’s Office, Nicole Wheaton
Supervisor Malia Cohen

Supervisor Aaron Peskin

Supervisor Scott Wiener

City Attorney, John Malamut

Kimia Haddadan, Planning Department -
Jose Campos, OCII

Attachments (one copy of the following): .

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19572

Planning Commission Motion No. 19573

Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 2016.000003GPA
Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 2015-012730GPR
Draft Ordinance (original sent via interoffice mail)

SAN ﬁxAncxscu . . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
2640



SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:

- 415558.6378

Executive Summary
General Plan Referral

Date: Feb 25, 2016

Case No. Case No. 2015-012730GPR '
Transbay Redevelopment Plan Amendment General Plan
Consistency Finding

Block/Lot No.: - 3740/Lots 027,029,030,031, and 032
Applicant: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure

Jose Campos
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Staff Contact: Kimia Haddadan — (415) 575-9068
kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project is an Amendment to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan (“Proposed Plan
Amendment”). The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCT), the Successor
Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of San Francisco, proposes to increase the maximum
height limit for development on Block 1 within Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Project
Area (Project Area). Located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Streets in Zone 1 of the
Project Area, Block 1is comprised of Assessor’s Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032. Lot
027 is owned by OCII and the remaining lots are owned by Block One Prdperty Holder, L.P., an
affiliate of Tishman Speyer (“Developer”). The Redevelopment Plan and the Development
Controls specify a 300-foot maximum height limit on Block 1. The proposed Plan Amendment
would provide for a maximum height limit of 400 feet on Block 1 and would have no other
effect on the Zone 1 development concept or land use controls. Exhibit A is OCII's staff
Memorandum to the OCII Commission, including analysis on the proposed height change.

'BACKGROUND

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco (“Board of Supervisers”)
approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area by
Ordinances No. 124-05 (June 21, 2005) and No. 99-06 (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance

Fax: .
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
4155586377

No. 84-15, (June 18, 2015) (“Redevelopment Plan”). The Redevelopment Plan estabhshes the

www.sfplanning.org
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL FOR . CASE NO. 2015-012730
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan ‘
for the Transhay Redevelopment Project

land use controls for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, and divides the Project Area
into two sub-areas: Zone 1, in which the Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the
Transbay Redevelopment Project (“Development Controls”) define the development
standards, and Zone 2, in which the San Francisco Planning Code applies. An executed
Delegation Agreement between the Planning Department and the former Redevelopment
Agency (now OCII) establish that permitting for development in Zone 1 is carried out by OCII
and permitting for development in Zone 2 is carried out by the Planning Department and
Planning Commission. . ' A

The Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls authorize residential development on
Block 1. Specifically, Zone 1 Plan Map of the Trarisbay Redevelopment Plan (See Attachment A
in Exhibit B: Resolution 2-2016) specifies-the land use of Block 1 as Transbay Downtown
Residential, and provides for a maximum height limit of 300 feet on Block 1. The Development:
Controls further speaﬁes Block 1 maximum height hIm‘c of 300 feet for a residential tower ona
portion of the site.!

On November 18, 2014, the OCII Commission authorized an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement
(the “ENA") with the Developer for (a) the sale to the Developer of the portion of Block 1
owned by OCII (Block 3740, Lot 027), and (b) the development of a combined affordable and
market-rate homeownership project consisting of a residential tower, two residential podium
buildings, and townhouses surrounding open space ori Block 1. The ENA contemplates two
_project alternatives, one with a tower height of 300 feet, as allowed by the Redevelopment Plan,
and the second with a tower height of 400 feet, which would require the Plan Amendment. The
term sheet for the Block 1 project negotiated to date by OCII staff and the Developer includes
the 400-foot project alternative (the “Block 1 Project”). The specifics of the Block 1 Project are
shown in Attachment B to Exhibit A: OCII's staff Memorandum to the OCII Commission.

APPROVAL PROCESS

OCII maintains land use and California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) review authority
of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, including the site of the proposed amendment
. (Block 1). On January19, 2016 at a public hearing, the OCII Commission approved the proposed
amendment to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to increase the maximum height limit of the
lots in Block 1 of Zone 1 from 300" to 400" '

! Upon Board of Supervisors approval of the Plan Amendment, a proposed amendment to the Development Controls
to increase the height limit for a residential tower on Block 1 to 400 feet, in conformance with the Plan
Amendment, would be brought to the OCII Commission for consideration along with an Owner
Participation/Disposition and Development Agreement and Schematic Design for the project in Spring 2016.

SAN FRANDISED ’ '
PLANNING DEPARTRIENT 2
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EXECUTIVE-SUMMARY GENERAL PLAN REFERRALFOR CASE NO. 2015-012730
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

For the proposed amendment, the San Francisco Planning Commission has the authority to -
determine whether a proposed substantive Redevelopment Plan amendment (ie. the height
increase) is on balance in conformance with the General Plan prior to the Board of Supervisors
consideration of the amendment.

The Proposed Plan Amendment would allow the OCII Commission to consider for entitlement
the 400-foot project alternative as the Block 1 Project. Upon adoption of the Proposed Plan
Amendment, the OCII Commission will then consider entitlement action on the Block 1 Pro]ect
at a future public hearmg

OCII staff anticipates returning to the OCII Commission in spring of 2016 for approval of an
Owner Participation/Disposition and Development Agreement, schematic design (consistent
with the reqiirements of the Redevelopment Plan as anticipated to be amended), arnd
amendments to the Development Controls.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ‘
On January 14, 2016, OCI, in conjunction with the Planning Department, prepared an
addendum to the certified Final Envirorimental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (“FEIS/EIR") for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment
Project (“Addendum™). Overall, the Addendum determined the Plan Ameridment would not
cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIS/EIR, nor would the project cause
significant impacts previously identified in the FEIS/EIR to become substantially more severe.
No new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts. '

7

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Staff has reviewed the Proposed Amendment to increase maximum height limits on Transbay
Block 1 under three major themes of impact: 1) urban Form, 2) shadow analysis on parks and
open space, and 3) affordable housing production.

To evaluate the impacts of the height increase under these three themes, multxple studies and
analyses have been conducted:

1) Urban Design Study: OCH staff conducted and urban design analysis of the effects of
the 100-foot increase on public view points from within the neighborhood, as well as
major city vista points. This assessment is detailed in Attachment C to Exhibit A:

2) Shadow Study: OCII in consultation with the Planning Department prepared the
Addendum to. the FEIS/EIR dated January 14, 2016. For the summary of the shadow
analysis see Attachment C to Exhibit A: OCIlI's staff Memorandum to the OCII
Commission. For the full Addendum see Attachment B to Exhibit B, Resolution 2-2016.

Upon studying these analyses, staff analyzed the proposed amendment and its impacts
compared to General Plan policies. Overall, staff found the proposed height change on balance

SAN FRANGISCO .
PAEAWNING DEFARTMENT : ) 3
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL FOR . CASENO.2015-012730
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan -
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

in conformity with the General Plan. Detailed analysis of each policy is provided in Exhibit C
to this document: Draft Motion.

Below is a summary of staff’s analysis under each therne:

Utrban Form

Since adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006, towers of 350 or 400 feet have
been built adjacent to the site of Block 1, south of Folsom Street. With these towers setting a
new skyline for the City, staff finds that the proposed 400 feet on Block 1 blends with the City’s
skyline at the seam of Folsom Street, and provides a balance between north and south sides of
Folsom. The proposed height increase would still maintain a tapering down effect down to the
waterfront, as called for in General Plan policies. From 550 foot One Rincon Tower on top of
the Rincon Hill the skyline would step down to the 289 foot Gap Building along the water
front. For the detailed discussion on Urban Form, see pages 6-8 of the Draft Motion in Exhibit
E. .

Shadow on Parks and Open Spaces

The proposed additional height would cast additional increments of shadow on nearby parks
and open spaces. While the most increase in Additional Annual Shading occurs on Spear Street
Terrace, this increase is less than half of one percent and would only last 18 minutes on the
days with the most shadows. Spear Street Terrace is the Privately Owner Public Open Space
(POPOS) east of Spear Street north of the Gap Building. Rincon Park, along the waterfront, is
the second park with the highest Additional Annual Shading, which only would increase by
about third of one percent. This additional shading would last about45 minutes on the days
with the maximum shadow. The additional shadow would occur after the peak hour of lunch*
time in the afternoon and would mostly occur'on a small portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail
near the center of the park and over existing restaurant structures. For further analysis of
shadows on park see pages 9-11 of the Draft Motion in Exhibit E. Based on this analysis, staff
finds the shadow impact of the proposed height increase insignificant.

Affordable Housing

" The additional nine stories would allow a 23% increase in the total number of units provided
(73 more units in total). From these added units, 60% would be designated as BMR iricluding 30
more units affordable to households earning 120% of AMI and 14 more units affordable to
households earning 100% of AML At the time that the city and the region are going through a
housing crisis, staff finds the proposed amendment a balanced approach to create more
affordable housing. Staff finds the "‘proposed height amendment suitable for this area of
Downtown based on two main reasons: a) the site of Block 1 is the most transit-friendly
location in the city and the region; 2) the neighborhood context for this location is dense and
suitable for additional density. The proposed project on Block 1 would dedicate 40% of the

SAN FRIANG
AEM\!NING DEPARTFIENT 4
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'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY GENERAL PLAN REFERRALFOR CASE NO.2015-012730
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

units as Below Market Rate, an increase from 35% of units in the 300 foot alternative. For
further discussion of affordable housing, see pages 11-14 of the Draft Motion in Exhibit E.

PUBLIC COMMENT

OCII staff has received several letters opposing the proposed height increase including
objections from Save Rincon Park. OCII formally responded to the concerns raised in these
Jetters in two informational memorandums published for the OCII Commission hearing on
January 19. ' :

Attachments:

Exhibit A: OCII's staff Memorandum to the OCII Commission.

Exhibit B: Resolution No.2—2616, Adopted January 19, 2016

Exhibit C: Renderings of the Proposed Project on Block 2 and Impacts on the Skyline
Exhibit D: Project Sponsor Letter . ’

Exhibit E: Draft Planning Commission Motion

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTIMENT . . . S
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108-0012016-002 Agenda Ttem No: 5(b) and 5(c)
Meeting of January 19, 2016

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Investment and Infrastructure Commissioners
FROM: Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director -

SUBJECT: Approving the Report to the Board of Supervisors on the Amendment to the
Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area to increase the
maximum height limit from 300 feet to 400 feet on Block 1 of Zone One of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area and authorizing transmittal of the Report
to the Board of Supervisors; Transbay Redevelopment Project Area ~

Adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act and approving the Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area to increase the maximum height limit from
300-feet to 400 feet on Block 1 of Zone One of the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area, referring the Redevelopment Plan Amendment to the Planning
Commission for its report and recommendation on the Redevelopment Plan

. Amendment and its conformance with the Genperal Plan, and recommending the
Redevelopment Plan Amendment to the Board of Supervisors for approval;
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area ’

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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 by Ordinances
No. 124-05 (June 21, 2005) and No. 99-06 (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance No. 84-15,
(Fune 18, 2015) (“Redevelopment Plan”). The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use
controls for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Project Area™), and divides the Project
Area into two sub-areas: Zone One, in which the Development Controls and Design Guidelines
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (“Development Controls™) define the devélopment
standards, and Zone Two, in which the San Francisco Planning Code applies.

Located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Streets in Zone One of the Project Area,
Block 1 is comprised of Assessor’s Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032. Lot 027 is
owned by the Office of Commumity Investment and Infrastructure (“OCII”) and the remaining
lots “are owned by Block One Property- Holder, L.P., an affiliate of Tishman Speyer
(“Developer”). The Redevelopment Plan and the Development Controls specify a 300-foot
maximum height limit on Block 1. The proposed amendment to the Redevelopment Plan (“Plan
Amendment”) would provide for a maximum height limit of 400 feet on Block 1 (see Exhibit A
to accompanying Resolution No. 2-2016); in all other respects, the land use controls of the
Redevelopment Plan would remain in effect. OCII, in consultation with the Planning
Department, has prepared an addendum to the Final. Environmental TImpact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain
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Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project (“Addendum”). Overall, the Addendum
determined the Plan Amendment would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the
FEIS/EIR, nor would the project cause significant impacts previously identified in the FEIS/EIR
to become substantially more severe. No new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce
significant impacts.

The Plan Amendn{ent would help achieve the Redevelopment Plan goals and objectives,
including among others, to create a community identity and built forsh that ensure high-rise
buildings reflect high quality architectural and urban design standards, and to create housing
opportunities by providing a mixture of housing types and sizes to attract a diverse residential
population, including families and people of all income levels. A 400-foot tower on the Block 1
site would complement the downtown skyline and allow for a more elegant design. In addition,
the current 400-foot development proposal for Block 1 would provide approximately 73
additional housing units on Block 1, for a total of 391 units. Under this proposal, 156 (40%) of
the units will be affordable to moderate income households. The 300-foot development proposal
for Block 1 would provide approximately 318 total residential units, of which 112 (35%) would
be affordable to moderate income households.

The Report to the Board of Supervisors on the Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Atea ("Report to the Board of Supervisors") provides relevant
background information in support of the need, purpose and impacts of the Plan Amendment. -
Prior to the Plan Amendment becoming final, the San Francisco Planning Commission is given
the opportunity to make its report and recommendations on the Plan Amendment and must
determine its conformance to the General Plan, and the Board of Supervisors must finally
approve, by ordinance, the Plan Amendment. ~

Staff recommends approving the Report to the Board of Supervisors and authorizing its
transmittal to the Board of Supervisors; adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act; approving the Plan Amendment; referring the Plan
Amendment to the Planning Commission for its report and recommendation on-the Plan
Amendment and its conformance to the General Plan; and recommending the Plan Amendment
to the Board of Supervisors for adoption.

BACKGROUND

Transbay Redevelopment Plan

The Board of Supervisors approved the Redevelopment Plan by Ordinances No. 124-05 (June

21, 2005) znd No. 99-06, (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance No. 84-15 (June 18, 2015).
* The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Project Area, and divides the
Project Area into two subareas: Zone One, in which the Development Controls define the
development standards; and Zone Two, in which the San Francisco Planning Code applies. A
map of the Project Area is attached hereto as Attachment A.

2648



108-0012016-002 ’ Page3

Located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Sireets in Zone One of the Project Area,
Block 1 is an approximately 54,098-square-foot site comprised of Assessor’s Block 3740, Lots
027, 029, 030, 031, and 032. Lot 027 (approxitnately 34,133 square feet) is owned by OCI, as
the successor to the Former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (“Former Redevelopment
Agency”);. the balance of the properties (approximately 19,965 square feet) is held by the’
Developer. :

The Redevelopment Plan and Developmerit Controls authorize residential development on Block
1. Specifically, Exhibit 4, Zone One Plan Map, page 40 of the Redevelopment Plan specifies the
land use of Block 1 as Transbay Downtown Residential, and provides for a maximum height
limit of 300 feet on Block 1. Map 5, Zone One Height Ranges, page 19 of the Development
Controls, specifies-a Block 1 maximum height limit of 300 feet for a.residential tower on a
portion of the site. '

DISCUSSION

The Plan Amendment

On November 18, 2014, the Successor Agency Commission, commonly known as the
Commission on Commnmnity Investment and Infrastructuré (“Commission”), authorized an
Exclusive Negotiations Agreement (the “ENA™) with the Developer for (2) the sale to the
Developer of the portion of Block 1 owned by OCI (Block 3740, Lot 027), and (b) the
" development of a combined affordable and market-rate homeownership project consisting of a
residential tower, two residential podium buildings; and townhouses surrounding open space on
Block 1.

The ENA contemplates two project alternatives, one with a tower height of 300 feet, as allowed
by the Redevelopment Plan, and the. second with a tower height of 400 feet, which would require
the Plan Amendment. The term sheet for the Block 1 project negotiated to date by OCII staff -and
the Developer includes the 400-foot project alternative (the “Block 1 Project”) (see Attachment
B). Under this altemnative, which is further detailed in the table below and in Attachment B, the

- number of residential units in the tower increases by 73 units to a total of 391. The number of .
_ affordable units increases by 44 units to a total of 156 (40%) of the total number of units. The
additional affordable units will be dispersed in the townbomes and the first 26 floors of the
tower. As noted above, the Commission will consider approval of the Block 1 Project at a later -
date after approval of the Plan Amendment.

! Upon approval of the Plan Amendment, a proposed amendment to the Development Controls to increase the height
Bimit for a residential tower on Block 1 to 400 feet, in conformance with the Plan Amendment, would be brought
to the Commission for consideration along with an Owner Participation/Disposition and Development Agreement
and Schematic Design for the project in Spring 2016.
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Tower Height 300 feet 400 feet 100 foot increase
Stories 30 39 Additional 9 stories
Total Units 318 Units 391 Units 73 more units overall
Total BMR Units 112 BMR Units 156 BMR Units 44 more BMR Units
Overall Project Affordability 35% 40% | 5% more overall affordability
Level of Affordability . . ‘
Podium 80% AMI (25 units) | 80% AMI (25 units) No change
90% AMI (26 units) | 90% AMI (26 units)
100% AMI (25 units) | 100% AMI (25 units)
Tower | 100% AMI (36 units) | 100% AMI (50 units) 120% AMI tier added for
. 120% AMI (30 units) 30 additional units in tower
Location of Tower BMR. Units Floors 1-3 Floors 1-26 | BMR units interspersed in tower |.

Staﬁ is recommending approval of the Plan Amendment to increase the maximum height limit
on Block 1 from 300 feet to 400 feet to allow the Commission to consider the Block 1 PIOJect,
which would achieve several Redevelopment goals and ObjCCﬁVeS set forth in the
Redevelopment Plan:

‘e Strengtheén the community’s supply of housing by assisting, to the extent economically
feasible, in the construction and rehabilitation of affordable housing with the deepest
levels of affordability, including the development of supportive housing for the homeless
Section 2.1 of the Redevelopment Plan.

e Ensure that high-rise buildings reflect high quality architectural and urban design
standards. Section 2.2 of the Redevelopment Plan.

¢ Create a mixture of housing types and sizes to attract a diverse residential population,
including families and people of all income levels. Section 2 2 of the Redevelopment
Plan. '

o Develop high-density housing’ to capitalize on the transit-oriented opportunities within
the Project Area and provide a large number of housing units close to downtown San
Francisco. Section 2.2 of the Redevelopment Plan.

The goals and objectives for Community Identity and Bmlt Form and Housing Opportunities
goal are forther detailed below.

Community Identity and Built Form
The Redevelopment Plan is the implementing document of a citywide vision to fransform former

freeway land into a new high-rise residential district in the South of Market neighborhood.
Through public workshops and meetings, in collaboration with the Transbay Citizens Advisory
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Committee, land in the Project Area formerly containing portions of the Embarcadero Freeway,
its ramps and Terminal Separator Structure, was envisioned as a transit-oriented residential
district as documented in the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development
completed in October 2003 (“Design for Development™). The Design for Development informed
the creation of the Redevelopment Plan and the Development Controls, both adopted in 2005,
: and called for Zone One of the Project Area to become a complementary and exciting addition to
the downtown skyline, designed as a grouping of slender towers that would visually extend the
Downtown high-rise office skyline.

The Design for Development recognized that to meet the current and future housing needs of San

Francisco residents, new residential development was needed, and given the close proximity to

the downtown core and the new Transbay Transit Center, a sustainable solution was to develop

bigh-density housing, while at the same time creating a livable and complete nelghborhood The

Design for Development specified, among other requitements, that towers should have strict bulk

regulations, be spaced one pet block, and be located in a way that would enable devclopment
while minimizing shadows in pubhc spaces.

The Design for Development also recognized that San Francisco’s skyline has been regarded as
unique, given its bridges, fluctuating topography, and downtown skyscrapers, and that any new
bigh-fise development must consider its effect on the shape of the skyline. The Trapsbay urban
design scheme included a new grouping of taller buildings that would peak at the Transbay
Terminal tower site between First, Mission and Fremont Streets and adjacent to the new
Transbay Transit Center, and extend from the downtown mound to a new residential high-rise
district in the South of Market.

Since completion of the Design for Development and adoption of the Redevelopment Plan and
Development Controls, towers have been built immediately to the south of Block 1, just outside
of the Project Area, at heights taller than 300 feet. The Infinity development, located
immediately to the south of Block 1, across Folsom Street and between Spear and Main Streets,
consists of two towers of 350 feet and 400 feet in height. Similarly, the Lumina development,
located immediately to the west of the Infinity, on the south side of Folsom Street between Main
and Beale Streets, includes two towers of 350 feet and 400 feet in height, In addition, several
towers taller than 400 feet bave been planned and built in the adjacent Rincon Hill district,
pursuant to the Rincon Hill Plan, adopted in 2005. Also, to the north of Block-1 and within Zone
Two of the Project Area, height limits were increased with the adoption of the Transit Center
District Plan in 2012. As a result, buildings between approximately 700 and 1000 feet in height
are currently under construction, including the Salesforce Tower (formerly the Transbay
. Terminal Tower), between Mission and Howard Streets.

Within Zone One, two towers have recently been permitted, consistent with the Redevelopment
Plan and Development Controls, at heights higher than the 400 feet proposed for Block 1. Block
8, located at Folsom and First Streets will be a 550-foot tall residential tower three blocks to the
west of Block 1, and the Park Tower on Block 5, located at Howard and Beale Streets, will be a
550-foot tall office building two blocks to the northwest of Block 1. These building heights to
the north, west and south of Block 1 provide a context within the built environment that, with a
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400-foot height limit on Block 1, results in a tapering effect of the skyline towards the east, as it
approaches the Embarcaderp waterfront.

Immediately to the east of Block 1 is the Gap Headquarters building, located on Folsom Street,
between the Embarcadero and Spear Street. The ‘building serves as the waterfront edge of the
Folsom Street/South of Market high-rise district as it fronts the Embarcadero and Rincon Park.
The tallest tower element of the building is approximately 289 feet in height, which includes a

"base tower height’ of approximately 240 feet and a podium element, which fronts the

Embarcadero, at approximately 90 feet in height. At these heights and distances from the
waterfront, the building provides a tapering effect; the skyline would literally step down from a
400-foot tower on Block 1 to the Gap Headquarters building to the east, which frames the
Embarcadero and Rincon Park. This is in alignment with. San Francisco General Plan’s Urban
Design Element, which calls for the tapering of heights from the hilltops to the water, and would
be a consistent application of this principle for the downtown’s waterfront edge.

Given the context of cutrent and future towers in the vicinity of Block 1, an wrban design
analysis demonstrates the optimal height for the Block 1 tower at around 400 feet. See
Attachment C." A 400-foot tower on the site coniplements the shape of the skyline, when viewed
from afar, tying together the series of towers on Rincon Hill with the taller towers planned near
the Transbay Transit Center and those north of Market Street. This height would confinue to
provide a stepping down from higher tower heights, such as the 1,070 foot-Salesforce Tower; the
550-foot Park Tower on Block'5; and the 550-foot tower on Block 8.

In addition to the analysis of the placement of a 400-foot tall tower on Block 1 within the
surrounding skyline, a 400-foot tall tower on Block 1 with the same restricted floor plate size, as
required by the Development Controls, provides the opportunity for a visually more slender and
elegant architectural design of the structure itself. As shown in the design analysis included in

_ Attachment C, a 400-foot tower on Block 1 compared to a 300-foot tower on the same site

presents a potential improvement in the visual impact of the tower as the taller height emphasizes
the verticality in its design, when viewed from adjacent areas, such as the Embarcadero.

Housing Opportunities

‘The Redevelopment Plan’s Planning Goals and Objectives on housing opportunities include

among others, the creation of a mixture of housing types and sizes to attract a diverse residential
population, including families and people of all income levels, and the development of high-
density housing to capitalize on the transit-oriented opportunities within the Project Area and to
provide a large number of housing units close to downtown San Francisco. Zone One is a mixed-
use, high-density residential district with no maximum residential density for living units.

The 300-foot prOJect alternative for Block 1 allowed under the existing Redevelopment Plan
would result in approximately 318 total residential units, including 112 affordable units, or
approximately 35 percent of the total. The Plan Amendment would permit a taller tower on
Block 1, providing for an increase in the number of dwelling units and affordable dwelling units
in the tower. The Block 1 Project, as currently proposed, would increase the total number of
residential units by 73 units to a total of 391. The number of affordable units would increase by
44 units to a total of 156. Under this revised project proposal, 40 percent of the housing would be
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affordable to moderate income households earning 80-120% of area median income. Thus, the
Plan Amendment would further the attainment of the Redevelopment Plan goals and objectives
of creating high density, mixed-income housing.

* Compliance with Community Redevelopment Law

Changing height limits under a redevelopment plan requires the following process: a publicly
noticed hearing; environmental review to the extent required; adoption of the amendment after
the public hearing; preparation of a report to the legislative body to the extent warranted by the
plan amendment (in this case, the Report to the Board of Supervisors); referral of the amendment
to the planning commission for its report and recommendation, if warranted; a publicly noticed
hearing of the legislative body; and legislative body adoption of the amendment after the public
hearing,

As requlred by CRL, OCH staff has prepared the Report to Board of Supervisors for the Plan
Amendment. Because the scope of the Plan Amendment is limited to a land use amendment—
_ that is, increasing the maximum height limit on one development block within Zone One of the
Project Area—the contents of the Report to the Board of Supervisors are limited to the
following: the reason for the Plan Amendment; proposed method of financing/economic
feasibility; the Planning Commission’s determination regarding conformity of the Plan
Amendment to the.General Plan (to be incorporated upon receipt); the report on the
environmental review required by Section 21151 of the Public Resources Code; and the
neighborhood impact report.

. Additionally, in compliance with CRL, the following actions have been or Wlll be undertaken in
connection with the Plan Amendment:

e On December 18, 2016, the public hearing notice was mailed to propérty owners and
occupants in the Project Area by regular mail, and to taxing entities by certified mail;

¢ On December 18, 2016, the public heﬁn’ng notice was posted on OCII’s website;

» . On December 28, 2015, January 4, 2016 and January 11 2016, the notice of the public
hearing was published in the San Francisco Examiner; and

e On Jammary 14, 2016, the Transbay Citizens Advisory Commlttee * Transbay CAC”)
conmdered the Plan Amendment;

COMMUNITY DUTREACH

Many community and public meetings have been held on the Block 1 Project. In July 2014, the
Transbay CAC approved the terms of the ENA for the Block 1 Project, which included the
proposed height increase. As noted above, the Transbay CAC also considered the Plan
Amendment at its meeting of January 14, 2016; any feedback and outcomes from thls CAC
meeting will provided to the Commission at the public hearing.
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In 2014, the Developer met with the Housing Action Coalition. In 2014 and 2015, the Developer
also sponsored four community and “Town Hall” meetings in the neighborhood. During the
. course of this community outreach, certain concerns have been raised, in particular, regarding
how the increased height of the tower might block views or shadow nearby open spaces, such as
Rincon Park. In response to the issue of protecting views, OCII staff conducted an urban design
analysis of the effects the 100-foot increase could have on public view points and public spaces
within the vicinity of Block 1, such as the Embarcadero, Rincon Park and Folsom Street, and
_ from hallmark observational points around San Francisco, such as from Treasure Island, the San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, Twin Peaks, Potrero Hill, Dolores Park, among several others.
Generally, the increase in height from 300 feet to 400 feet results in negligible effects on the
skyline as experienced from nearby and from afar. This assessment is detailed in- Attachment C
Urban Des1gn Analysxs which includes informative images. :

With respect to community concerns about shadow, and to comply with environmental review
requirements, OCII staff oversaw the completion of a thorough shadow study that documented
the additional shadow impacts the 400-foot-tall tower would have on six existing and proposed
public open spaces located within the vicinity of Block 1, including Rincon Park, the proposed
Transbay Park, and City Park, proposed to be built over the Transbay Transit Center. No open
space located within Block 1’s 400-foot-tall building shadow fan area falls under the jurisdiction
of the City’s Recreation and Parks Department. While Proposition K, otherwise known as the
“Sunlight Ordinance,” requires the application of Planning Code Section 295 only on parks
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department, the Block 1 shadow report
utilizes Section 295 shadow analysis methodology to study the shadow impacts in a way
consistent with Proposition K. The analysis is described more thoroughly in Attachment D, and
concludes that the maximum increase in shadow over an affected park, as a result of increasing
the tower beight, does not exceed a shadowing of 0.49% of Theoretically Available Annual
Sunlight, which is a measurement of outdoor park,space in relation to hours of anmual sunlight.
This was deemed not to be a significant environmental impact. -

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

The Board of Supervisors 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 (Oct. 7, 2004),
findings that various actions related to the Project complied with CEQA. Subsequent to the
adoption of the FEIS/EIR and the findings, seven addenda to the FEIS/EIR have been approved
and incorporated into the FEIS/EIR by reference.

OCH, as the Successor Agency to the Former Redevelopment Agency, has land use and
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) review authority of the Project Area. The
height limit analyzed in the FEIS/EIR for the Block 1 site was 300 feet.

CEQA. Guidelines Section 15 1‘64 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis for
a lead agency’s decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is
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already adequately covered in an existing certified EIR. The lead agency’s decision to use an
addendum must be supported by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the
preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section
15162, are not preset. An addendum documents the assessment and determination that the
modified project is within the scope of the FEIS/EIR and no additional environmental review is
required.

Under the Plan Amendment, the only substantive modification to the proposed project that was
not previously studied in the FEIS/EIR is the proposed Block 1 maximum height limit change
from 300 feet to 400 feet. Therefore, the only CEQA topics requiring additional evaluation are
those for which impacts could worsen due to additional building height.. These topics include’
wind and shadow. All other features of the Block 1 development, including demolition, land use
types, building square footage, retail square footage, and number, of dwelling units, would be
consistent with the Redevelopment Plan and the FEIS/EIR.

Accordingly, OCII, in consultation with the Planning Department, prepared the Addendum to the
FEIS/EIR dated January 14, 2016 (see Exhibit B to accompanying Resolution No. 2 - 2016)
focusing on wind and shadow, and, while not required by CEQA, included discussions of
aesthetics and transportation. See Attachment D for a summary of the shadow study. The
Addendum determined the Plan Amendment would not cause new significant impacts not
identified in the FEIS/EIR, nor would the project cause significant impacts previously identified
in the FEIS/EIR to become substantially more severe. No new mitigation measures would be
necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances
surrounding the proposed project that would cause significant environmental impacts to which
the project would contribute considerably, and no new information has become available that
shows that the project would cause significant environmental impacts. Therefore, the analyses
conducted and the conclusions reached in the Final FEIS/EIR certified on April 22, 2004 remain
valid and no supplemental environmental .review is_required beyond this Addendum. The
FEIS/EIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in accordance with CEQA
by the Former Agency Commission by Resolution No. 11-2005 dated January 25, 2005 were and
remain adequate, accurate and objective. The FEIS/EIR, related CEQA. documents, and visual
analysis images were provided to the Commission on a compact disc included as Attachment B
to this memorandum and are avallable for review at OCIPs offices and at
 http://sfocii. org/transbay

STAFF RECOMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Commission take the fqllowing actions:

 Approving the Report to the Board,
_» Adopting CEQA findings and approving the Plan Amendment

e Referring the Plan Amendment to the Planning Commission fof its report and
recommendation on the Plan Amendment and its conformance with the General Plan; and

¢ Recommending the Plan Amendment to the Board of Supervisors for adoption.
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NEXT STEPS

Per the CRL, upon approval by the-Commission and referral of the Plan Amendment to the
Planning Commission for its report and recommendation, the Board of Supervisors must approve
the Plan Amendment. Staff anticipates the ordinance approving the Plan Amendment will be

introduced in late January, with final Board of Supervisors 00ns1derat10n and approval in Spring
of 2016.

Staff anticipates returning to the Commission in Spring of 2016 for approval of an Owner
Participation/Disposition and Development Agreement, schematic design, consistent with the
requirements of the Redévelopment Plan as anticipated to be amended, and amendments to the
Development Controls. :

(Originated by Marie Munson, Serior Development Specialist, and .
José Campos, Manager of Planning & Design Review)

Tiffany Bohee

Executive Director
‘Attachment A: Map of Transbay Redevelopment Project Area
Attachment B: Termm Sheet for Block 1 Project
Attachment C: Usban Design Analysis -
Attachment D: Summary of Shadow Study
Attachment E- Compact Disc with the followmg proj ject documents
CEQA Documents: . )

.. Evaluatlon of Shadow Impacts for 160 Folsom Street/Transbay Block

1, October 14, 2015

e Potential Wind Conditions —Transbay Redevelopment Area, Block 1 —

. 160 Folsom Street, April 9, 2015
o Transbay Block 1 Transportation Assessment, Results of Prelnmnary
* Transportation Significance Evaluation (Updated), August 11, 2015

o Transbay Block 1 Transportation Assessment, Site Access and
Circulation Review, October 13, 2015

¢ Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project
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Attachment A
Map of Transbay Redevelopment Project Area
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Site:

Proposed Project:

Overall Project Affordﬁbi]ity:

Unit Mix:

Location of the BMR Units:

Affordability Level of BMR Units:

Attachment B
Transbay Block 1 Term Sheet .

The site is located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Streets and is

comprised of an OCIl-owned parcel (Assessor’s Block 3740, Lot 027) and
four private parcels (Assessor’s Block 3740, Lots 029,030, 031, and 032)
owned by Block One Property Holder, L.P., a Tishman Speyer affiliate

(Developer).

"The total size of the site is 53,622 square feet. Of this, 33,782 square feet

(63%) is owned by OCII, and the balance of 19,840 square feet (37%) is
owned by the Developer. ’

The proposed project is a combined affordable and market-rate
homeownership project consisting of a 400-foot for-sale residential tower
(39 stories) on the east side of Block 1, two residential podium buildings
between 65 and 85 feet tall on the south and west sides of Block 1,
townhouses bordering Clementina Street to the north, a shared underground
patking facility, aid 9,126 square feet of retail on the ground floor.

The proposed project consists of 391 for-sale units. Of those 391 units, 235
units are market-rate and 156 are affordable to moderate income households,
resulting in an overall project affordability level of 40%.

. Tower Podium Total
Unit Type. Units Units Units -
Market-rate Units 235 0 235
BMR Units 80 76 156
Total Units . 315 76 391

The market-rate units consist of one, two and three bedrooms units ranging
in size from 654 -1,578 square feet. The BMR units consist of one, two, and
three bedroorns and range in size from 584 -1,382 square feet.

100% of the 76 units in the Podium are BMR units. The 80 Tower BMR
units are interspersed in the Townhomes and up to Level 26 of the Tower.

% Area

. No. of
Median .
Income Units
Podium 30% 25
90% 26
100% 25 .

Total BMR Units 76

Tower/Townhomes *100% 50
120% 30

Total BMR Units 30
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Land Price / OCII Subsidy:

Homeowner’s Association (HOA)
Dues:

' Project Amenities:

Parking:

Transportation Sustainability Fee:

* . The land price is $19.2 M for the OCII-owned parcel. Under the FNA, the

patties agreed that the developer would pay the land price in cash at close of -
escrow and OCTI, in turn, would provide a subsidy of $275,000 per unit for each
of the 76 BMR units in the Podium (for a total subsidy of $20.9 M). Instead, the
developer will copstruct these 76 units without a subsidy from OCIL The
construction of these units will constitute payment of the land price (a net
savings of $1.7 M to OCL).

Projected HOA. dues for-the BMR units are $500 - $750 per unit/month.
For any of the BMR units at 80% of Area Media Income with HOA dues
above $850 per month at unit closing, the developer will set aside an
amount to cover excess HOA. dues (i.e.: projected HOA dues above $850

per month, assurning 3% escalation after year 1, for 7.5 years),

All residents will bave equal access to the amenities, which will include:
» Outdoor courtyard on Level 2 of Podium;

e Roof garden at Level 5 (roof of townhomes);

e Shared access to lobby attendant; and

e 5™ floor lounge area in Tower.

The shared underground parking garage will provide three vmderground
levels of parking with 334 spaces plus 6 car share stalls, 10 electric vehicle
charging stations, and 150 bicycle parking spaces. The parking ratio in the
Tower (for both market-rate and BMR. umts) is 1:1. The parking ratio in the
Podium is 1:4.

Per City requirements, developer Wﬂl pay 50% of the Transpoxtatlon

Sustainability Fee.
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Attachment C
Urban Design Analysis

Staff conducted an urban design analysis of an increase in height of the Block 1 tower from 300

feet to 400 feet. This assessment, which was separate from the shadow study, considered the

" effects a taller tower would have on the image of the city as experienced from afar; that is, the
shape of the city skyline as seen from various important public vista points. The assessment also

. evaluated the impact a taller tower would have on the urban environment as perceived by a
pcdestnan walking within the Transbay ne1ghborhood

The San Francisco General Plan’s Urban Design Element lists as a principle the need to evaluate
“the relationship of a building's size and ‘shape to its visibility in the cityscape, to important
natural features and to existing development determines whether it will have a pleasing or a
disruptive effect on the image and character of the city.”

Staff conducted visual analyses of the impact of a 400-foot-tall tower on major vista points
looking towards the Block 1 project site from the east, west, north and south. These vista points
were located on Yerba Buena Island, Treasure Island, the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge,
Telegraph Hill, Twin Peaks, Corona Heights, Dolores Park, Bemal Heights Park, Potrero Hill
. and the Central Waterfront at Pier 70. The 400-foot-tall tower was not visible or barely visible
from many of these vantage points. The images attached are those that demonstrate the effect
the Block 1 tower would have on vista points that present the most impactful views of the
building. These include vistas from Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island and from the San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge on the approach to San Francisco. In addition, this analysis
includes visualization jmages that show the impact of the 400-foot-tall tower versus a 300-foot-
ta]l tower as experienced by pedestrians on Folsom Boulevard, as proposed, and on the existing
waterfront walkways along nearby Rincon Park.

This assessment considered the perspectives on the skyline as well as within the pedestrian
environment while comparing a 300-foot-tall tower with a 400-foot-tall tower. It included
simulations of surrounding proposed projects yet to be built or currently under construction to
effectively demonstrate the final result of the San Francisco urban landscape as expressed by the
build-out of the Transbay, Rincon Hill and Transit Center District skylines.

The proposed 400-foot height matches the height of towers constructed within the immediate
vicinity of Block 1, which are also at 400-feet, including one tower within the Infinity project,
located across Folsom Street from Block 1. The 400-foot Infinity tower is located slightly closer
to the waterfront and Rincon Park than the proposed Block 1 tower.
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As the sole tower on Block 1, the proposal provides ample tower separation from nearby towers.
In consideration of building heights within the districts to the north, west and south of Block 1,
which include approved height ranges between approximately 400 and 1000 feet, the proj ect’
400-foot height will blend appropriately into the San Francisco skyline as planned.

As seen and experienced from the Embarcadero waterfront and from Rincon Park, the proposed
tower sits behind the block contaming the Gap Buﬂdmg at Folsom Street between Spear Street

" and the Embarcadero.

The Gap Building’s architecture provides a tower element height of approximately 289 feet,
situated above an approximately 240-foot-tall office tower over a podium base height of
approximately 90 feet. The Gap Building’s architecture results in an aesthetically-pleasing
stepping-down of the skyline from the proposed 400-foot-tall Block 1 tower to the waterfront as
seen from nearby and from afar. At 300-feet in height, the Block 1 tower would not be visible
from much of the walkway along the Embarcadero at Rincon Park, as it would be hidden behind
the Gap Building, At 400 feet in height it provides a crown behind the Gap Building. The Gap
Building functions as'a frame to Rincon Park and to the waterfront since it is located at the edge
of the City. Buildings constructed or approved for construction along the waterfront and
adjacent to the Gap Building are-consistent in height with the Gap Building; that is, over 200 feet
in height. These heights result in a the tapering of the built environment to the water, and would
be a consistent application of this principle for the downtown’s waterfront edge in alignmient
with San Francisco General Plan’s Urban Design Element.

Given the context of current and future towers in the vicinity of Block 1, this urban design
analysis demonstrates an optimal height for the Block .1 tower at around 400 feet. The 400-foot
tower on the site complements the shape of the skyline, when viewed froim afar, tying together
the series of towers on Rincon Hill with the taller towers planned near the Transbay Transit
Center and those north of Market Street. This height would continue to provide a stepping down
from higher tower heights, such as the 1,070 foot-Salesforce Tower; the 550-foot Park Tower on
Transbay Block 5; and the 550-foot tower on Transbay Block 8.

In addition to the analysis of the placement of a 400-foot tall tower on Block 1 within the
surrounding skyline, a 400-foot tall tower on Block 1 with the same restricted floor plate size, as
required by the Development Controls, provides the opportunity for a visuaily more slender and
elegant architectural design of the structure itself. As shown in the images attached, a 400-foot
tower on Block' 1 compared to a 300-foot tower on the same site presents a potential
improvement in the visual impact of the tower as the taller height emphasizes the verticality in its
design, when viewed from adjacent areas, such as the Embarcadero. The proposed tower
floorplate is continuously modulated by up to 6 feet to achieve what can be called the “migrating
bay” effect. This articulation creates a graceful diagonal spiral that draws the viewer’s eye
upwards making the tower appear more slender. The eye is encouraged to read this upward

2662



moverment rather than focus on the heavy mass of a simple eitrudec_l tower design. The increase
in height from 300’ to 400° allows each “migrating bay” sequence to increase to 10 floors tall.
This stretching of the sequence produces a more vertical and dynamic spiral reading. '
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Attachment D
Summary of Shadow Study

As part of the Addendumi, a study was conducted that analyzed potential shadow impacts generated by the
proposeéd development on Block 1 onto six nearby publicly-accessible parks as a percentage of
theoretically available annual sunlight (‘TAAS”) consumed.' The shadow analysis included a 300-foot-
tall tower and a 400-foot-tall tower scenario for the Block 1 site, in order to measure the difference in
shadow that would be caused by the proposed tower height change from the previously approved 300 feet
to the proposed 400 feet. All other features of the project (townhouse and podium buildings) would fit
within the massing envelope as dictated by the Development Confrols and Design Guidelines of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project. Reasonably foreseeable development projects were included in the
analysis of cumulative shadow conditions, including forthcoming Transit Center District Plan and other
Redevelopment Plan projects. Projects that would subsume (lessen) shadow cast by the Block 1
development were not included in the cumulative analysis unless they were already substantially under
construction and completion was imminent.

The shadow analysis found that the Block 1 development would not cast shadow on any parks or open
spaces subject to Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code.> Other public parks and open spaces
not subject to Section 295 were still evaluated for potential impacts. The shadow analysis was conducted
utlhzmg the methodology prescribed in Section 295 ‘and found that the Block 1 development could cast
new shadow on the following parks and open spaces

» Rincon Park — located along the Embarcadero at Folsom Street

e Transbay Park (fl:L‘cure)3 - bm.ulxded by Beale, Clementina, Main, and Tehama Streets
s  Spear Street Tenace located on Spear Street south of Howard Street

] Howard/Fremont Plaza — located near Howard and Fremont Streets

e Main Street Plaza — located near Howard and Main Streets )

. Transbay'r Terminal Park (future) — on the roof of the new Transbay Terminal

Table 1 below shows the amount of new shadow the proposed 100 foot height increase would add to each

‘park or open space. The additional shading at each park and open space caused by the proposed tower
height increase from 300 feet to 400 feet would be less than one half of one percent (0.5%) of the TAAS
{ranging from 0.00% to 0.49% of TAAS).

Table 2 shows how much shadow the proposed 100-foot height increase would add on the days when
shadows would be the largest, and how many more days per year shadow would occur at each park, As
shown, the maximum shadow size at any park would grow by less than one percent due to the proposed
height increase, and the additional shadow duration on the maximum days would range from 18 to 45
minutes,

' TAAS is a measure of the square-foot-hours of sunlight that would theore’ucally beavailable at a given pa.rk or
open space during a typical year, assuming that it is sunny during all daylight hours.

% Section 295 of the Planning Code only applies to public parks and open spaces that are under the jurisdiction of
the San'Francisco Recreation and Park Commission.

3 Future parks were included in an effort to provide a conservatlve analysis, though shadow impacts on firture parks
are not typically considered significant.
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Table 1: Comparison of the Proposed Project’s Shadow Impacts on Theoretically Available Annual
Sunlight (TAAS) Due to Height Increase from 300 Feet to 400 Feet

modification)

Potential Shadow Adde
-Tower and Curnulative Projects
(already covered by EIS/EIR)

12.57% | 1.23%

11.50%

g =
iz § &
o 8 -3 5} — O T
| - 3 & 2 £ 5
o B 5 g 5 BB
o S > 2 & S &
8 2 B - d o @ - =
g B2 i 2§ 0§ id
Existing Condifions :
| Size (acres) 3.23 1.31 0.73 0.20 0.11 3.97
-| Shadow due to Existing Structures 23.51% 130.22% |75.36% | 70.57% | 61.43% | 26.32%
Existing Conditions Plus Proposed Project . ]
Potential Shadow Added by 300° - 0 0 o o " o
Tower (already covered'by EIS/EIR) 0.39% ‘ 2.37% . 0.94% |0.10% |0.10% |0.003%
Potential Shadow Added by 400 0.72%  |242% |143% |022% |029% |0.026%
Tower (modified project) ] ‘
New Shadow due to Height Increase
from 300’ to 400° (shadow due to 0.33%

20.21%

Potential Shadow Added by 400° -
Tower and Cumulative Projects
(modified project)

12.62% | 1.72%

11.62%

2021%

from 300’ to 400’ (shadow due to
modification)

New Shadow due to Height Increase

0.33%

| 0.05%  |0.49%

0.12%

0.00%

All shadow amounts are shown as a percentage of TAAS.
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Table 2: Additional Shadow Size and Duration at Periods of Maximum Shadew Due to Helght
Increase from 300 Feet to 400 Feet

g o
- .
'ﬁ = 8 By ~ .
RY 3 g - O ‘o
H N 3 = Q = g
! B & 3 H ol
8 8o 5 w o B
%] 23 ol
. s E2 & % 2 iy
: g B 45) I By = = iH
Additional Days Per Year When
-New Shadow Would Occur 28 None 28 43 None 70
(Any Size)
, Feb 23 & - | Feb 23 & | May 10| May 10| Apr 5 &
Day(s) of Maximum Shadow |y g | Jume2l 100 1p | g Aupd | & Aug2 | Sep 6
Additional Percentage of
Park/Open Space Square £z o o :
Footage Shaded on Day of 0.65% 0.28% 0.75% 0.30% 0.41% 0.21%
Maximum Shadow
Additional Duration of Shadow . . . . . .
on Day of Maximum Shadow’ 45 mins 18 ming | 18 mins 18 mins | 44 mins | 18 mins

Qualitative descriptions of the areas that would be shaded by the proposed tower height ificrease from 300
feet to 400 feet (shadow cast by the portion of the proposed building between the 300-foot and 400-foot
levels) are provided below: '

Rincon Park: New shading from the proposed height increase on Rincon Park would occur on a
small portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail near the center of the park, during mid- to late-
aftemoon. The proposed height increase would result in some new shadow for 28 days of the
year. The new shadow would last apprommately 45 minutes on days when shadows would be the -
largest, between February 23° and October 18™. Based on park use observations, usage was
varied throughout the day with mornings'and afternoons having less activity than midday periods.

Trafisbay Park (Future): New shading from the propdsed beight increase would occur in early-
‘morning in July, August, and early May, and would depart the park before 10 am. Due to the
dense pattern of tree planting proposed along the park’s periphery, the perceived impact of new
shading may be somewhat diminished. As Transbay Park has not yet been constructed, no park
usage observations could be conducted. The proposed 100-foot height increase would result in
approximately 18 minutes of addl’uonal shade duration on the summer solstice, when shadows .
would be the largest.

Spear Street Terrace: New shading from the proposed height increase on Spear Street Terrace
would fall primarily in the northeast corner of the open space during mid- to late-afternoon
between August and May. The proposed 100-foot height increase would result in some new
shadow for 28 days of the year. The new shadow would last approximately 18 minutes on days
when shadows would be.the largest, February 23™ and October 18th Use observations revealed
that the number of users during a given 30-minute period ranged from zero on the weekend to 28
during weekday midday periods. On Weekdays visitors were observed using seating areas to eat
and make phone calls
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e Howard/Fremont Plaza: New shading from the proposed height increase would primarily shade
" the eastern part of the plaza during momning hours. The proposed 100-foot height increase would’
result in some new shadow for 43 days of the year. The new shadow would last approximately 18
minutes on days when the shadows would be the largest, May 10® and August 2. Plaza use
observations revealed that the number of users during a given 30-minute period ranged from zero
on the weekend to 20 during weekday midday periods. Visitors on weekdays tended to use the
- plaza as informal meeting space. No visitors were present during weekend observation times.

s Main Street Plaza: New shading from the proposed height increase would shade the southeast
cornet of the plaza during moming hours. The proposed 100-foot height increase would result in
approximately 44 minutes of additional shade duration on days when shadows would be the
largest, May 10™ and August 2™, Plaza use observations revealed that the number of users during

‘a given 30-minute period ranged from zero on thé weekend to 44 during weekday midday
periods. Visitors were observed using the plaza as a place to rest or eat lunch.

e Transbay Terminal Park (Future): The areas affected by new shadow from the proposed height

increase would be at the eastern end of the park and a portion of the central pack during early

- morping in the spring and fall. Less than five percent of the park area would be shaded at the time

of maximum impacts. The proposed 100-foot height increase would result in some new shadow

for 70 days of the year. The new shadow would last approximately 18 minutes on days when

shadows would be the largest — April 5™ and September 6® Though plans for the park are not

finalized, the shaded area would likely contain benches, pathways, or passive recreation features.

As Transbay Terminal Park has not yet been constructed, no park usage observations could be
conducted. : ’

The new shadow created by the proposed 100-foot height increase would consume less than one-half of
one percent of TAAS at any of the six affected parks and opex spaces. On the day(s) of maximum
shading, less than one percent of each park’s square footage would receive additional shading at the time
when shadows are the largest. Shadows (of any size) would last from 18 to 45 minutes longer on the day
of maximum shading, and the increase in shadow duration would be smaller on other days of the year.
Activities-in the affected portions of the parks and open spaces consisted primarily of passive activities,
such as eating lunch, resting, and making phone calls. Areas that would be newly shaded would, in most
cases, be located at the edges of the affected parks and open spaces. Given the limited increase in shadow
size and diration, the proposed height increase from 300 to 400 feet would not create new shadow ina
manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.
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' Exhibit B- Resolution 2-2016 for the Commission On Community
Investment and Infrastructure including the Addendum to
Environmental Impact Report
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COMMISSION ON COMMUNITY H‘TVES"I‘MENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE

RESOLUTION NO. 2 ~2016
Adopted January 19, 2016

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING THE AMENDMENT TO THE
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA TO
AREA TO INCREASE THE MAXTVIUM HEIGHT LIMIT FROM 300 FEET TO 400 FEET ON
BLOCK 1 OF ZONE ONE OF THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA,
REFERRING THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT TO THE PLANNING
COMMISSION FOR ITS REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON THE REDEVELOPMENT
PLAN AMENDMENT AND ITS CONFORMANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND
RECOMMENDING THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT TO THE BOARD OF

SUPERVISORS FOR APPROVAL; TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA.

“WHEREAS, The Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San

Francisco, commonly known as the Office of Community vestment and
Infrastructure (“Successor Agency” or “OCI®), proposes to adopt an amendment to
the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area that would
increase the maximum height limit from 300 feet to 400 feet on Block 1 of Zone One

of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Plan Amendment”, see Exhibit A);
and,

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors of the Clty and County of San Francisco (“Board of

Supervisors™) approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area by Ordinance No. 124-05 (June 21, 2005) and by Ordinance No. 99-06

(May 9, 2006, as amended by Ordinance No. 84—15 (fune 18, 2015) (“Redevelopment
Plan™); and,

WHEREAS, Under state and local law; the Successor Agency Commission, commonly known as
the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (“Commission™), has

the authority to (i) implement, modify, enforce and complete the Former
Redevelopment Agency’s enforceable obligations; (i) approve all contracts and
actions related to the assets transferred to or retained by OCIH, 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 anthorizes 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. See California
Health and Safety Code Section 39170 et seq and San Franclsco Ordinance No. 215- |

12 (October 4, 2012); and,

WHEREAS, The authority of the Commission, includes anthority 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 under the California

Community Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.)

‘Page |1
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

(“CRL"Y; and,

The Redevelopment Plan establishes the Jand use controls for the Project Area and
divides the Project Area into two subareas; Zone One, in which the Development
Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay Project (“Development Controls™)
define the land uses, and Zone Two, in which the San Francisco Planning Code
applies: Zone One is intended to be developed with predominantly residential uses;

and, :

The Redevelopment Plan specifies the land use of Block 1 as Transbay Downtown
Residential and provides for.a maximum height limit of 300 feet. The Development
Controls also specify 2 Block 1 maximum height limit of 300 feet for a residential
tower on a portion of the site; and,

Block 1 is an approximately 54,098-square-foot site located on Folsom Strest between
Main and Spear Sireets in Zone One of the Projest'Area. It is comprised of Assessor’s
Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032. Lot 027 (approximately 34,133 square

- feef) is owned by OCIL the balance of the properties (approximately 19,965 square

feet) is held by Block One Property Holder, L.P., an affiliate of Tishman Speyer
(“Developer™); and, ’

On November 18, 2014, the Commission authorized an Exclusive Negotiations
Agreement (the “ENA™) with the Developer for (a) the sale to the Developer of the
portion of Block 1 owned by OCII (Block 3470, Lot 027) and (b) the development of a
combined affordable and market rate homeownership project consisting of a
residential tower, two residential podium buildings, and townhouses surrounding open
space on Block 1. The ENA contemplates two project alternatives: one with a tower
beight of 300 feet, as allowed under the Redevelopment Plan, and a second with a
tower height of 400 feet, that would require the Plan Amendment; and,

OCII is recommending the Plan Amendment to achieve the.goals and objectives set
forth in the Redevelopment Plan, including among others, the creation of a community
identity and built form that ensure that high-rise buildings reflect high quality
architectural and urban design standards, and the creation of housing opportunities that
provide a mixture of housing types and sizes to attract a diverse residential population,
including families and people of all income levels. A 400-foot tower on the Block 1
site would complement the downtown skyline and allow for a more elegant design. In
addition, the current 400-foot development proposal for the 'site would provide
approximately 73 additional housing units on Block 1, for a total of 391 units. Under

this proposal, 156 (40%) of the units would be affordable to moderate income

households. The 300-foot development proposal for Block 1 would provide
approximately 318 tofal residential units, of which 112 (35%) would be affordable to

. moderate income households. The Plan Amendment would make no other substantial

change in the authorized land uses under the Redevelopment Plan; and,

Sections 33450-33458 of the CRL set forth a process to amend a redevelopment plan.
This process includes a publicly noticed, environmental review to the extent required,
adoption of the after the public hearing, referral of the amendment to the planning
commission, a publicly noticed hearing of the legislative body, and legislative body
consideration after its hearing. CRL Section 33352 further requires the preparation of a
report to the legislative body regarding the plan to provide relevant background:

information in support of the need, purpose and impacts of the plan amendment; and,
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,

" WHEREAS,

. WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

Pursuant to Section 33352 of the CRL, the OCII staff has prepared the Report to the
Board of Supervisors on the Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area (“Report to the Board of Supervisors”), which the
Commission has approved by Resolution No. 1-2016; and,

" On January 19, 2016, the Commission opened a public heating on the adoption of the

Plan 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 three
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,

Copies of the notlce of public hearmg 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,

Copies of the notice of public hearing were mailed by first-class mail to all residential
and business occupants in the Project Area; and,

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

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

The Board of Supervisors 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 and the Former Agency Commission
adopted, by Resolution No. 112005 (January 25, 2005), findings and a statement of
overriding considerations adopted in accordance with CEQA. Subsequent to ‘the
adoptipn of the FEIS/EIR and the findings, seven addenda to the FEIS/EIR have been
approved-and incorporated into the FEIS/EIR by reference. OCII staff has made the
FEIS/EIR, addenda, and’ related documents available to the Commission and the
public, and these files are part of the record before the Commission; and

OCIL, as the lead agency, has prepared, in consultation with the San Francisco
Planning Department, an sighth addendum to the FEIS/EIR dated January 14, 2016
(“Addendum”, see Exhibit B) to evaluate the increase in maximum height limit for
Block 1 allowed by the Plan Amendment. The Addendum assesses whether the
modified project is within the scope of the FEIS/EIR and whether additional
environmental review would be required; and, -

Under the Plan Amendment, the only substantive modification to the proposed project

that was not previously studied in the EIS/EIR would be the proposed tower height

limit change from 300 feet to 400 feet. Therefore, the only CEQA topics requiring
additional evaluation are those for which impacts could worsen due to additional
building height. These topics include wind, and shadow. All other features of the
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Block 1 development, including demolition, land use types, building square footage,
retajl square footage, and number of dwelling units, would be consistent ‘with the
Redevelopment Plan and the FEIS/EIR; and

WHEREAS, Based on the Addendum’s analyses, OCII defermined that the Plan Amendment would
not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FRIS/EIR and would not cause
significant impacts previously identified and analyzed in the FEIS/EIR to become
substantially more severe. No new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce
significant impacts. No changes have ocomred with respect to circumstances
surrounding the proposed project that would cause significant environmental impacts
to which the project would confribute considergbly, dand no new information has

become available that shows that the praject would cause significant environmental . '

impacts. Therefore, the Plan Amendment will not trigser the need for stbsequent
environmenta} review pursuant to California Public Resources Code section 21166 and
seetions 15162 and 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines, and the analyses conducted and
“the conclusions reached in the FEIS/EIR certified on April 22, 2004 remain valid and
no supplemental environmental review is required beyond this Addendum; and, '

WHERFEAS, The FEIS/EIR findings and statsthent of overriding considerations adepted in
' accordance with CEQA. by the Former Agency Commission by Resolution No. 11-
2005 dated January 25, 2005 were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and are

incorporated herein by reference as applicable; and,

WHEREAS, OCTI staff has reviewed the Plan Amendment, and ﬁ‘nds it acoeptable and recommends
approval thereof; naw, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, Thet the Commission finds and determines that the Plan Amendment is within the
: seope of the project analyzed by the FEIS/EIR and the Addendum; and, be it further

"~ RESOLVED, That the Commission refets the Plan Amendment to the San Francisco Planning
. Comumission for jts report and recommendation. on the Plan Amendment and its
conformance with the Genetal Plan; and, be it figrther

RESOLVED, That the Commission approves the Plan Amepdment and recommends the Plan
Amendment to the Board of Supervisors for its approval. -

EXHIBITA:  Plan Amendment to the Redevelopmont Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project
Area (Existing Redevelopment Plan available at www.sfocii.org)

EXHIBITE:  Bighth Addendum fo tho PEIS/EIR

hat the foregomg resolution was adopted by the Successor Agencey Commission at its
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EXHIBIT A

Plan Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area

Transbay Redevelopment Plan, p. 40

Exhibit 4: Zone One Plan Map
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COMMUNITY INVESTMENT
and INFRABTRUCTURE

Addendum to Enviromﬁental l'mpact. Report

Addendum Date:  Janmary 14, 2016

Case No. 2014-000953GEN
Project Title: Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment
Project — Block 1 (100-160 Folsom Street/289 Main Street) *

EIR: Case No. 20 00.048E, Stat|e Clearinghouse No. 95063004, certified April 22, 2004

Project Sponsor:
Andre Krause, Tishman Speyer — (415) 344-6210
akrause@tishmanspeyer.com
Shane Hart, OCII~ (415) 749-2510
- shane.hart@sfgov.org

Staff Contact: ' . KansaiUchida, San Francisco Planning Department —~ (415) 575-9048
kansaiuchida@sfgov.org

REMARKS

The San Francisco Office of Commumnity Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), also known as the
Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco,
proposes an amendment to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to increase the maximum height
from. 300 feet to 400 feet on the Transbay Block 1 site, which consists of lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and
032 on Assessor’s block 3740, located at 100-160 Folsom Street and 289 Main Street in the -
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (the “Proposed Plan Amendment”). Also, OCII owns Lot
27, a 33,782 square foot parcel, and seéks to develop, with the private owner of the adjacent lots,
approximately 391 residential units (40 percent of which will be permanently affordable units) in
a tower and podium building by means of an Owner Partidpation/Development and Disposition
Agreement (“OP/DDA”). As described below, the proposed project qualifies as a residential
project on an infill site within a transit priority area under Section 21099 (d) (1) of the California -
Public Resources Code and is hereinafter referred to as the “Proposed Project” or the “Block 1
Transit-Oriented Infill Project.” The project site is bounded by Main Street to the west, Folsom
Street to the south, Spear Street to the east, and an existing office building (221 Main Street} to the
north, and is located across Main Street from the Temporary Tramsbay Terminal, and
approximately one-and-one-half blocks north of the Bay Bridge (Interstate 80). Curb cuts are
present along all three of the sites street frontages (Main, Folsom, and Spear Streets), and a Muni
bus stop is proposed in front of the project site on Main Street. The site measures approximately
53,876 square feet (sf) in area, and is currently occupied by parking lots and two single-story
commercial buildings serving as offices for nearby construction projects, The site.consists of one
publicly-owned lot (lot 027 on Assessor's block 3740), a remmnant of the former Embarcadero

. Freeway right-of-way owned by OCII, which is to be merged with four adjacent lots (lots 029,

030, 031 and 032 of Assessor’s block 3740), owned by Tishman Speyer, to effectuate the joint
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Addendum to Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014-000953GEN
January 14, 2016 . Transbay Block 1 (100-160 Folsom Street/289 Main Streef)

development of Block 1.

The Proposed Project includes demolition of all existing structures on the project site and
construction of a new 559,030-sf building containing 391 dwelling units (116 one-bedroom units,
220 two-bedroom units, 37 three-bedroom units, and 18 penthouse umits), 9,126 sf of ground floox
retail space, 334 off-street parking spaces located underground within three basement levels
accessed from a ramp off Spear Street, 150 bicycle parking spaces and two loading spaces, and a -
22,297 sf of open space including a roof deck, courtyards and residential porches and balconies.
Clementina Street would be extended through ‘the project site to provide loading and bicyde
access, with connections to Main and Spear Streets. The tallest part of the Proposed Project, the
tower section, located at the eastern (Spear Street) side of the site, would measure approximately
400 feet in height (39 stories), with rooftop mechanical enclosures and circulation penthouses
reaching up to approximately 425 feet in height. The western partion of the site would contain a -
podium building ranging in height from approximately 50 feet at the northern (Clementina
Street) edge of the site to approximately 85 feet at the western (Main Street) edge of the site. The
¢entral core of the site would contain open space, surrounded by the tower and poditm
buildings. At the ground floor, the Main, Folsom, and Spear Street frontages would contain retail
space and residential Jobbies. The Clementina Street frontage would contain residential
. townhouse units and access to mechanical ufility rooms.

The Proposed Project quahﬁes as a trans1t—or1ented infill project under Section 21099 of the
California Public Resources Code because it meets the definition of a project on an “infill site

a “transit priority area.” The Block 1 Transit-Oriented Infill Project is located within a £ully
urbanized area of the South of Market neighborhood. The site is within three blocks of the
multimodal Transbay Transit Center, currently under construction and funded by a locally-
administered State Transportation Improvement Program. It is also located one block from the
Folsom Street and The Embarcadero Station of the Muni Metro system, frequently serviced by the
Miani N- Judah and Murd T-Third light rail lines.

Background

A Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Ref;ort (EIS/EIR) for the
Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project, Planning Department
case number 2000.048E and State Clearinghouse mumber 95063004, was certified on April 22, 2004
at a joint hearing of the San Francisco Planning Commission and the Transbay Joint Powers
Board (“the EIS/EIR Project”).! The EIS/EIR Project consisted of: 1) proposed ‘alternative design;s

1U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and the City and County of San
Francisco, Peninsyla Corridor Joint Powers Board and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Transbay
Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report and Section 4(f) Evaluation, March 2004. This document is available
for review upon request from the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case
Number 2000.048E.
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¢

for the new Transbay Terminal, 2) the underground extension of the Caltrain commuter rail
' system 1.3 miles from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets into Downtown San Francisco,
and 3) several land use redevelopment alternatives as part of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan.
The Transbay Redevelopment Plan sets forth land use and zoning standards and public street
and streeiscape improvements on blocks to the south of the Transbay Terminal and would
provide additional office, retail/hotel, and residential (including affordable housing)
development in the Plan area. OCI, as the Successor Agency fo the Redevelopment Agency of
* the City and County of San Francisco, under the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, has land use and
California Envirorimental Quality Act (CEQA) review authority of the Transbay Redevelopment -
Project Area.

Devel.opment of lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032 on Assessor’s biock 3740 (the site of the Block 1
Transit-Oriented Infill Project, collectivély referred to as “Block 17 for the purposes of the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan), was included in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and EIS/EIR
analysis. The EIS/EIR analyzed development on Block 1 of up to 637,020 gsf of residential space
(531 dwelling units) and 30,780 sf of refail space undex the Full Build Alternative, and up to
697,400 gsf of residential space (581 dwelling units) and 34,900 gsf of retail space under the
Reduced Scope Alternative? The EIS/EIR studied the two alternatives as representations of the
range of reasonable development that could occur, rather than specific development proposals.
Figure 1 shows the location of the Block 1 (Assessor’s Block 3740) in the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area and the development levels assumed for each of the redevelopment sites.

2 The Reduced Scope Alternative incudes less overall development throughout the Redevelopment Plan
area than the Full Build Alternative. However, some individual sites, induding Block 1, were

anticipated to have more infensive development under the Reduced Scope Alternative than under the
Pull Build Alternative. )
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Figure 1: Development Levels Analyzed in the EIS/EIR®
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As part of the Redevelopment Plan, the building height limit on the Block 1 site was changed
from 200 feet to 300 feet.* The 300-foot height limit for Block 1 was included within the Draft
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development Vision released for public review
in August 2003. This document was reviewed in connection with the Final EIS/EIR and
determined not to introduce any new adverse impacts beyond those identified in the Draft
EIS/EIR Full Build Alternative. (EIR/EIS Summary pg. S-10/Chapter 5, pg. 5-11). The Development
Controls and Design Guidelines added’ further specificity to the proposed massing on the site,.
calling for townhomes up to 50 feetin height on the northwéstern portion of the site, a podium
up to 65 feet in height on the southern portion of the site, a podium up to 85 feet in height on the
southwestern portion of the site, a tower up to 300 feet in height on the eastern portion of the site,
and open space in the central core of the site®  ~ . '

4 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Redwelopmeni Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, June
21,2005. Available online at

:/[sfocii.org/sites/default/files/ftp/uploadedfiles/Projects/TB%20Redevelopment%20Plan(2).pdf
"(Accessed December 7, 2015). :
5 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project, January 25, 2005. Available online at: -
:/[sfodii.org/sites/default/files/ftpuploadedfiles/Projects B%20Dev%20Controls%ZO&:%ZODe51 %2
OGmdehnes .pdf (Accessed Decemnber 7, 2015).

Page|5

2678



Addenduwm to Environmental Impact Report . Case No. 2014-000953GEN
January 14, 2016 Transbay Block 1 (100-160 Folsom Street/289 Main Street)

Figure 2: Redevelopinent Plan Height Limits Analyzed in the EIS/EIR
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A minor discrepancy exists in the EIS/EIR regarding the height analyzed on the Block 1 site.
Table 5.1-1 in the Redevélopment Land Use Impacts section indicates a 250-foot proposed height
limit on the sité. This table was based on an earlier version of the Draft Redevelopment Plan, and
was incduded in the EIS/EIR in error. The actual height limit analyzed in the EIS/EIR for the
Block 1 site was 300 feet, as confirmed by the Development Controls and Design Guidelines, the
Urbar Form Programséin Appendix F of the EIS/EIR, and by the shadow and wind analysis -
model? All analysis and conclusions in the EIS/EIR were based on an assumption of a tower at
least 300 feet in height at the eastern end of the Block 1 site with podium buildings up to 85 feet
in height on other parts of the site. . N :

The EIS/EIR characterized the anficipated development in the Redevelopment Area as transit-
oriented land uses in the vicinity of the Transbay Terminal that would provide.a mix of
residential and commercial space. The land use plan studied in the EIS/EIR identified a
development program for the Block 1 site consisting of primarily residential uses with ground
floor retail and services.

Proposed Revisions to the EIS/EIR Project

The Block 1 Transit-Oriented nfill Project site differs from the development described in the
EIS/EIR in that a 400-foot-tall tower is now proposed at the eastern edge of the Block 1 site
instead of a previously-cleared 300-foot-tall fower. The non-tower components of the Proposed
Project would conform to the existing Redevelopment Plan height and massing limits studied in
the EIS/EIR. Despite the increased tower height, the currently-proposed land use program would
be smallex and would consist of 140 fewer dwelling units and less square footage than the Full
Build Alternative program studied in the EIS/EIR, despite the increased tower height Table 1;
below, compares the Proposed Project to the assumptions studied for the EIS/EIR Project.

¢ The Block 1 site is referred to as “Block 9” in the Urban Form Program, Appendix F of the EIS/EIR.

7 Environmental Science Assodiates, Transbay Redevelopment Plan EIR: Building Heights Analyzed in Shadow
and Wind Analysis for Block 1, October 28, 2015, on the basis of files developed in conjunction with the
original EIR analysis, circa 2000. In an effort to provide a conservative analysis, the shadow and wind
model assumed two towers on the Block 1 site: a 350-foot-tall tower at the eastern edge of the site and a
400-foot-tall tower at the western edge of the site. A single-tower, 300-foot-tall height imit was
ultimately approved as part of the Redevelopment Plan.
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Table 1: Comparison of the Proposed Proj ect to the Redevelopment Plan Program for Block 1

Demolition. All Existing Buildings and " All Existing Buildings and
Parking Lots on Site Parking Lots on Site
Total Square Footage | Up to 667,800 gsf 559,030 gsf
Land Use Types : Residential, Retail Residential, Retail
Number of Residential Units | Up to 531 units 391 units
] Retail Square Footage Up to 30,780 gsf 9,126 gsf
Tower Height ~Eastern - | Up to 300 feet 400 feet*
Portion of the Site .
Podium Height ~ Up to 50 feet (Townhomes) 48 feet (Townhomes)
Northwestern Porfion of the :
Site . .
Podium Height - Southern = | Up to 65 feet 65 feet
Portion of the Site
Podium Height - Up to 85 feet - ‘ 85 feet
Southwestern Portion of the ’
Site ‘
Central Core of the Site Open Space Open Space

* indicates nonconformance with the Redevelopment Plaﬁ and the EIS/EIR analysis

As shown in Table 1, all features of the Proposed Project would conform to the Redevelopment
Plan land use program studied in the EIS/EIR, with the exception of the tower height. At 400 feet
tall, the Proposed Project’s tower would be 100 feet taller than the 300-foot height limit
established in the Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the EIS/EIR. OCII is therefore seeking an
amendment to the Redevelopment Plan. . Subsequently, OCIL will seek an amendment to the
Development Controls and Design Guidelines to increase the height limit on the Block 1 site from
300 fest to 400 feet and the approval of an OP/DDA and Schematic Design of the Block 1 Transit-
Oriented Infill Project.

8 The Reduced Scope Alternative includes less overall development throughout the Redevelopment Plan
area than the Full Build Alternative. However, some individual sites, including Block 1, were
anticipated to have more intensive development under the Reduced Scope Alternative than under the
Full Build Alterpative. The Full Build Alternative land use program for Block 1 is used in this table in an
effort to provide a conservative analysis, as any proposed project on the Block 1 site that is consistent
with the Full Build Alternative would also be consistent with the Reduced Scope Alternative.
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Analysis of Potential Environmental Effects

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis fora
lead agency’s decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is
already adequately covered in an existing certified EIR. The lead agency’s decision to use an
addendum must be supported by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the
preparation of a Subsequent EIR, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present.
This Addendum documents the assessment and determination that the modified project is within
the scope of the Final EIS/EIR and no additional environmental review is required.

The change proposed in the project will not require major revisions of the EIS/EIR. The total
square footage of the Proposed Project, including the square footage of retail uses and the
number of dwelling units, does not exceed the assumptions studiéd in the EIS/EIR Project and the
Proposed Project will not cause new significant impacts not identified in the EIS/EIR. In addition,
1o new mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have
occurred with respect to, circumstances surrounding the project that will cause significant
‘environmental impact to which the Proposed Project will contribute considerably; and no new
information has become available that shows the Proposed Project will cause significant
environmental impacts not previously discussed in the EIS/EIR, that significant effects previously
examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the EIS/EIR, or that mitigation

measures “or alternatives previously found,infeasible are feasible, or that new mitigation

measures or alternatives comlderably different from those in the EIS/EIR would substanhally
reduce significant impacts.

As discussed in the “Proposed Revisions to the Project” section above, the only substantive
modification to the proposed project that was not previously studied in the EIS/EIR is the
proposed tower height limit change from 300 feet to 400 feet. Moreover, as a Transit-Oriented
Infill Project, neither aesthetic nor parking impacts are considered significant impacts on the
environment. Therefore, the only CEQA topics requiring additional evaluation are those for
which impacts could worsen due to additional building height. These topics include wind and
shadow. These two CEQA topics, in addition to aesthetics and fransportation, are discussed in
further detail in the subsections below. Although the Proposed Project would not generate more
trips than anticipated in the EIS/EIR, transportation is analyzed in further detail to allow full
discussion of demgn—speaﬁc site circulation issues.
| .

All other features of the Proposed Project, including demolition, land use types, building square
footage, retail square footage, and number of dwelling units, would be consistent with the
maximum development for Block 1 analyzed in the EIS/EIR. CEQA topics that are evaluated
based on those features would not require further analysis because no new or more severe
significant impacts beyond those studied in the EIS/EIR could occur and no new mitigation
measures would be required. Therefore, the Proposed Project revisions require no further
analysis of the following CEQA topics:
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» Land Use
¢ Population and Housing
e  Cultural Resources
« Noise
- Air Quality
s Greenhouse Gas Emissions |,
e _ Recreafion
= Utilities and Service Systems
e Public Services ‘
* Biological Resources
+ Geology and Soils
"« Hydrology and Water Quality
» Hazards/Hazardous Materials
_* Mineral/Energy Resources
»  Agricultural and Forest Resources
»  Construction Impacts

Prior addenda to the EIS/EIR have generally covered changes to the transportation infrastructure
related to the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension portions of the EIS/EIR, and
were administered by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (“TJPA”) and the Golden Gate Bridge
Highway and Transportation District.

In addition, a recent draft envirommental review document also analyzed transportation
infrastructure related to the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension. On December 28,
2015, the Federal Transit Administration, in conjunction with.the Federal Railroad’
Administration and the TJPA, published a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report to EIS/EIR (“Draft SEIS/SEIR") to evaluate refinements
to the Caltrain Downtown Rail Extension (“DTX") component of the Transbay Program, as well
as other transportation improvements and development opportunities associated with the
Transbay Program. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not contain information that would alter the
determination not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR in connection with the Proposed
Plan Amendment and Proposed Project, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

The project evaluated in the Draft SEIS/EIR (the “Draft SEIS/EIR Project”) includes refinements to
the DTX component of the Transbay Program; some additional fransportation improvements
within the Transbay Program area; and potential new development opportunities including:

* (1) adding two floors (approximately 45,000 gsf) above the proposed intercity bus facility located .

between Maine and Beale Streets north of Howard Street, for a total structure of 4-stories above
grade, which may contain office or residential development; and
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(2) development of approximately 76,000 square feet of new development adjacent to the vent
structure at either of the op‘aonal locations at Third and Townsend Streets, which may include a
mix of uses.

The Draft SEIS/EIR Project does not propose modifications at or adjacent to the Block 1 site, or to
the Redevelopment Plan component of the Transbay Program.

Overall land use impacts from the Draft SEIS/EIR Project analyzed in the Draft SEIS/EIR would
be minimal, and none of the proposed components would conflict with any applicable land use,
‘policy, or regulation in-the Program area. (Draft SEIS/EIR, p.3.3-18.) The potential above-grade
development opportunities analyzed under the Draft SEIS/EIR are compatible with the
development intensity and uses of nearby land uses. (Id:) The proposed above-grade
development would have no shadow impact on any parks under the jurisdiction of the San
Prancisco Recreation and Park Department. (Draft SEIS/EIR, p. 3.3-20-21.) The Draft SEIS/EIR
notes that the proposed intercity bus facility discussed under the Draft SEIS/EIR. would occupy
the roof level of the Transit Center, and would therefore be located adjacent to the proposed City
Park. However, this fadlity would be only slightly higher than the elevation of City Park
(approximately 5 feet) (Id.) and therefore would not cast shadow onto the park that would alter
" the analysis conducted for the Proposed Plan Amendment and the Block 1 Transit-Oriented Infill
Project.

Aesthetics

The Visual and Aesthetics analysis in the EIS/EIR anﬁcipéted that the Redevelopment Plan would
cause a relatively large increase in the number and size of buildings in the Redevelopment Project
Area. The EIS/EIR also found that public views within and across the Redevelopment Project
Area would generally be limited by new development. The EIS/EIR found that new buildings
.and vehicles would also produce additional glare, though it would not be expected to result in a
substantial visual change. Visual simulations were prepared for the EIS/EIR based on the 2003
Draft Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development Vision, and the EIS/EIR noted that
actual development proposals would undergo individual environmental review for aesthetics in
subsequent steps of the redevelopment process if necessary. The EIS/EIR specifically
contemplated that the northern side of Folsom Street between First and Spear Streets would
undergo the most visible aesthetic change in the district, as it would be “developed with a mix of
uses in structures that could range in height from 350 to 400 feet” (5-117). The EIS/EIR
determined that, although the proposed new development would alter the existing aesthetic
nature of the area, the visual features that would be introduced by the project are commonly
accepted in urban areas and would not substantially degrade the existing visual quality, obstruct
publicly accessible views, or generate obtrusive light or glare. For those Teasons, no significant
impacts were found, and no mitigation measures were proposed.
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The modified project will not intvolve substantial changes which would require major revisions of
the EIS/EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts. The only substantive
modification to the Proposed Project is the proposed Block 1 tower height limit change from 300
to 400 feet. The Proposed Project would not alter the overall land uses or development concept
proposed for Block 1 under the Transbay Redevelopment Plan analyzed in the EIS/EIR. Further,
the total square footage of the Proposed Project, including the square footage of retail uses and
the number of dwelling units, does not exceed the maximum development assumptions for the
Block 1 site studied in the EIS/BEIR. In addition, no substantial-changes have occurred with
respect to circumstances surrounding the project that will cause significant environmental impact
to which the Proposed Project will contribute considerably; and no new information has become
available that shows the Proposed Project will cause significant environmental impacts not
previously discussed in the EIS/EIR, that significant effects previously examined will be
substantally more severe than shown in.the EIS/EIR, or that mitigation measures or alternatives
previously found infeasible are feasible, or that new mitigation measures or alternatives
considerably different from those in the EIS/EIR would substantially reduce significant impacts.

The Proposed Plan Amendment and the Proposed Project would increase the height of the Block
1 tower from 300 feet to 400 feet. The 400-foot height matches the height of towers constructed
within the immediate vicinity of Block 1 yet would be the sole tower on Block 1, providing ample
tower separation from nearby towers. Between Block 1 and the Embarcadero waterfront are
Rincon Park and the block containing the Gap Building at Folsom Street between Spear Street
and the Embarcadero roadway. The Gap Building’s architecture provides a tower element height
of approximately 290 feet and a podium base height of approximately 90 feet. This results in an
aesthetically-pleasing stepping-down of the skyline from the Proposed Project to the waterfront.
In addition, considering the approved building heights within the districts to the north, the west
and the south of Block 1, which include approved height ranges between 400 and 1000 feet, the
Proposed Project’s height will blend appropriately into the San Francisco skyline as planned.

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (5B) 743, which became effective on
January 1, 2014. SB 743 added Section 21099 to the Public Resources Code and eliminated the
analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for certain urban’infill projects under CEQA. The
Proposed Project meets the definifion of a mixed-use project on an infill site within a transit
priority area as specified by Section 21099.° Accordingly, this EIS/EIR Addendum does not
contain a separate discussion of the topic of aesthetics, which ean no longer be considered in
determining the significance of the Proposed Project’s physical environmental effects under
CEQA. Therefore, the proposed height increase could not result in significant aesthetics impacts
under CEQA, and no mitigation measures would be necessary.

9 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, Transbay
Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project — Block 1 (100-160 Folsom Street/289 Muin
Street), December 3, 2015. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 2014-000953GEN.
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Transporthﬁon

‘As moted at the beginning of the Analysis of Potential Environmental Effects section, the

Proposed Project would not exceed the EIS/EIR assumptions for, retail square footage, and
number of dwelling units anticipated for the Block 1 site. Therefore, the Proposed Project would .
ot generate more person trips or vehicle trips than previously analyzed, and would not cause
traffic to worsen to a greater degree than reported in the EIS/EIR, as explained further in the
Traffic section below.

Transportation Impact Studies prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department for CEQA
pruposes estimate future cumulative traffic volumes based on cumulative development and
growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s SE-CHAMP travel
demand model. The SF-CEIAMP model uses zoning as part of the basis for its growth
calculations. SF-CHAMP data prepared after adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan
takes into account the revised zoning for the Transbay Redevelopment Area, including the Zone
One TB DTR (Transbay Downtown Residential) Use District and 50/85/300-TB Height and Bulk
District established for the Block 1 site. Therefore, CEQA Transportation Impact Studies
prepared after adophon of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan include the potential growth
enabled by the plan in their cumulative analysis. .

OCII has reviewed a conceptual site layout provided by the project sponsor in connection with
the Proposed Project, which illustrates how pedestrians, bicycles, cars, and delivery vehicles
would access the proposed building.

This conceptual site layout contains no new information which would generate significant effects
not discussed in the EIS/EIR, .nor alter analysis contained in the EIS/EIR regarding transportation
mitigation measures or alternatives pursuant to Section 15162(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines.
However, since this level of conceptual project detail was not available when the EIS/EIR was
prepared, the subsections below contain remarks about site circulation and any potential for
conflicts between mociles. o

Traffic : )

The EIS/EIR evaluated four traffic scenarios: 1) existing conditions, 2) year 2020 with no project,
3) year 2020 plus project (the Transbay Terminal and Redevelopment Plan), and 4) a year 2020
cumulative scenario that included concurrent and reasonably foreseeable projects. The EIS/EIR
analysis showed that background traffic volumes would grow over time, and that traffic delays
would lengthen at nearly all 27 intersections studied even if the Redevelopment Plan was not
jmplemented. The EIS/EIR identified significant traffic inpacts at the following seven
intersections, under the year 2020 plus project and the year 2020 cumulative scenarios:

s 1stStreet and Market Street
» st Street and Mission Street
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e 1stStreet and Howard Street

s Fremont Street and Howard Street
« Beale Street and Howard Street

e 2nd Street and Folsom Street

» 2nd Street and Bryant Street

The EIS/EIR stated that improvements at individual intersections and implementation of an
integrated transportation management system could somewhat reduce localized congestion, but
may not fully mitigate the increase in traffic congestion resulting from the Transbay Terminal
_ and Redevelopment Plan to a less than significant level. The EIS/EIR therefore concluded that the
significant traffic impacts would be unavoidable. No mitigation measures applicable to
individual development projects were identified. :

Vehicle f1ip voliumes for proposed development projects are calculated using commerdial square
footage and dwelling unit eounts. Since the Proposed Project would have less retail square
footage and fewer dwelling 1mits than analyzed for the Block 1 site in the EIS/EIR, as shown in
Table 1 above, the Proposed Project would generate fewer vehicle trips than studied in the -
EIS/EIR analysis.® Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to the significant unavoidable
traffic impacts identified in the EIS/EIR would not be worse than previously reported, and no
new mitigation measures would be required. While existing and future conditions have changed
since the original analysis, the contribution of a smaller project to traffic congestion is no worse
than for the project as originally conceived. '

Transit .

Transit ridership forecasts were performed for the EIS/EIR, which predicted that transit ridership
would increase over time. It also identified the potential for'transit usage to increase with
implementation of the Redevelopment Plan. Along with the Redevelopment Plan, the project .
analyzed in the EIS/EIR included the new Transbay Terminal and the downtown extension of
~ Caltrain. Ridership generated by the Redevelopment Plan was estimated using year 2020
forecasts based on the San Francisco County Tramsportation Authority’s transportation model
outputs. The EIS/ERR predicted that the project would cause linked transit trips? to increase by
about 10,000 per day throughout the region. ‘Since the project would enhance transit connectivity
and capadty, the EIS/FIR found no significant transit impacts, and no mitigation measures were
identified. '

1 Kittelson & Assodiates, Inc., Transbay Block 1 Transportation Assessment — Results of Preliminary
Transportation Significance Evaluation (Updated), August 11, 2015. This document is available for review at
the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 2014-000953GEN.

1 A Jinked trip consists of a full one-way transit trip, indluding transfers. For example, a bus trip involving
two transfers would count as a single linked trip, or three unlinked trips.
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The Proposed Project on the Block 1 parcel would not modify the transit infrastructure or service
in the area, and would not preclude the proposed future addition of a Muni bus stop on Main
Street adjacent to the project site. The Proposed Project would conform to the density of
commercial and residential uses identified for the Block 1 parcel in the EIS/EIR, so it would not
generate additional transit ridership beyond what was forecasted in the EIS/EIR analysis.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in new or more severe significant transit
impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be required.

Pedestrians
The EIS/EIR modeled peak period Walkmg trips- with and without.the Transbay Terminal and
Redevelopment Plan in place. Baseline pedestrian surveys were taken, and future year 2020
volumes were projected based on the level of tfransit, retail, commercial, and other activity
anticipated in the area. Pedestrian volumes were anticipated to increase regardless of whether
the project is implemented. The EIS/EIR predicted that the volume of pedestrians in the area
during the PM peak hour would increase by dpproximately 141,000 by the year 2020, though only -
about 9,000 of those trips would be attributable to the project (including the Redevelopment Plan).
The EIS/EIR found that the 9,000 additional trips would not be a considerable confribution to the
overall increase in pedestrian trips, and determined that the project would not have a significant
- pedestrian impact. No pedestrian mitigation measures were identified. The Proposed Project
would conform to the residential and commercial densities assumed for Block 1 in the EIS[EIR 50 .
it would not generate more pedestrian trips than previously analyzed.
A Site Access and Circulation Review Memorandum® was prepared for the Proposed Project to
examine the potential for hazards and conflicts between modes, including pedestrians.
Pedestrian access to the Proposed Project would be provided on all four of the building’s street
frontages. The project would also include streetscape improvements, such as street trees, loading
areas, and pedestrian amenities consistent with' San Francisco’s Better Streets Plan. The proposed
truck access route to the site would require trucks to cross sidewalks at the intersections of
Clementina Street with Main and Spear Streets. To facilitate pedestrian crossings at these
intersections, the segment of Clementina Street to be constructed on the project site would be
designed as a raised roadway at sidewalk height. This configuration would encourage vehicles
to travel at redticed speeds and be more aware of pedestrian crossings. A stop sign would also

be installed on Clementina Street’s eastbound approach toward Spear Street, which would .

further reduce the potential for conflicts between trucks and pedestrians. No substantial modal
conflicts involving pedestrians are anticipated, and the Proposed Project would not result in any
new or more severe significant pedestrian impacts.

Bicycles

12 Kittelson & Associates, Inc., Transbay Block 1 Traiépartaﬁon Assessment — Site Access and Circulation Review
(Final), October 13, 2015. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 2014-000953GEN.
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The EIS/EIR analyzed bicycle traffic growth using field surveys and estimated year 2020 bicycle
trip volumes. Year 2020 volwmes were based on the San Francisco County Transportaﬁoh
Authority’s transportation model outputs. The EIS/EIR estimated that the new Transbay
Terminal and Redevelopment Plan could add up to 425 bicycle trips at the infersections studied
during the peak 15-minute window, compared to a total of 45 bicydles counted in 2001. The
EIS/EIR noted that there is no standard for determining bicycle level of service. Bicyde irips
generated by proposed development are calculated using commercial square footage and
residential unit counts. Given that the Proposed Project would have less retail square footage
and fewer residential units than analyzed for Block 1 in the EIS/EIR, this analysis assumes that it .
would not generate more bicydle trips than previously analyzed.

The Site Access and Circulation Review Memorandum prepared for the Proposed Project
examines the potential for hazards and conflicts between modes. The Proposed Project would
not include curb cuts (driveways) that intersect bicycle lanes, thereby avoiding conflicts between
bicycdles traveling on the street and vehicles exiting project driveways. Access to the project's
bicydle parking area would be located on a street with low vehicle and truck volumes
{Clementina Street) that would function primarily as an alleyway, which would facilitate bicycle
" access to the site. Bicycles would need to pass the loading dock entrancefexit, so an audible and
visual warning device would be included at the loading dock fto alert bicydlists, of oncoming
vehicle and avoid conflicts. The Proposed Project would conform to the commercial and
residential density envisioned in the Redevelopment Plan, and thérefore would create no more
"bicycle trips than analyzed in the EIS/EIR. The Proposed Project would not cause new bicycle
hazards or conflicts with other modes. No new significant impacts related to bicycles would
result from the Proposed Project and no mitigation measures would be required.
Loading :
The EIS/EIR did not identify any significant impacts related to passenger or commercial loading
associated with the Redevelopment Plan. Since the Proposed Project would have less square
footage and fewer residential units than assumed in the EIS/EIR, it would not result in any
further increase in loading trips. The Proposed Project would have an off-street loading dock
fronting Clementina Street, and all trucks would need to enter from northbound Main Street and
exit to southbound Spear Street. Trucks traveling into and out of the loading dock would cross
four pedestrian facilities: the sidewalk along the east side of Main Street, the sidewalk along the
‘west side of Spear Street, the mid-block crosswalk on Clementina Street, and the sidewalk on the
south side of Clementina Street. Although Project-»related. loading vehicles would only represent
a portion of the total vehicular activity on the alleyway, the generally low speeds of truck
movements may temporarily impede pedestrian circulation, but would not result in significant
impacts such as hazards. In addition, trucks may temporarily block the right-hand travel lane on
northbound Main Street or the garage exit to Spear Street while waiting for pedestrians to clear
the sidewalks, similar to other vehicles attempting to turn onto or off of Clementina Street. These
site circulation features of the Proposed Project would not cause hazards or substantial conflicts
between modes, and would not result in significant impacts.
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Emergency Access o

The EIS/EIR did not find any significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access to the
individual development parcels identified in the Redevelopment Plan. The Proposed Project
would not indude vehicular lane removal on any streets, or the introduction of physical
impediments to emergency vehicle access. The building would be accessible from frontages
along four streets (Folsom, Main, Speat, and Clementina Streets), and would be designed to meet
Building Code standards for egress and emergency vehicle access. Since the Proposed Project
would conform to the development density specified in the Redevelopment Plan, it would not
result in demand for emergency services beyond levels assumed in the BIS/EIR. Therefore, no
significant impacts pertaining to emergency vehicle access would occur, and no mitigation
measures would be required, '

Parking : ‘

As noted in the Aesthetics section above, SB 743 added Section 21099 to the Public Resources
Code and eliminated the analysis of 'aestheﬁcs‘ and parking impacts for certain urban infill
projects under CEQA. The Proposed Project meets the definition of a mixed-use project on an
infill site within a transit priority area as specified by Section 21099.33 Accordingly, parking
deficits can no longer be considered in determining the significance of the Proposed Project’s -
physical environmental effects under CEQA. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in
significant impacts related to parking deficits, and no mitigation measures would be necessary.

The EIS/EIR stated that approximately 14 percent of the parking in the Redevelopment Area
(1,950 spaces) would be removed as a result of the Full Build Alternative, some of which are
located on the Block 1 site. The EIS/EIR also noted that some of the parking would be replaced in
new buildings constructed on the Redevelopment Plan sites. The available parking spaces in the
area were filled to approximately 85 percent capacity on weekdays at the time of EIS/EIR
preparation, The EIS/EIR anticipated that a reduction in parking spaces would constrain parking
availability, forcing some drivers to park farther away from their destinations or use other modes
of transportation. The displacement of parking spaces is generally not considered a physical
environmental effect, but is a social effect and an inconvenience to drivers who must seek
alternate parking. Accordingly, the EIS/EIR did not identify any significant impacis related to
parking. '

Site Circulation

The Site Access and Circulation Review Memorandum prepared for the Proposed Project
examines the potential for hazards and conflicts caused by vehicles entering and exiting the
Proposed Project’s parking garage ramp along Spear Street. The memorandum found that
vehicles attempting to enter the garage from northbound Spear Street would have to wait for a

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, Transbay
Terminal/Calirain Downtoun Extension/Redevelopment Project — Block 1 (100-160 Folsom Street/289 Main
Street), December 3, 2015. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission. Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 2014-000953GEN.
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gap in southbound traffic to complete a left turn. However, given that volumes along Spear
Street are anticipated to be relatively Jow, vehicles waiting to enter the garage are not expected to
affect northbound street operations.* Additionally, the Proposed Project’s parking’ demand
would not exceed the amount reported in the FIS/EIR because the commercial square footage and
number of residential units would be less than the totals assumed in the Redevelopment Plan, as
shown in Table 1 above. In any event, parking impacts of a transit-oriented infill project are not
considered significant impacts on the environment. Cal. Public Resources Code § 21099 (d) (1)
Therefore, no significant site circulation impacts associated with vehicles accessing the on-site
parking facilities would occur.

Wind

A wind tannel test ‘was performed for the EIS/EIR, which included the proposed Transbay -
Terminal and conservative assumptions for the buildings that would be constructed in
accordance with the land use program on the redevelopment parcels, including Block 1. Though
the land use program ultimately adopted for the Block 1 site as part of the Redevelopment Plan
included a maximum tower height limit of 300 feet, the wind tunnel test analyzed two potential
towers on the Block 1 site: a 400-foot-tall tower at the western edge of the site and a 350-foot tall
fower at the eastérn edge of the site. These assumptions were sufficient to capture the maximum
impacts of the ultimately-approved 300-foot tower height limit, as the wind speeds generated by
the smaller 300-foot tower would be slower than those generated by a 350-foot or 400-foot tower
in the same location. Wind speeds were modeled at 69 locations throughout the Redevelopment
Area, as summarized in Table 2 below. The Full Build Alternative modeling resulted in nine
locations that exceeded the comfort criterion (ground level wind speeds in excess of 11 mph) and
one locaﬁqn that exceeded to hazard criterion (ground level wind speeds in excess of 26 mph).
The Reduced Scope Alternative modeling resulted in seven locations that exceeded the comfort
criterion and one location that exceeded the hazard criterion. None of the comfort criterion or
hazard criterion exceedances were located on Block 1 or adjacent blocks. For the purposes of
CEQA, only exceedances of the hazard criterion are considered significant impacts.

4 The Transit Center District Plan Final FIR reported that the existing southbound PM peak hour traffic
«  volume on Spear Street is 481 vehicles, which would rise to 701 vehicles by the year 2030. '
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Table 2: Comparison of the Proposed Project’s Wind Impacts to the EIS/EIR Wind Analysis

EIS/EIR: Full Build Alternative | 69 9 1
EIS/EIR: Reduced Scope 69 7 1
Alternative

Current Existing Conditions . |24 None None
Existing Conditions Plus 24 None * | None
Proposed Project

Cumulative Conditions Plus 24 1 None
Proposed Project )

To address the modeled hazard criterion exceedances, the EIS/EIR included a mitigation measure
requiring wind tunnel testing to be performed for all subsequent individual development

. projects proposed within the Redevelopment Area. If any exceedances of the hazard criterion

occur, design modifications or other mitigation measures would be required to mitigate or
eliminate the exceedances.

Accordingly, a wind tunnel test was performed for the Proposed Project. The test modeled the
proposed massing with the 400-foot-tall tower.”® Three scenarios were examined: 1) existing
conditions, 2) existing. conditions plus the Proposed Project, and 3) cumulative conditions plus
the Proposed Project. The cumulative, conditions included all buildings from the existing
conditions scenario plus nearby approved and reasonably foreseeable projects, such as high-rise
developments sfudied in the EIS/EIR and the EIR prepared for the nearby Transit Center District
Plan. As shown in Table 2, wind speeds were modeled at 24 test points on and near the project
site. Test points were selected to sample an area that is larger than the area within which wind
speeds may be adversely affected by the Proposed Project. No exceedances of the comfort
criterion were found for the existing- conditions or existing-plus-project scenarios, and one
exceedance was found for the cumulative conditions scenario near the northeast-corner of Folsom
and Beale Streets. No exceedances of the hazard criterion were found under any of the scenarios,
therefore no design modification of the Proposed Project in accordance with the EIS/RIR wind
mitigation measure would be required. Based on the above analysis, no significant wind impacts
would occur as a result of the Proposed Project, induding the proposed helght limit increase to
400 feet. No new mitigation measures would be required.

' 35 Environmental Science Associates, Poteniigl Wind Conditions — Transbay Redevelopment Area, Block 1— 160
Folsom Street, April 9, 2015, This doctument is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 2014-000953GEN.
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Shadow

The EIS/EIR included a shadow amalysis performed in accordance with CEQA and Planning
Code Section 295. The methodology analyzes the potential shadow impacts of Proposed Project
on public parks and open spaces as a percentage of theoretical annual available sunlight (TAAS)
consumed. TAAS is a measure of the square-foot-hours of sunlight that would theoretically be
available at a given park or opert space during a typical year, assuming that it is sunny during all
daylight hours. The fixst hour of the day after sunrise and the last hour before sunset are
excluded from TAAS caleulations.. Though the land use program ultimately adopted for the
Block 1 site as part of the Redevelopment Plan included a maximum tower height limit of 300 feet,
the shadow study analyzed two potential towers on the Block 1 site: a 400-foot-tall tower at the
western edge of the site and a 350-foot tall tower at the eastern edge of the site. These
assumptions were sufficient to capture the maximum impacts of the ultimately-approved 300-
foot tower Keight limit, as the shadow cast by the smaller 300-foot tower wotld be less than that
of a 350-foot or 400-foot tower in the same location. The EIS/EIR shadow analysis found that the
Transbay Terminal and the Redevelopment Plan would not cast shadow on any parks or open
spacés subject to Section 29516 Other public parks and open spaces not subject to Section 295
were still evaluated for potential impacts under CEQA. In San Francisco, a significant shadow
impact would occur under CEQA if a proposed project would create new shadow in a manner
that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. The EIS/EIR indicated
that some public accessible open spaces would see a diminution in. sunlight during certain
periods of the day and year, but that additional shading would not amount to a significant
impact requiring mitigation measures. The EIS/EIR required all subsequent development
projects in the Redevelopment Area to perform a shadow analysis. Specific to the Block 1 site, the
EIS/EIR found that the tower proposed at the corner of Folsom and Spear Streets could shade the
southern portion of Rincon Park in the late afternoon.

In accordance with the requirements of the EIS/EIR, a shadow analysis was prepared for the
Proposed Project’” The shadow analysis includes a 300-foot-tall tower and a 400-foot-tall tower
scenario for the Block 1 site, in order to meastze the difference in shadow that would be caused
by the proposed tower height change from 300 feet to 400 feet. All other features of the project
(townhouse and podium buildings) would fit within the massing envelope assumed in the
EIS/EIR, as shown in Table 1, and therefore would not result in any additional shadow beyond
what was previously studied. Accordingly, this section focuses only on new shadow that would -
be cast by the part of the Proposed Project that is between the 300-foot and 400-foot levels. -
Reasonably foreseeable projects were included in the analysis of cumulative shadow conditions,
indluding forthcoming Transit Center District Plan and other Transbay Redevelopment Plan

16 Section 295 of the Planning Code only applies to public parks and open spaces that are under the
jurisdiction of the San Prandisco Recreation and Park Commission.

1 Prevision Design, CEQA Evaluation of Shadow Impacts for 160 Folsom Street{Transbay Block 1, San Francisco,
CA, October 14, 2015. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission
Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 2014-000953GEN.
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AN

projects. Projects that would subsume (lessen) shadow cast by the Proposed Project were not
included in the -cumulative analysis unless they were already substantially tmder construction
and completion was imminent. The shadow analysis found that the Proposed Project could cast
new shadow on the following parks and open spaces. None are subject to Section 295 of the
Planming Code, but were still evaluated for potential impacts under CEQA.

» Rincon Park - located along the Embarcadero at Folsom Street ‘

» Transbay Park (future) — bounded by Beale, Clementina, Main, and Tehama Streets
e Spear Street Terrace —located on Spear Street south of Howard Street

« Howard/Fremont Plaza — located near Howard and Fremont Streets

¢ Main Street Plaza - located near Howard and Main Streets

e Tramsbay Terminal Park (future) - on the xoof of the new Transbay Terminal

The results of the shadow analysis are shown in Table 3 below, which shows the amount of new
shadow the proposed 100 foot height increase would add to each park or open space. The
additional shading at each park and open space caused by the proposed tower height increase’

_ from 300 feet to 400 feet would be less than one half of one percent (0.5%) of the TAAS (ranging
from 0.00% to 0.49% of TAAS). Table 4 show's how much shadow the proposed 100-foot height
increase would add on the.days when shadows would be the largest, and how many more days
"per year shadow would occur at each park. As shown, the maximum shadow size at any park
would grow by less than one percent due to the proposed height increase, and the addlhonal
shadow duration on ’rhe maximum days would range from 18 to 45 minutes.

18 Future parks were included in an effort to provide a conservative analysis, though shadow impacts on
future parks are not typically considered significant.
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Table 3: Comparison of the Proposed Project’s Shadow Impacts on Theoretically Available
Annual Sunlight (TAAS) Due to Height Increase from 300 Feet to 400 Feet

i

Transbay Park
(future)

w g .
5 [E3 Rincon Park
B 31

Spear. Street -

Terrace

0.73

Howard/Fremont

Plaza

Main Street Plaza

Transbay Terminal
Park (future)

from 300" to 400’ {shadow due to
modiﬁcaﬁon)

and Cumulative Projects (already
covered by EIS/EIR)

.-Nuv

T Faen e
Potentlal Shadow Added y 3007 Tower 2.09% . { 12.57%

1150% |

Size (acres) 1.31
d e to E)dstmg Structures 75.36%
] O Els Broposed Broject oy =
Potenhal Shadow Added by 300 Tower 0.39% 0.94% | 0.10% 0.003%
(already covered by EIS/EIR) .
Potential Shadow Added by 400" Tower | 0.72% |242% | 1.43% |0.22% |0.29% 0.026%
(modified project)
New Shadow due to Height Increase 0.34% {0.03% |0.49% |0.12% |0.19% |0.02%

from 300" to 400" (shadow due fo
modification)-

Potential Shadow Added by 400" Tower | 242% | 12.62% | 1.72% | 11.62% | 5.94%. | 20.21%
‘and Cumulative Projects (modified

project)

New Shadow due to Height Increase 0.33% |[0.05% |049% |012% |0.19% | 0.00%

All shadow amounts are shown as a percentage of TAAS.,
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“Table 4: Additional Shadow Size and Duration at Periods of Maximum Shadow Due to Height
Increase from 300 Feet to 400 Feet ‘ .

' - " d
g 8 :
v i~ o
e ~ i 3 B & E!
A g B i g’ g3
g 2 & oy & ) O B
g 2 g HE 5§ 8 By
5 H = 8.4 OH) -8 E ~ ’Es‘
BB AR IR B
Additional Days Per Year 28 None 28 43 None 70
When New Shadow Would
Occur (Any Size) : :
Day(s) of Maximum Shadow Feb23 & | June2l | Feb23 & | May 10 | May10 | Apr5 &
. ‘ Oct 18 Oct 18 &Aug?2 | &Aug?2 |Sepb
Additional Percentage of 0.65% 0.28% 0.75% 0.30% 0.41% 0.21%
Park/Open Space Square
Footage Shaded on Day of
Maximum Shadow
Additional Duzation of 45mins |18 mins | 18 mins | 18mins’ | 44mins | 18 mins,
Shadow on Day of Maximum '
Shadow

Qualitative descriptions of the areas that would be shaded by the pfopose@ tower height increase
from 300 feet to 400 feet (shadow cast by the portion of the proposed building between the 300-
foot and 400-foot levels) are provided below:

Rincon Park: New shading from the proposed height increase on Rincon Park would
occur on a small portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail near the center of the park and
over existing restaurant structures dixing mid- to late-afternoon. The proposed height
increase would result in some new shadow for 28 days of the year. The new shadow
would last approximately 45 minutes on days when shadows would be the largest,
between February 23 and October 18® Based on park use observations, usage was
varied throughout the day with morings and afterncons having less activity than
midday periods.

Transbay Park (Future): New shading from the proposed height increase would occur in
early-morning in July, August, and early May, and would depart the park before 10 am.
The proposed sculptured topography feature and the intersecting paved -pathways
would be the areas principa‘]iy affected by new shadow. Due to the dense pattern of tree
planting proposed along the park's periphery, the perceived impact of new shading may
be somewhat diminished. As Transbay Park has not yet been constructed, no park usage
observations could be conducted. The proposed 100-foot height increase would result in
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approximately 18 minutes of additional shade duration on the summer solstice, when
shadows would be the largest. _

» Spear Street Terrace: New shading from the proposed helght increase on Spear Street
Terrace would fall primarily in the northeast comer of the open space during mid- to
late-afternoon between August and May. The proposed 100-foot height increase would
‘result in some new shadow for 28 days of the year. The new shadow would last
approcimately 18 minutes on days when shadows would be the largest, February 23+
and October 18th Use observations revealed that the number of users during a given 30-
minute period ranged from zero on the weekend to 28 during weekday midday periods.
On weekdays, visitors were observed using seating areas fo eat and make phone calls.

» Howard/Fremont Plaza: New shading from the proposed height increase would
primarily shade the eastern part of the plaza during morning hours. The proposed 100-
foot height increase would result in some new shadow for 43 days of the year, The new
shadow would last-approximately 18 minutes on days when the shadows would be the
largest, May 10% and August 2. Plaza use observations revealed that the number of
users during a given 30-minute period ranged from zero on the weekend to 20 during
weekday midday periods. Visitors on weekdays tended to use the plaza as informal
meeting space. No visitors were present during weekend observation times.

e Main Street Plaza: New shading from the proposed height increase would shade the
southeast comer of the plaza during morming hours. The proposed 100-foot height
increase would result in approximately 44 minutes of additional shade duration on days
when shadows would be the largest, May 10% and August 2*4. Plaza use observations
revealed that the number of users during a given 30-minute period ranged from zero on
the weekend to 44 during weekday midday periods. Visitors were observed using the
plaza as a place to rest or eat lunch.

» Transbay Terminal Park (Future): The areas affected by new shadow from the proposed
height increase would be at the eastern end of the parkand a portion of the central park
during early morning in the spring and fall. Less' than five percent of the park area
would be shaded at the time of maximum impacts. The proposed 100-foot height
increase would result in some new shadow for 70 days of the year. The new shadow
would last approximately 18 minutes on days when shadows would be the largest — april
5% and September 6%. Though plans for the park are not finalized, the shaded area
would likely contain benches, pathways, or passive recreation features. As Transbay
Terminal Park has not yet been constructed, no park usage observations could be
conducted. .

As discussed above, the new shadow created by the proposed 100-foot height increase would
consume less than one-half of oné percent of TAAS at any of the six affected parks and open
spaces. On the day(s) of maximum shading, less than one percent of each park’s square footage
would receive additional shading at the time when shadows are the largest. Shadows (of any
size) would last from 18 to 45 minutes longer on the day of maximum shading, &nd the increase
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in shadow duration would be smaller on other days of the year. Based on site visits, all of the
affected parks were obsetved to have low to moderate usage. Activities in the affected portions
of the patks and open spaces consisted primarily of passive activities, such as pating lunch, -
resting, and making phone calls. Areas fhat would be newly shaded would, in most cases, be
located at the edges of the affected parks and open spaces. Given the limited increase in shadow
size and duration, the proposed height increase ffom 300 to 400 feet would not create new
shadow in a manner that substantially afferts outdoor recreation facilities ar ofher public aress.
Therefore, the Proposed. Project changes would not result in any new or more severe significant
impacts cotmpared to thase identified in the EIS/EIR, and no new mitigation meastres would be

required.

Conclusion.

Based on the foregoing, itis concluded that the analyses conducted and the cmdw0m reached
in. the Final FIS/EIR cerfified on April 22, 2004 remain-valid. The proposed revisions to the project.
would ot cause new siguificant iapacts not identified it the EIS/EIR, nor would the project
cause significant impacts previously identified in the EIS/EIR fo become substantially more
severe. No mew itigation measures would be necessary to reduee significant impacts, No
changes have oceurred with respect to circunistanices surrounding the Proposed Profect that
would cause significant environmental fmpacts to which the project would centribute
considerably, and no new information hes become avaflable that shows that the project would
cause significant enyironimental impacts. Therefore, no supplemental environmental review is
required beyond this Addendum,

I do heteby certify that the above determination. has
Date of Determination: been made pursuant fo Starte and Local requiretnents.
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Impacts on the Skyline
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. ..

February 17,2016

Delivered Via Messenger

Kimia Haddadan - '

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  Tramsbay Bloek 1
Case No: 2015-012730GPR
Hearing Date: Februnary 25,2016
Our File No.: 6250.26

Dear Ms. Haddadan:

Our office represents Tishman Speyer, the sponsors of the proposed residential
development on Block 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area. Enclosed, please find
15 copies of the sponsor’s letter to the Commission regarding the, General Plan Referral and
General Plan Amendment associated with the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Amendment

that has been proposed by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure,

Thank you for your assistance.

Very truly yours, -

James A. Reuben | Andrew J Jupius | Kevin H. Rose | Daniet A, Fratiin | John Kevlin
Jay E. Drake | Lindsay M. Petrone | Sheryt Reuben' | Tuija I. Catalane | Thomas Tunny
David Siiverman | Melinda A, Sarjapur | Mark H. Loper | Jody Knight | Stephanie L. Haughey

Chlve V. Angelis | Louis J. Sarmiento ! Jared Eigerman?® | John Mcinerney lii2

1 Also admitted ir New York 2. Of Counsel 3, Also admitted in Massacnusetts
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One Bush Street, Suite 400
San Francisce, CA 94iD4

tel: 415-567-2000
fax: 415-399-9480
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" REUBEN. JUNIUS & ROSE  .» © ORIGINAL
February 17, 2016

Delivered Via Messenger

- President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103 .

Re:  Transbay Redevelopment Pro ject Area, Block 1
* Planning Department Case No. 22015-012730GPR
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016
Our File No.: 625026

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

We are working with Tishman Speyer, sponsors of the proposed residential development
on Block 1 in Zone One of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (Assessor s Block 3740,
Lots 027, and 029-32) (“Block 17).

The Office of -Commmunity Investment and Infrastructure '(“OCI”), which is the
successor to the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, maintains exclusive jurisdiction
over the design approval for development on Block 1. OCII recently proposed an amendment to
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan that would raise the maxxmum height limit on Block 1 from
300 to 400 feet (the “Redevelopment Plan Amendment”).

On February 25, 2016, the Planning Commission will consider two matters: (1) adopting
findings to confirm the Redevelopment Plan Amendment’s conformity with the San Francisco .
General Plan (“General Plan Referral”); and (2) recommending approval to the Board of
Supervisors of a minor revision to Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan, for consistency with the
existing Redevelopment Plan (the “General Plan Amendment”).

The Planning Commission should approve these actions because:

1. The Redevelopment Plan Amendment is consistent with the objectives and
policies of the General Plan, as well as the Eight Priority Policies of Planning
Code Section 101.1. Furthermore, it will facilitate development of an attractively-
designed residential tower on Block 1 that will complement the downtown skyline
and benefit the City by providing 73 more housing units than would be provided
in a 300-foot tower (with 44 of those units—or 60% of the additional units—
affordable housing units), as well as substantzal increases in development impact

Jees and taxes,
James A Reubien { Andrew J. Junius | Kevin H. Rose | Daniel A. Frattin | John Kevlin | One Buéh Street, Suite 400
Jay . Drake | Lindsay M. Petrone | Sheryt Reuben’ | Tuija . Catalano | Thomas Tunny San Francisco, CA4104
[avid Siivermar: | Melinda A. Sarjapur | Mark H. Loper | Jody Knight | Stephanie L. Haughey tel: 415-567-9000
Chioe V. Angelis .| Louis ), Sarmiento | Jared Eigerman®? | Johp Mclnerney Ui? fax: 415-399-9480

i Awso admnted inewYork 2 Of Counsel 2, Aiso admitled in Massachusetts I www.redbenlaw.com
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President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission
February 17, 2016

Page 2

2. The General Plan Amendment is necessary to correct an existing error in Map.'S

of the Downtown Area Plan, and will not change height limits in the Transbay
area. o .

A, BACKGROUND

The Transbay Redevelopment Plan, "adopted in 2005, divides the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area into two subareas: Zone One, in which OCII retains exclusive
jurisdiction over design review and approval of development projects, which are subject to
controls set forth in the Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls and Design Guidelines
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (“Development Controls™); and ,Zone Two, in
which the San Francisco Planning Code applies. . :

The following map of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area shows the location of
Block 1: : . :

v t < A 1\ - Mo a5 Y Wk
LAND USE ZONES . N
ZuneOm:Tnmhy_ \\\ \\,(/// . \ \\\\r‘
Y Dovencerwn Residential \ pa N
- \\ AN \ J}& 4

Zone Tomi Transbay €3

One Bush Straet, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: £15-399-9480
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President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commxssmn
February 17, 2016

Page 3

Block 1 is located within Zone One of the Transbay Project Area. Accordingly, design
~ approval and development of this site are within the exclusive jurisdiction of OCIL

The Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls authorize residential development
on Block 1. In November 2014, the OCIl Commission, also known as the Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure (“CCIY”), authorized OCII to enter into an exclusive
negotiating agreement with Tishman Speyer for (a) the sale to Tishman Speyer of the portion of
Block 1 owned by OCII; and (b) the development of a combined affordable and market-rate
homeownership project on the site, consisting of a residential tower, two residential podium
buildings, and townhouses surrounding mid-block open space (the “Block 1 Project”).

To facilitate the Block 1 Project and increase the public benefit received, OCII has
proposed the Redevelopment Plan' Amendment, which would raise the maximum height limit on
Block 1 from 300 to 400 feet. By allowing an additional 100 feet of development on Block 1,
the Redevelopment Plan Amendment would benefit both the Transbay Redevelopment Area and -
the City by providing:

73 more dwelling units than would be included in a 300-foot tower;

40% of dll dwelling units as affordable to low-to-moderate income households
— an increase of 5% over the 35% in the 300-foot Tower (with 44, or 60%, of
the addmonal 73 homes affordable);

Additional impact fees, real estate faxes, Mello-Roos taxes, and Community .
Benefit District fees over what the 300-foot fower would provide (i.e.: more
than $2M per year additional), which will contribute to Plan Area and
citywide education, transportation, and infrastructure improvements; and

$4.44 million more paid fm; the land, and 31.72 million less in subsidy
required for the podium (i.e.: $6.12 million benefit to the city).

On January 19, 2016, CCI recommended approval of the Redevelopment Plan
Amendment to the San Francisco Board of Superwsors whlch will conmder the Redevelopment
Plan Amendment later this year.

B.  PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION REQUESTED

Because Block 1 is located within Zone One, the Commission’s jurisdiction is limited to
(2) consideration of the proposed Redevelopment Plan Amendment’s consistency with ihe
General Plan, and (b) recommending approval to the Board of Supervisors of associated minor
amendments to the General Plan.

Ona Bush Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-6567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480

625026R edevelopment Plan Amendment\General lin Referral LTR-Planving Commission 217,16 REUBEN, JUNIUS % ROSE v www.retbenlaw.com
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President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission
February 17, 2016

Page 4

At the February 25" hearing, the Commission will be asked to take the following actions:
1. Issuance of General Plan Referral for the Redevelopment Plan Amendment

Section 4.105 of the City Charter reqniresgthat the Redevelopment Plan Amendment be
referred to the Planning Department for written report fo the Board of Supervisors regarding its
copformity with the General Plan (“General Plan Referral”). Further, California
Redevelopment Law provides that following CCII’s recommendation of the Amendment, it shall .
submit the Amendment to the Planning Commission for its report and recommendation to the-
Board of Supervisors within 30 days. If the Planning Commission does not report on the
proposed Amendment within 30 days after submission by OCTI, it is deemed to have waived this
right. : :

The Commission should issue the General Plan Referral and prepare such related report
and recommendation to the Boatd of Supervisors as appropriate. The Amendment is limited to
increasing the maximum height on one site (Block 1) within Zone One. No other parcels would
be impacted, The height increase would facilitate development consistent with the General Plan,
including the Downtown Plan, which contains policies calling for a concentration of commercial
and residential uses at high densities in the area. The General Plan envisions a development of a
compact downtown core, well-served by public transit. In addition, the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan, as amended, would remain in conformity with the Eight Priority Policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1.

2. Recommendation of General Plan Amendment — Revising Map 5 of the
Downtown Plan

Ordinances adopting the Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2005 and 2606 included
+ certain General Plan Amendments, which reflected height and zoning changes in the Transbay
area. ‘

Among other items, these amendments revised Map 5 of the Downtown Plan (“Map 5”)
to include a notation stating: “Remove 80-X label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace
with a notation that says ‘See Redevelopment Plan Development Controls.” This langnage
reflected the fact that, after adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, maximum height
limits on Zone One were established by the Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls.

This 2006 amendment appears to have inadvertently excluded a few parcels within Zone
One. which were not zoned 80-X. This includes all of Block 1 (Assessor’s Block 3740, Lots 027
& 029-032), and one parcel at the south end of Block 2 (Assessor’s Block 3739, Lot 004), which
were within a 200-S height and bulk district before up-zoning under the Redevelopment Plan.

One Bush Street, Suvite 600
San Francisco, CA 95104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480

625026\Redevelopment Plan Amendment\Generzl Plan ReferaNLTR-Planning Commission_2.17.}6 REUBEN' ‘IU Nlus L ROS E- up www.reubenlaw.com
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President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission
February 17, 2016

Page 5

Howcver Map 5 was never updated to reflect the change, and is currently inconsistent with the
" existing Redevelopment Plan.

Planning staff discovered this error during its review of .General Plan Referral
application. The Department is now recommending a General Plan Amendmcnt, to revise the
notation on Map 5 to include the previously excluded Zone One parcels.

The Commission should recommend adoption of this minor General Plan Amendment to
the Board of. Supervisors, to correct the earlier error and bring the General Plan into greater
consistency with current law. The General Plan Amendment will not alter height limits within
Zone One, which must remain consistent with the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and
Development Controls.

C. - BrLock1ProJECT

The Redevelopment Plan Amendment would facilitate development of the Block 1
PIO_)ECt a brief descnp’uon of which is provided herein for context. However, the Commission
is not being asked to review design of the Block I Project at the February 25™ heating. OCII
refains exclusive jurisdiction over the final deslgn and land use approval on Block 1, subject to
requirements established by the Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls. This approval
would occur through a separate process, following adoptlon of the Redevelopment Plan
Amendment by the Board of Supervisors.

The Block 1 Project proposes a 400-foot tower located at the east end of the block; two
podium buildings between 65 and 85 feet tall, townhouses bordering Clementina Street, a shared
underground parking garage, approximately 9,126 square feet of ground floor retail. The Block
1 Project will also provide an attractively landscaped central courtyard and additional open
spaces consistent with all requirements of the Development Controls.

The 400-foot tower would complement the evolving downtown skyline. It would
incorporate an innovative design, which evolves the classic bay window- a familiar architectural
feature of San Francisco’s early houses. The bay windows would twist incrementally over the
height of the tower, creating a dynamic sense of movement. The project has been designed by
famed architect Jeanne Gang, known for her recent work on the Aqua tower in Chicago; the
Arcus Center for Social Justice Leadership in Kalamazoo; and the City Hyde Park residential
building in Chicago, among others.

The Block 1 Project would contain 391 for-sale units, including 235 market rate units in
the tower and townhomes; and 156 affordable units (ranging from 80% to 120% of the AMI) in
the podium, tower, and townhomes. Overall the BlObk 1 Project would prowde 40% of its on-
site units as affordable.

One Bush Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104

tels 415-567-9000
© fax: 415-399-9480
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President Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission
-February 17, 2016

Page 6

D.  CONCLUSION

) The Commission should adopt the General Plan Referral and recommend adoption of the
associated General Plan Amendment to the Board of Supervisors. The Redevelopment Plan
Amendment facilitates development of an attractively-designed, 400-foot residential tower on
Block 1. This scope of development is consistent with goals and objectives of the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan, and the Sau Fraocisco General Plan for the downtown core. The
associated General Plan Amendment will correct a long-standing error on Map 5 of the
Downtown Plan, making the document consistent with current law. '

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

Andrew Junius
. En_closures

cc: Vice President Dennis Richards
Commissioner Michael Antonini
Commissioner Rich Hillis
Commissioner Christine Jotmson
Commissioner Kathrin Moore
Commissioner Cindy Wu .
Jobn Rahaim — Planning Director
Shane Hart - OCII
Jonas Jonin — Commission Secretary
Kimia Haddadan — Project Planner
Carl Shannon — Tishman Speyer

One Bush Strest, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
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SAN FRANCGISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission Draft Motlon No.
. Date: Eeb 25, 2016
Cuse No. Case No. 2015-012730GPR
Transbay Redevelopment Plan Amendment
Block/Lot No.: 3740/Lots 027,029,030,031, and 032
Applicant: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure .

Jose Campos
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Staff Contact: Kimia Haddadan — (415) 575-9068
kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING THE AMENDMENT TO
THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT AREA TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT LIMIT FROM 300 FEET

TO 400 FEET ON BLOCK 1 OF ZONE 11 OF THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT AREA, ADOPTING GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE
SECTION 101.12 FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDING THE TRANSBAY
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
FOR APPROVAL.

WHEREAS, The Board of Superwsors of the City and County of San Francisco (”Board of Supervisors”)
approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area by Ordinances No. 124~
05 (June 21, 2005) and No. 99-06 (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance No. 84-15, (Iune 18, 2015)
(“Redevelopment Plan”). The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area, and divides the Project Area into two sub-areas: Zone 1, in which the
Development Conirols and Des1gn Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (“Development
Coiitrols”) define the development standards, and Zone 2, in which the San Francisco Planning Code
applies. .

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and 2A.53 of Administrative Code require General Plan
referrals to the Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) for certain matters, including
determination as to whether a Redevelopment Plan amendment is in-conformity with: the General Plan
prior to consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

viww.sfplanning.org
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-012730(.‘3PR'
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan :
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

WHEREAS, On September 23, 2015, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Successor
Agency to the Redevelopment Agency (OCII) submitted a General Plan Referral application for the
Redevelopment Plan Amendment for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to increase the maximum height
Iimit for Block 1 from 300 feet to 400 feet.

" WHEREAS, Transbay Block 1 is located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Streets in Zone 1 of the
Transbay Redevelopment Area, and is comprised of Assessor Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032.
Lot 027 is owned by OCII and the remaining lots are owned by Block 1 Property Holder, L.P., an affiliate
of Tishman Speyer (“Developer”).

WHEREAS, The Transbay Redevelopment Plan and the Development Controls specify a 300-foot
maximum height limit on Block 1. The proposed Plan Amendment would provide for a maximum height
Timit of 400 feet onBlock 1 and would have no other effect on the Zone 1 development concept or land
use controls.

WHEREAS, On Noveémber 18, 2014, the OCﬁ Comrmssmn authorized an Exclusive Negotiation
Agreement (the “ENA”) with the Developer for (a) the sale to the Developer of the portion of Block 1
owned by OCH (Block 3740, Lot 027), and (b) the development of a combined affordable and market-rate
homeownership project consisting of a residential tower, two residential podium buildings, and
townhouses surrounding open space on Block 1.

‘WHEREAS, The ENA contemplates two project alternatives, one with a tower height of 300 feet, as
aflowed by the Redevelopment Plan, and the second with a tower height of 400 feet, which would require
the Plan Amendment. The term sheet for the Block 1 project negotiated to date by OCI staff and the
Developer includes the 400-foot project alternative (the “Block 1 Project”). The specifics of the Block 1
Project are shown in Attachment B to Exhibit A: OCH's staff Memorandum to the OCII Commission.

WHEREAS, OCH maintains land use and California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) review

authority of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, including the site of the proposed amendment
(Block 1).

WHEREAS, On Jaruary 19, 2016 at a public hearing the OCII Commission adopted Resolution No. 2~
2016, which approved the proposed amendment to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to increase the
maximum height limit of the lots in Block 1 of Zone 1 from 300 to 400" along with an Addendum to the
Final FEIR/FEIS or the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Section 33346 of the California Health and Safety Code regarding California
Redevelopment Law, the Redevelopment Plan must be submitted to the Planning Commission for its
report and recommendation concemning the Redevelopment Plan and its conformity with the General
Plan and Section 101.1 of the Planning Code.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

OCH, as the Successor Agency to the Former Redevelopment Agency, has land use and
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA") review authority of the Project Area. OCII
and Planning share CEQA review responsibilities for Redevelopment Plan amendments.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . B
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan '
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

Consequently, on January 14, 2016, OCI], in conjunction with the Planning Department,
prepared an addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment
Project (“Addendum”) for purposes of the subject Redevelopment Plan amendment. (See-OCII
Commission Resolution No.2-2016, Exhibit B: Addendum to Environmiental Impact Report).
Overall, the Addendum determined the Plan Amendment would not cause new significant
impacts not identified in the FEIS/EIR, nor would the project cause significant impacts
previously identified in the FEIS/EIR to become substantially more severe. No new mitigation
measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts.

In regard to the environmental review for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, the Final *
Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was certified by the
Planning Commission Motion No. 16733 on April 22, 2004. On June 15, 2004, the Board of
Supervisors approved Motion No. M04-67 affirming the Planning Commission’s certification of
the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtowr}.
Extension/Redevelopment Project (“FEIR") in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA") (California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.) A copy of said
Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 040629 and is '
incorporated herein by reference.

The Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 612-04, adopted environmental findings in
relation to the Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Downtown Exténsion, and Transbay -
Redevelopment Plan. Copies of said Resolution and supporting materials are in the Clerk of
‘the Board of Supervisors File No. 041079. The Board of Supervisors in Ordinance No. 124-05,
as part of its:adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, adopted additional environmental
findings. Copies of said Ordinance and supporting materials are in the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors File No. 050184. The FEIR analyzed development on Transbay Redevelopment
. Project Area Block 1 of a project extending up to 300 feet in height. Said Resolution and
Ordinance and supporting materials are incorporated herein by reference.

. On January 14, 2016, in response to a proposed height increase from 300 to 400 feet on
Block 1, 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 “OCH") in conjunction with the Planning Department prepared an
Addendum to the FEIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 (the
“Addendum”).

On January 19, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Community Investment
and Infrastructure Commission (“CCII”) in Resolution No 2-2016, approved development
actions for Block 1 and adopted the Addendum along with other environmental review
findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of the Addendum and CCII Resolution are on file with the
Secretary of the Planning Commission ahd are incorporated herein by reference.

SAN FRANCISCO
AEMNNI,NG DEPARTVMENT 3
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

" Based on this Commission’s review of the FEIR and the Addendum, the Commission
concurs that the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and
the proposed Block 1 height amendment will not cause new significant impacts not identified
in the FEIR, and no new mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts.
Further, other than as described in the Addendum, no Block 1 changes have occurred, and no
changes have occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding Block 1 that will cause
significant environmental impact to which the height amendment will contribute considefably;
and no new information has become available that shows the height amendment will cause
significant environmental impacts not previously discussed in the FEIR, that significant effects
previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the FEIR, or that
mitigation measures or alternatives previously found infeasible are feasible, or that new
mitigation measures -or alternatives considerably- different from those in the FEIR would
substantially reduce " significant impacts.  Therefore, the Commission finds that no,
environmental review is required under CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby adopts
CCII's envirofimental findings as its own.

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, in-conformity with the General Plan as further described in
the analysis of the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

Eight Priority Policies Findings

The subject project is found to be consistent with the E1ght Prmnty 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 Plan Amendment will not result in change in neighborhood-serving retail

. businesses. The pro]ect will include street level retail fo enhance the neighborhood commercial
environment and the vesidential units in the pro]ect will provide more customers for neighborhood
retail, '

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

SAN FRANCISCO o 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan B :
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

The Proposed Plan Amendment will not affect existing housing and will help add to the City's
housing stock. The proposed residential tower will transform former Embarcadero Freeway land
into 391 dwelling units including 156 Below Market Rate Units affordable to households with
income ranging between 80% to 120% of AML '

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

The Proposed Plan Amendment would increase the supply of affordable housing in San Francisco.
The proposed increase in height would result in an additional 44 Below Market Rate Units that
would not otherwise be provided under the existing height limit of 300". The additional 44 BMR
units would be affordable to households earning 100% AMI or 120% AMI.

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

The Proposed Plan Amendment would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden the streets
or neighborhood parking. The site of Block 1 Project 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 the Ferry Building. The proposed additional height will result in
$3$500,000 in additional fees in transportation impact fees resulting to $2.4 million in
Transportation Sustainability Fees. '

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 Plan Amendment would not result in displacing existing industrial and service uses
or change the existing economic base in this area. The site of Block 1 currently is mostly vacant
except for a small building that is currently being used as a sales center for Lumina, the two
residential towers at 201 Folsom

6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against m]ury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

The Proposed Plan Amendment will not affect the City's preparedness. The, proposed Block 1
Project residential tower 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.

SAN FRANCISCD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL _ CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

The site of Block 1 project does not include of a landmark or historic building and the Proposed
Plan Amendment will not affect the landmarks and historic buildings.

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

The Proposed Plan Amendment would allow a taller residential tower to be built on the site of
Block 1. This taller alternative would cast additional shadow on parks and open spaces compared to
the existing 300" allowable height limit. As a part of the environmental veview requirements, a
thorough shadow study was conducted to evaluate the significance of the additional shadow on six
existing and proposed public open spaces including Rincon Park, the proposed Transbay Park on
the sife of the current Temporary Transbay Terminal, and the Transit Center’s rooftop City Park.
No public parks subject to Section 295 of the Planning Code (i.e. under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Parks Department) would be affected. While the most increase in Additional
Annual Shading occurs on Spear Street Terrace, this increase is less than half of one percent and
would only last 18 minutes on the days with the most shadows. Spear Street Terrace is the
Privately Owner Public Open Space (POPOS) east of Spear Street north of the Gap Building.
Rincon Park, along the waterfront, is the second park with the highest Additional Annual Shading,
which only would increase by about third of one percent. This additional shading would last about
45 minutes on the days with the maximum shadow. The. additional shadow would occur after the
peak hour of lunch time in the afternoon and would mostly occur on a small portion of the San
Francisco Bay Trail near the center of the park and over existing restaurant structures. Rincon
Park, along the waterfront is the second park with the highest Additional Annual Shading, which
only would increase by about third of one percent. This additional shading would last about 45
minutes on the days with the maximum shadow. The additional shadow would occur after the peak
hour of lunch time in the afternoon and would most}lyf occur on a small portion of the San
Francisco Bay Trail near the center of the park and over existing restaurant structures. This
additional shadow was deemed nof to be a significant environmental impact.‘ The methodology.
used to évaluate the additional shadow mirrors the requirements of Section 295 of the Planning
" Code, otherwise known as the “Sunlight Ordinance” while the affected parks are not under the
jurisdiction of Recreation and Parks Department and therefore not subject to this requirement.

General Plan Policy Findings

Staff analyzed the Proposed Amendmgnt with regards to conformity to the General Plan under
three major topics: urban form, affordable housing, and shadow analysis.

DOWNTOWN PLAN
OBJECTIVE 13
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR
- Amendment fo the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbhay Redevelopment Project

CREATE AN URBAN FORM FOR DOWNTOWN THAT ENHANCES SAN ERANCISCO'S STATURE
AS ONE OF THE WORLD'S MOST VISUALLY ATTRACTIVE CITIES.

POLICY13.1 -

Relate the height of bulldmgs to important atfributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of
existing and proposed development. (See-Map 5)

Discussion

The Trunsbuy Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development, completed in 2003, envisions transforming an
area formerly containing the Embarcadero Freeway, its remaps and Terminal Separator Structure info a transit-
oriented residential district in the heart of downtown. The Development Controls for this area, adopted in 2005,
called for Zone 1 to “become a complementury and exciting addition to the downtown skyline, designed as designed
as a grouping of slender towers that would visually extend the Downtown hzgh—rzse office skyline.” (For further
discussion See Exhibit A, page 4: Community Identity and Built Form)

The proposed Amendment would result in a 400' residential tower on Blockl, an additional 100’ from what is
currently allowed on the site. The taller tower would be compatible with San Francisco’s future skyline. The city's
skyline consists of tall towers immediately south of Market Streef peaking with the 1,070"-qll future Transit Tower
(under coristruction) at the Transit Center Terminal. South of Folsom Street the skyline consists of residential
towers of 3507 or 400’ in the Rincon Hill area, rising up to a peak of approximately 600 on top of the Hill. These -
buildings on either side of Folsom Street include the Infinity Development, located immediately across Folsom Street -
from Block 1, with two towers of 350 feet and 400 feet. The 400-foot Infinity tower is along Spear Street, like the
Block 1 tower, one block back from the buildings lining the Embarcadero. Further towards the west, the Lumina
development, located immediately west of the Infinity building on Folsom Street between Main and Beale Sireets,
also includes two towers of 350 feet and 400 feet. These buildings were built after the Transbay Design for
Development was completed and introduced a new context for the city’s skyline south of Folsom Street. Folsom
Street weaves the skyline of Rincon Hill together to the Downtown skyline. With the towers of 350 fo 400 feet on the
south of Folsom Street in Rincon Hill, staff finds. that the proposed 400 feet on Block 1 blends with the city’s skyline
at the seam of Folsom Street, and provides a balance between north and south sides of Folsom.

The proposed Amendments are in conformance with the Downtown Plan and Map 5 as proposed for amendment in
Case No. 2016.000003GPA. Map 5 was amended in 2006 to reference the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. However,
Block 1 and portions of Block 2 in Map 5 were inadvertently excluded from the references included in the General
Plan Amendments in 2005 and 2006. As @ result Map 5 of the Downtown Plan is currently not consistent with the
Zone 1 Plan Map in Transbay Redevelopment Plan. On January 14%, 2016, in Resolution No. 19549, the Planning
Commission initiated the amendments to Map 5 to reference the Redevelopment Plan for all of thé lots in Zone 1.
For further discussion, see the case report for 2016.000003GPA on the Planning Commissions agenda for January
14% for initiation, and February 25" for adoption. o

Policy 13.2
Foster sculpturing of building form to create less overpowenng buﬂdmgs and more interesting building
tops; particularly the tops of towers.

Discussion . .

The proposed building creates a sculptural form of undulating bays that vertically articulate and break down the
scale of the facades. These vertical striation3 contribute o a sense of slenderness. Furthermore, the fagade balances
the faceted gluss with a light color cladding to reduce the appearance of a dark, monolithic, and over powering

0ISCR .
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building. The top of the building will be crowned with a similarly sculptural, screened mechanical enclosure that
would be illuminated af night and references the building form with a diaphanous material. Although the building
conforms to the established bulk controls, the greater height proportionally enhances the slenderness. While the
design is formally unique, the gesture is graceful without calling undue attention to ifself.

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

OBJECTIVE 2.2 CREATE AN ELEGANT DOWNTOWN SKYLINE, BUILDING ON EXISTING
POLICY TO CRAFT A DISTINCT DOWNTOWN “HILL” FORM, WITH ITS APEX AT THE TRANSIT
CENTER, AND TAPERING IN ALL DIRECTIONS. -

OBJECTIVE 2.4 PROVIDE DISTINCT TRANSITIONS TO ADJACENT NEIGHBORHOODS AND
TO TOPOGRAPHIC AND MAN-MADE FEATURES OF THE CITYSCAPE TO ENSURE THE
SKYLINE ENHANCES, AND DOES NOT DETRACT FROM, IMPORTANT PUBLIC VIEWS
THROUGHOUT THE CITY AND REGION.

POLICY 2.4 Transition heights downward from Mission Street to Folsom Street and maintain a lower
“saddle” to clearly distinguish the downtown form from the Rincon Hill form and to maintain views between
the city’s central hills and the Bay Bridge.

POLICY 2.5 Transition heights down to adjacent areas, with particularly attention on the transitions fo the
southwest and west in the lower scale South of Market areas and {6 the waten‘ront' fo the east.

Discussion

Policies in both the Rincon Hill and the Transit Center District Plan emphasize on maintaining a separation in the
skyline between Downtown and the Rincon Hill. This Separation aims to create a sense of place and orientation of
the neighborhoods when looking at the skyline, both from the Bay Bridge and from.the hills and public vantage
points to the west (such as Corona Heights, Twin Peaks, Dolores Park, etc.). Policy 2.5 specifically indicates that the
separation gren in the skyline, between Howard Street to north of Folsom Street, should “achieve g height no taller
than 400 feet.” The proposed Amendment twould align with these policies in keeping the height no taller than 400 -
feet, the prevailing height of nearby buildings, such as the Infinity and Lumina buildings,

Urban Design Element

OBJECTIVE 3
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN, THE
RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT

Fundamental Principles for Major New Development

1. The relationship of a building's size and shape fo its visibility in the cftyécape, to important natural
features and to existing development determines whether it will have a pleasing or a disruptive
effect on the image and character of the city. '

FREUR

SAN FRANGISCO )
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8
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D. Low buildings along the waterfront contribute fo the gradual tapering of height from hilitops to

water that is characteristic of San Francisco and allows views of the Ocean and the Bay. Larger

buildings with civic importance, as evidenced by a vote of the people, providing places of public
- assembly and recreation may be appropriate along the waterfront at important locations.

Discussion

The Urban Design Element calls for low buildings along the waterfront and gradual tapering of height from hilltops
to water. At 400 feet, the building would maintain a tapering down pattern from the 550 foot One Rincon tower on
top of the Rincon Hill, down to the Block 1 site and further down to the Gap Building at 289 feet along the west edge
of Embarcadero Blod, From the north side, with the Transit Tower at over 1000 feet down to 181 Fremont at 700
feet, and further down to the proposed 400 foot tower on Block 1 would also maintain a tapering down pattern.

‘Recreation and Open Space Element
POLICY 1.9 Preserve sunlight in public open spaces.

dhkdkkk

Discussion
A thorough analysis of shadow impacts of the proposed Plan Amendment was conducted. The full
analysis is included in Exhibit A of Attachment D to the Memorandum. The additional shadow impacts
would not affect any parks and open spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks
Department subject to Planning Code Section 295/Prop K, the “Sunlight Ordinance”. Despite this, the
study evaluated potential shadows on other parks and publicly-accessible spaces NOT owned by the
Recreation and Parks Department to assess conformity with this Policy in the General Plan. Table 1
below illustrates that the most increase in.Additional Annual Shading occurs on Spear Street Terrace,
This increase is only less than half of one percent and would only last 18 minutes on the days with the
most shadows, Spear Street Terrace is a Privately Owner Public Open Space (“POPOS”) on east of
Spenr Street, north of the Gap Building. The primary use of this park is during lunch time. Rincon Park,
along the waterfront is the second park with the highest Additional Annual Shading, which only would
- increase by about third of one percent. This additional shading would last about 45 minutes on the days
with the maximum shadow. The additional shadow would occur after the peak hour of lunch time in the
afternoon and would mostly occur on a small portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail near the center of
the park and over existing restaurant structures. The two other spaces with increase just over u tenth of
" one percent are also POPOS: Howard and Fremont Plaza, and Main Street Plaza. The additional shadow |
on these spaces would occur during the early and mid-morning respectively.. Potential shadow on-the
_ two largest future parks not yet constructed — City Park and Transbay Park — would be very limited,
both with not more than 0.03% TAAS in the early morning hours. Staff finds this additional shadow is
not significant and adverse to the use and enjoyment of these parks and public spaces and therefore in
compliance with Policy 1.9 of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan as the policy
specifically calls to “to maintain sunlight in these spaces during the hours of their most intensive use
“ while balancing this with the need for new development to accommodate a growing population in the

City.”

+
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(Open Spaces Analyzed for Shadow impact
B8 Proposed Project @ 160 Folsom / Transbay Block 1

it Aifected Open Spaces

@ FRincon Park .
€& Transbay Park

& Spear Streel Terace

& Howard/Fremont Plaza

& Maln Streel Flsza

@ Tansbay Terminal Park

Areathon / Study Swope

HOUSING ELEMENT

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

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

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

SAN FRANGISCD ’
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 11 .
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Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan ‘
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

POLICY 12.1 Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of
movement.

Discussion

The proposed Plan Amendment would result in an additional nine stories in the proposed residential
tower on Block 1. Table 2 illustrates the changes in the number of units and number of affordable units
as a result of the proposed change. The additional nine stories would allow a 23% increase in the total

. number of units provided. From these added units, 60% would be designated s BMR including 30 more
units affordable to households earning 120% of AMI and 14 more units affordable to households éarning
100% of AML At 120% of AMI, & household of four earns up to $122,300 annually, represented for
example by two teachers with two children. At 100% of AMI, a household of four earns up to $101,000
annually and can be represented by a construction worker and a postal clerk with their two children. The
proposed Plan Amendment would allow for an additional 73 households of moderate income fo live in a
neighborhood with superior access to public transportation. In total the proposed Amendment would
result in about 40% of all the units within the entire Block 1 project.

Staff finds the proposed height amendment suitable for this area of Downtown first because of the
convenient access to public transit. The proximity to a 'uariety"of transit options within the city and to
the Bay Area would allow for sustainable development. The majority of the added units are designated to
moderate income households, who would substantially benefit from the added options for homeownership
in a transit-friendly neighborhood, '

Secondly the location is suitable for additional height due to the dense context of the neighborhood. The
residential neighborhoods near Downtown and in Rincon Hill include dense tall residential towers. After
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was adopted in 2006 additional towers were built in the Rincon Hill
or are currently under construction in the Transit Center area. This neighborhood context provides
flexibility for additional height on Block 1 within the confines of maintaining a cohesive skyline as
discussed in the previous section. '

SAR FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 12
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Table 2
T&wer nght ‘ 300 feet ‘400 fécf A 100 foot mcreasé
Stories 30 | 39 Additional 9 stories
Total Units 318 Units 391 Units 73 more nits overall
- Total BMR Units 112 BMR Units 156 BMR Units 44 more BMR. Units
Overall Project Affordability 35% 40% 5% more overall affoxdability
Level of Affordability ) : : ) ’
Podium 80% AMI (25 units) |  80% AMI (25 units) ~ No change
- 90% AMI (26 units) | 90% AMI (26 units) .
100% AMI (25 units) | 100% AMI (25 units)
Tower | 100% AMI (36 units) | 100% AMI (50 units) 120% AMI tier added for
) . 120% AMI (30 units) 30 additional units in tower
Location of Tower BMR Units Flooxs 1-3 Floors 1-26 | BMR units interspersed in tower

OBJECTIVE 7 SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES -FOR i’ERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE
HOUSING, INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

POLICY 7.5 Encourage the production of affordable housing through process and zomng accommodations,
and prioritize affordable housmg in the review and approval processes.

Discussion

The proposed Amendment would result in a 40% increase in the number of affordable units provided in the proposed
Block 1 residential tower by providing 44 more BMR units (for a total of 156 BMR units) that would otherwise not
e included in the existing 300" height limit. The affordable units in the proposed Block 1 project would provide
homeownership options to households of modérate income as described earlier in this report. The proposed
Amendment presents an innovative approach in securing funding for permanently affordable housing without
traditional government subsidies. In developing Zone 1, OCII provides subsidies through land sale to developers,
where the developers pay for the price of land and OCII provides subsidies on a per unit basis. The original ENA for
Block 1 also included such subsidy: the land was priced at $19.2 million and OCII was required to provide $20.9
million in subsidy to the developer for the affordable units in podium, over the course of construction. In the
proposed ferms, the developer would not pay cash for the land which would bring a saving of $1.7 million fo the
City. : _

The proposed Amendment would also increase the overall percentage of below market rate units from
35% of all units to 40% of all units. Section 5027.1 of the California Resources Code sets the minimum
affordable housing requirement for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Area as part of the State’s
negotiations with San Francisco related to the demolition of the Transbay Terminal and construction of a

1Examples: CDLAC or TCAC.

SAN 1SCD
NG DEPAREMENT 13
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new terminal. This state law requires that at least 35% of all dwelling units developed within the
boundary (both Zone 1 or Two) shall be available at affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons
and families whose incomes do not exceed 60% of the area median income, and that an additional 10% 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% of the area median income. In Zone
2, the Below Market Rate requirement is only 15% and therefore in Zone 1 rates higher than 35% is -
necessary to meet the State required average 35% of all duwelling units within both Zones. The proposed
Amendment would help the City achieve this State requirement.

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

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

Discussion -

1.

. Zoning changes in the Cify occur through a community planning process for a neighborhood or sub-set of a
neighborhood. The proposed: Amendment was discussed with the OCIs Transbay Citizen's Advisory Committee -
and other outreach events in the community. In July 2014, the TCAC approved the tetms of the ENA for the Block 1
Project, which included the proposed height increase, In 2014 and 2015, the Developer also sponsored four
commuynity and town hall meetings in the neighborhood (Tuly 2014, August 2014, November 2015, January 2016).
Staff finds the proposed height change to serve the public good through additional affordable housing ynifs and
transit-oriented development. ‘

$ GISC
PLARNING DEpARTRMENT 14
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The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider
the proposed environmental findings and findings of General Plan conformity on February 25, 2016.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Commission hereby finds the proposed amendment to
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, as described above, to be on balance consistent with the General
Plan as proposed for amendment, including, but not limited to ‘the Housing Element, Urban Design,

Recreation and Open Space Element, Transit Center District Plan, and is consistent with the eight Priority
Policies in City Planning Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this resolution.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on February
25, 2016. '

Jonas Tonin

Acting Planning Commission Secretary
AYES:
NOES: '
ABSENT:

ADOPTED:

. FRANGCISCO - . . .
HVARING oeranmens . 15
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Executive Summary

Adoption of General Plan Map Amendment
'HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 25T , 2016

Project Name: Adoption of General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the
Downtown Plan

Case Number: 2016-000003GPA

Initiated by: Planning Commission

Staff Contact: Kimia Haddadan, Citywide

: Kimiahaddadan@sfgov.org , 415-575-9068
Reviewed by: Joshua Switzky, Senior Planner
: Joshua.Switzky@sfgov.org, 415 -575-6815

Recommendation: Adoption - ;

The Proposed Ordinance would amend the General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown
Area Plan to include a note stating that the proposed height and bulk districts on Assessor Block
3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032 (collectively referred to in the Redevelopment Plan as
“Transbay Block 17) and Assessor Bloek 3739, lot 004 (portion of Transbay Block 2) within the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area shall be.consistent with those provided in the Transbay
Redevelopment ‘Plan development controls. For the location of these parcels see two maps in
Exhibit B.

The Way It is Now

The maximum height limit of Transbay Block 1 is set as 300 feet in the Transbay Redevelopment
Plan and Map 5 of the Transbay Development Controls. However, Map 5 of the Downtown Plan
indicates the height of Block 1 as 200 feet, a height limit set prior to the adoption of the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan in 2006. A notation was added to Map 5 of the Downtown Plan in 2006 to
defer the zoning and height regulations of parcels within Zone 1 to the Transbay Redevelopment
Plan. However, this notation inadvertently excluded six blocks, five of which comprise Transbay
Block 1. The other lot is Jocated within Tranbay Block 2.

The Way it Would Be
Map 5 of the Downtown Plan will be corrected and deaned up. A new notation will be added to

Map 5 to fulfil the intention of the original amendment to this Map in 2006 to defer the height
and zoning designation of all parcels within Zone 1 to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan.

. www.sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary : ) CASE NO., 2016-000003GPA
Hearing Date: FEBRUARY 25, 2016 General Plan'Amendment for Map 5 of the
Downtown Plan

Background .

The Transbay Redevelopment Plan (“Plan”) adopted in 2005 and amended in 2006, later in 20151
laid out development controls for parts of Downtown adjacent to the Transbay Terminal within
two major zones: Zone 1 and Zone 2 (See Exhibit A). The Plan changed the development controls,
- including height limits, on several parcels within Zone 1 of the Plan area (See Exhibit C & D) .
Zone 1 consists of primarily publicly-owned parcels along Folsom Street that formerly housed
the now-demolished Embarcadero Freeway. Jurisdiction over entitlements for development
activity on in Zone 1 is held by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (“OCI”,
the former Redevelopment Agency). Jurisdicon over Zone 2 remains with the Planning
Department and is subject to the Planning Code and Zoning Maps.

The Ordinances adopting the Redevélopment Plan in 2006 incduded relevant General Plan
Amendments that reflected the height and zoning changes. Map 5 of the Downtown Plan, which
identified recommmended height and bulk limits in the Downtown, was amended with a notation:
“Remove 80-x label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says “See
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls.” (See Exchibit E & B

With this notation the General Plan defers the zoning and height designation for Zone 1 parcels
to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. The amendment to Map 5 intended to reflect height -
changes to all parcels within the Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. Prior to the
adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006, the Jots within the boundary of Zone 1
were mostly zoned for 80-x height limit, along with six lots that were in the 200-x height zone
{See Exhibit ¥ & G). However, the notation added to Map 5 in 2006 inadvertently excluded six
lots that are within the original 200-x height zone. The excluded lots are: Transbay Block 1 (block
3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032) and one lotin Transan Block 2 (block 3739, lot 004). Exhibit
C & D show the Zone 1 Plan Map in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan adopted in 2006. This
map shows the maximum hejght limit for Transbay Block 1 as 300 feet. Comparing this map
with the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan illustrates that the General Plan is currently out of synch
with the adopted Redevelopment Plan. '

The proposed amendment would correct and dlean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan by adding
another hotation to Map 5: Remove the 200-S label from Assessor Block 3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031,
and 032 and Assessor Block 3739 Lot 004 and replace it with a notation that states ”See Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls.”

This notation would fulfil the intention of the ériginal amendment to Map in 2006 to defer the
height and zoning designation of all parcels within Zone 1 to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan.

~ 1 Ordinances No. 124-05 (June 21, 2005) and No. 99-06 (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance No. 84-
15, (Jume 18, 2015) . '

SAN FRANGISCO ] . )
BLANNING TEPARTIMENT .
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Hearing Date: FEBRUARY 25, 2016 General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the
: Downtown Plan

On January 14, 2016 the Plarming Commission adopted Resolution No. 19549 to initiate the
proposed General Plan Amendments.

Issues and Considerations:

The Department jdentified the inconsistency between the existing height limits of these six
parcels with the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan upon reviewing a recent General Plan Referral.

In September 2015, OCH filed a General Plan Referral (Case No. 2015.012730GPR) with the
Planning Department for a Redevelopment Plan Amendment that would change the height of
Transbay Block 1 from 300° to 400", In review of the General Plan conformity for OCIl's new
proposed amendment, staff noticed the error in Downtown Plan’s Map 5 and its inconsistency
with the adopted heights per the Transbay Redevelopment Plan within Transbay Block 1.

. On January 19, 2015 the OCH Commission adopted the proposed new amendments to the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan to change the maximum hejght limits of Transbay Block 1 from
300 feet to 400 feet. The General Plan Referral for the amendment is also before the Planning
Commission on February 25% (See Case No.2015.012730GPR) '

In order to find General Plan conformity for the new amendments fo Block 1, the Department
believes that Map 5 of the Downtown Plan should be in synch with.the City’s existing height
limits for Block 1 per the adopted Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006. The one lot in the
Transbay Block 2 (Blodk 3739, lot 004) also is being included in the amendments to Map 5 of the
Downtown Plan to clean up and fix this map for the entirety of Zone 1 so that it conforms with
the intent of the original Transbay Redevelopment Plan actions from 2005 and 2006.

Therefore the General Plan Amendments to Map 5 of the Downtown Plan, while related and
necessary to the General Plan Referral {Case No. 2015.012730GPR), would merely correct and
clean up Map 5 to fully reflect adopted changes to Zone 1 in 2006.

Environmental Review '
The Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was certified by
- the Plagming Commission Motion No. 16733 on April 22, 2004 and there have been subsequent
addenda to address minor project modifications. This proposal to address the discrepancy
between the current Map 5 of the Downfown Plan and original Transbay Redevelopment Plan
" actions from 2005 and 2006 is covered by the abovemnentioned environmental analysis.

PUBLIC.COMMENT

As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has received no written public comment -
about this Ordinance. Public comments were prov1ded at the Initiation hearing at the Planning
Commission on Ianuary 14%, 2016.

SAN FRANCISCO ’ A 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .
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Executive Summary ) CASE NO. 2016-000003GPA -
‘Hearing Date: FEBRUARY 25, 2016 : General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the

! * Downtown Plan

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Transbay Redevelopment Plan Zone 1 and Two

Exhibit B: Six Parcels Subject to the General Plan Amendment

Exhibit C: Zone 1 Plan Map from the Transbay Redeveloprnent Plan

Exhibit D: Development Controls and Design Guidelines for Transbay Redevelopment Pr.o]ect

Exhibit E: Existing Map 5 of the Downtown Plan

Exhibit F: Map 5: Location of Parcels Subject to the Proposed General Plan Amendment

Exhibit G: Amendments Made to the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan in 2006 Related to the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan )

Exhibit H: Proposed Revisions'to the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan

Exhibit I: Draft Planning Commission Resolution

Exhibit J: Draft Ordinance for the General Plan Amendment

Exhibit K: Planning Commission Resolutions Nos. 16906, 16907 in 2006

SAN FRANGISTO : 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT :
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" Exhibit C- Zone One Plan Map from the Transbay Redevelopment Plan

The existing adopted maximum height limit for Block 1 parcels is 3OC feet in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan.
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“xhibit D- Developmnet Controls and Design Guidelines for Transbay Redevelopment Project

TheTransbay Development Contorls shows the maximum allowed height for Block 1 Parcels as 300 feet

for the tower parcel within Block 1.

AN

ZONE ONE HEIGHT RANGES

Zone One

Tower Parcels
Height Ran_ges (Min.— Max}
Townhouse (35-50 ft))
Podium 1 {4065 ft.)
Podium 2 {s0-85ft) .
Mifi-Rise (65-165 ft.)
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PROPOSED HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS

e . M
WMAPR TO BE EDITED

« Remove 80-X label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says “See Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls™ ’

« Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 063 in Assessor's Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S,

o Reclassify height and buik limits of Lot 006 In Assessor's Block 031, cumently zoned C-3-O at the cor?ver
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geary Avenue (690 Market St} to 285-S.

e Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lots 039, 051, 052 and 053. in Assessor's Block 3702, aswellasa
portion of the former Jesse Street, from 120-X, 150-8 and 240-8 fo 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343)

» Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 047 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S fo 250-S. (2004.0852)
» Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor's Block 0312 from 80-130-F to 150-X, (2004.0165}
« Reclassify helght and bulk limits of Lot 066 in Assessor's Block 3724 from 160-F fo 320-S. (2000.790)

& Reclassify helght and bulk limits of the west comer of Lot 063 In Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S fo
350-5, consistent with the rest of the Lot. '

NOTE: The notations shown in italics rep t recent dments to the | Plan, This map Is Intended.only as a temporary placehold
and will be replaced by final maz ﬂfs&sag these amendments In graphic form.



EXHIBITF: MAP 5 LOCATION OF [ CELS SUBJECT TO PROPOSED GENERA ‘ AN AMENDMENT
Parcels proposed for General Plan Amendment are within the 200-S height zone in Map 5. This is inconsistent
with the adopted height for these parcesl in the Transbay Redevelpoment Plan (Exhibit C&D) . . . .
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PROPOSED HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS ' g 400F7

/" MAP TO BE EDITED ™

« Remove 80-X label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says “See Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls™

= Reclassify height and bulk fimits of Lof 063 in Assessor's Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S.

» Reclassify height and butk limits of Lot 006 in Assessor's Block 031, currently zoned C-3-O at the comer
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geary Avenue (690 Market St} to 285-S.

« Reclassify height ahd bulk limits of Lots 039, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor’s Block 3702, as well as a
portion of the former Jesse Streef, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S fo 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006,1343)

s Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 047 in Assessor’s Block 3735 from 150-8 to 250-S. (2004.0852) .
« Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0312 from 80-130-F fo 150-X, {2004.0165) s & 80-xHeight Zone in Map 5
« Reclassify height and bufk limits of Lot 066 in Assessor’s Block 3724 from 160-F to 320-S. (2000.790)

200-s Height Zone in Map 5

« Reclassify height and bulk limits of the west comer of Lot 063 In Assessor's Block 3736 from 150-S to
350-8, consistent with the rest of the Lot

NOTE: The notations shown in italics rep t recent o] to the Gi | Plan. This map Is infended only as a temporary placeholder;
and will be replaced by final maps illusirating these amendments in graphic form.
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Exhibit G: Amendments Mz
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan

£ o
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NS ;
SN

NOTATION ADDED IN 2006 AS PART OF THE 2006
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT
: 1

e
MAP TO BE EDITED l

"« Remove 80-X labe! from freeway larids In Transbay and repface with notation that says “See Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls™ ’

» Reclassify height and bulk limifs of Lot 063 in Assessor's Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S.

» Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 006 In Assessor's Block 031, currently zoned C-3-O at the comer
of Markef Sireet Kearny Street and Geary Avenue (690 Market Sf) fo 285-S.

« Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lofs 038, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor’s Block 3702, as well as a )
portion of the former Jesse Streot, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S to 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343)

« Reclassify height and bulk imits of Lot 047 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-8 to 250-S. (2004.0852)

* Reclassify helght and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0312 from 80-130-F to 150-X. (2004.0165)

» Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 086 in Assessor’s Block ;'3724 from 160-F fo 320-S. {2000.790)

o Reclassily height and bulk limits of the west comer of Lot 063 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S o
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lot.

* *

to the Map 5 of the Downtown P’

A
x{"&

"'L"I

. height zone of Map 5.

in-2006 Related to

The notation added in 2006 (see below)
inadvertely failed to include six parcels
from Zone One of.the Transbay Plan.

%, These six parcels are in the 200-S

Transbay Zone One
Boundary

200-s Height Zone in Map 5

80-x Height Zone in Map 5

NOTE: The notalions shown In italics represent recent amendments to the General Plan, This map Is intended only as a temporary placeholder;
and will be replaced by final maps illus!r?w'lvhﬁegmsndmenk in graphic form.



EXHIBITH
PROPOSED REVISION TO MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN.AREA PLAN
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PROPOSED HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS

™

r
»

L3
L3

NAP TO BE EDITED

Remove the 200-5 Jabel from Assessor's Block 3740, Lofs 027, 029, 030, 031, 032 and Assessor's Block *
3739, Lof 004 and replace it with a notation that sfates “See Transbay Redevelopment Plan Devefopment

Conftrols”
a

Remove 80-X label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says “See Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls® .

Reclassify height and bulk limifs of Lot 063 in Assessor's Block 3701 frorﬁ 120-Xto 200-S.

Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 006 in Assessor's Block 031, cumrentiy zoned c-3-0 at the comer
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geary Avenue (630 Market St} to 285-S,

Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lots 039, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor's Block 3702, as well as a
partion of the former Jesse Street, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S fo 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343)

Reclasslfy height and bulk limits of Lot 047 in Assessor’s Block 3735 from 150-S to 250-S. (2004.0852)
Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 003 In Assessor’s Block 0312 from 80-130-F to 150-X. (2004.0165)
Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 066 in Assessor's Block 3724 from 160-F to 320-S. (2000.790)

Reclassify height and bulk limits of the west comer of Lot 063 in Assessor's Block 3738 from 150-S fo
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lot.

NOTE: The notations shown In italics represent recent amendments to the General Plan. This map is intended only as a temporary placeholder;
and will be replaced by final maps iliustrating these amendmenis in graphic form.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING ﬁEPARTMENT

' ’ ‘ 1656 Misslon St.
Draft Planning Commission Resolution %Ei%l;?g
HEARING DATE:FEBRUARY 25, 2016 )
. Reception:
. 415.558,6378
Project Name: General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown Flan ;"1’; 55,6409
Case Number: . 2016-000003GPA S
Initiated by: Planning Commission . Planning
Staff Contact:  Kimia Haddadan, Citywide mg“;‘gm
Kimia haddadan@sfgov.org , 415-575-9068 ’
Reviewed by: Joshua Switzky, Senior Planner .
Joshua.Switzky@sfgov.org, 415-575-6815
Recommendation: Recommend Approval

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN BY REVISING MAP 5 OF THE
DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN TO INCLUDE A NOTE STATING THAT THE PROPOSED HEIGHT
AND BULK BISTRICTS ON ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 5 3740, L.OTS 027, 029, 030, 031, AND
032 (TRANSBAY BLOCK 1) AND ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3739, LOT 004 WITHIN THE
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA SHALL BE CONSISTENT WITH THOSE -
PROVIDED IN THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS;
AND MAKING FINDINGS, INCLUDING 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.

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, The Transbay Redevelopment Plan (“Plan”) adopted in 2005 and amended in 2006 laid out
development controls for parts of downtown adjacent to the Transbay Terminal within two major zones:
Zone 1 and Zone 2. The Plan changed the development controls, including height limits, on several
parcels within Zone 1 of the Plan area. Zone 1 consists of primarily publicly-owned parcels along Folsom
Street that formerly housed the now-demolished Embarcadero Freeway; and '

'WHEREAS, The Final Envitonmental Impact Report for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was certified
by the Planning Commission Motion No. 16733 on April 22, 2004.

WHEREAS, On June 15, 2004, the Board of Supervisors approved Motion No. M04-67 affirming the
Planning Commission’s certification of the final environmental impact report for:the Transbay
Terminal/Calirain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project (“FEIR") in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.)
A copy of said Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 040629 and is
incorporated herein by reference;

11014.001 3146781v2 www.sfplanning.org
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Draft Resolution No. ] ' 2016-000003GPA
Hearing Date: February 25th, 2016 General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown Plan

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 612-04, adopted environmental findings
in relation to the Transbay Terminal, Calirain Downtown Extension, and Transbay Redevelopment Plan.
Copies of sald Resolution and supporting materials are in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No.
041079. The Board of Supervisors in Ordinance No. 124-05, as part of its adoption of the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan, adopted additional environunental findings. Copies of said Ordinance and
supporting materials are in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 050184, The FEIR analyzed
development on Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Block 1 of a project extending up to 300 feet in )
height. Said Resolution and Ordinance and supporting materials are incorporated herein by reference;

WHEREAS, On January 14, 2016, in response to a proposed height increase from 300 to 400 feet
on Block 1, 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") in conjunction with the Planning Department prepared an Addendum to the FEIR in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 (the “Addendum”); '

WHEREAS, On January 19, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Community Investment
and Infrastructure Commission’ (“CCII") in Resolution No 2-2016, approved development actions for
Block 1 and adopted the Addendum along with other environmental review findings pursuant to CEQA.
- A copy of the Addendum and CCII Resolution are on file with the Secretary of the Planmng Comm]ssxon
and are incorporated herein by reference;

WHEREAS, Based on this Commission’s review of the FEIR and the Addendum, the Commission
concurs that the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and the
proposed Block 1 height amendment will not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR,
and no new mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts.” Further, other than as
" described in the Addendum, no Block 1 changes have occurred, and no changes have occurred with
respect to circumstances surrounding Block 1 that will cause significant exwironmental impact to which
the height amendment will contribute considerably; and no new information has become available that
shows the height amendment will cause significant- environmental impacts not previously discussed in
the PEIR, that significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
FEIR, or that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found infeasible are feasible, or that new
mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the FEIR would substantially
-reduce significant impacts. Therefore, the Commission finds that no environmental review is required
under CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby adopts CCII's environmental findings as its own.

WHEREAS, The Ordinances adopting the Redevelopment Plan in 2006 inchided relevant General Plan
Amendments that reflected the height and zoning changes. Map 5 of the Downtown Plan, which
identified recommended height and bulk limits in the Downtown; was amended with a notation: “Remove.
80-x label from freewny lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says “See Redevelopment Plan
Development Controls.” With this notation the General Plan defers the zoning and height designation for
Zone 11 parcels to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. The amendment to Map 5 intended to reflect height
changes to all parcels within the Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. Prior to the adoption of the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006, the lots within the boundary of Zone 1 were mostly zoned for 80-
X height zone, along with six lots that were in the 200-X height zone (See Exhibit F & G). However, the
notation added to Map 5 in 2006 inadvertently excluded six lots in Zone 1 that are within the original 200-
X height zone and for which the Redevelopment Plan included different height limits. The excluded lots
are: Transbay Block 1 (Assessor Block 3740, lots 027, O?Q, 039, 031, and 032) and one lot in Transbay Block

- SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTVIENT
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Draft Resolution No. 2016-000003GPA
Hearing Date: February 25th, 2016 General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown Plan

2 (Assessor Block 3739, lot 004). Exhibits C & D shows the Zone 1 Plan Map in the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan adopted in 2006. This map shows the maximum height limit for Transbay Block 1 as
300 feet. Comparing this map with the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan illustrates that the General Plari is
currently out of synch with the adopted Redevelopment Plan currently in effect.

WEHEREAS, The proposed amendment would correct and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan by
adding another notation to Map 5: Remove the 200-5 label from Assessor Block 3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031,
and 032 and Assessor Block 3739 Lot 004 and replace it with a notation that states "See Transbay

Redevelopment Plan Development Controls.” This notation would complete the intention of the original
" amendment to the subject General Plan Map in 2006 to defer the height and zoning designation of all
parcels within Zone 1 to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. '

WHEREAS, On January 14, 2016 the Commission adopted a Motion of Intent to Initiate the proposed
amendments to the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan (Resolution No. 19549);

MOVED, that the Commission hereby adopts this Resolution to recommend approval of the draft
Ordinance to the Board of Supervisors; and

i

FINDINGS

The proposed General Plan Amendment would correct and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan to
reflect the existing adopted heights for Transbay Block 1 (Block 3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032) and
one lot in Transbay Block 2 (Block 3739, lot 004). For original Planning Code Section 101 Findings of the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006 See Exhibit xx, Resoluion No. 16906 for the General Plan
Amendments related to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and 16907 for General Plan Consistency of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project. These Resolutions are incorporated herein by reference (See Exhibit K).
In addifion, the proposal is consistent with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 for the
following reasons.

Planning Code Section 101 Findings.

The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are consistent with the eight Prioxity Policies set forth in Section
101.1(b) of the Planning Code 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 General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect
neighborhood-servingvetail uses.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and pro’cecte& in order to
. preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
existing housing and neighborhood character,

3. Thatthe City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

SAH C{SCO
A Nl"(i DECARTMENT
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Draft Resolution No. ' 2016-000003GPA
Hearing Date: February 25th, 2016 General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown Plan

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Maup 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI fransit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking; :

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
existing housing and neighborhood character.

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
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
diverse economic base of the city:

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

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
City’s preparedness for earthquake,

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
landmarks and historic buildings.

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

The praposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect
parks and open space.

General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance and the Commission’s recommended modifications
are is consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

Planning Code Section 340 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented that the

public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to the Planning
Code as set forth in Section 340.

I hereby certify that the foregomg RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning
Comunission on Febmary?.S 2016.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTVENT
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Draft Resolution No. : ' 2016-000003GPA
Hearing Date: February 25th, 2016 General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown Plan

Jonas Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

SAN FEANGCISCO
PLARNING pepswement
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Exhibit K:

e Resolution 16906: General Plan Amendments related to the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006

 Resolution 16907: General Plan Consistency for the Transhay
Redevelopment Plan, the Development Controls and Design
Guidelines in 2006 '
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PLANNING COMMISSION .Case No. 2004.0055M
General Plan Amendments necessary to find
in conformity the Transbay Redevelopment
Plan and its companion documents, the
Development Controls and Design
Guidelines and the Design for Development
for the Transbay Redevelopment Area
-1

. SAN FRANCISCO
" PLANNING COMMISSION

RESOLUTION NO. 16906

WHEREAS, on December 5, 1994, by Resolution No. '1022—94, tlie San Francisco Board of Supervisors

designated the Transbay Area as a Redevelopment Survey Area pursuant to California Health and Safety
Code Sectlon 333 10 '

In 1996, the Redevelopment Agency, the Planning Department and consultants engaged in a public

workshop process to develop the Transbay 20/20 Concept Plan for the Transbay Area with the proposed

new Transbay Terminal located south of Howard Street between Main and Beale Streets. In 2001, the

Metropolitan Transportation Commission published the Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan, and a

regional consensus was achieved on locating the proposed new Transbay Terminal on the site of the

existing terminal and extending Peninsula Coxridor (Caltrain) commuter rail service to a new station
“underneath the terminal. : '

Later in 2003, the Redevelopment Agency, the Planning Department, and consultants engaged in a series
of public workshops to develop the Transbay Design for Development, a concept plan which established
frameworks for land use, urban form, and public spaces within the proposed Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area. Also in 2003, the Redevelopment Agency and the Planning Department developed the
Transbay Development Controls and Design Guidelines, a detailed set of land use regulations and urban
design standards based on the Transbay Design for Development. On December 11, 2003, the Transbay
Citizens Advisory Committee endorsed the Transbay Dévelopment Controls and Design Guidelines.
Further, an Amended Preliminary Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area was prepared in
accordance with the above statutory provisions and was adopted by the Planning Commlssxon at its April
22, 2004 hearing in Resolutlon No. 16774.

The existing San Francisco General Plan, patticularly the Downtown Plan, the Rincon Hill Area Plan and
the South of Market Atea Plan, contains certain policies applicable to the Transbay area. Overall, the
existing San Francisco General Plan policies generally call for 2 concentration of commercial and
residential uses at high densities, as well as a transit terminal and high levels of local and regional transit
service within the Transbay Redevelopment Plan area.

Although the proposed Redevelopnient Plan is generally consistent with the overall goals and policies of
the San Francisco General Plan, a vision of a compact downtown core, well served by transit with
development built at scales consistent with the adjacent downtown zoning, staff has identified a number
of amendments to the General Plan that are required for consistency between the Redevelopment Plan and
the San Francisco General Plan; and :
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" PLANNING COMMISSION Case No. 2004.0055M

' General Plan Amendments necessary to find
in conformity the Transbay Redevelopment
Plan and its companion documents, the
Development Controls and Design
Guidelines and the Design for Dcvelopment
for the Tra.usbay Redevelopment Area
-

Pursuant to Section 33346 of the California Health and Safety dode regarding California Redevelopment
Law, the Redevelopment Plan must be submitted to the Planning Commission for its report and
reconumendation concerning the redevelopment plan and its conformity with the General Plan.

An ordinance amending the Transportation and Urban Design Elements, and Downtown,. South of
Market, and Rincon Hill Area Plans of the General Plan has been drafted to accomplish consistency with
the proposed Redevelopment Plans and which is attached hereto Exhibit A.

The City Attomey’s Office has reviewed this ordinance and approved them as to form.

Planning Code Section 101.1 (b) establishes eight priority planning policies and shall be the basis for
which mcons1stencles in the Master Plan are resolved;

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 amendments in support of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan would have no adverse effect on
neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities for employment in or ownership of such
businesses. As currently proposed the Redevelopment Plan would increase the amount of
neighborhood serving retail for future residents in its project area.

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

The amendments in support of the Redevelopment Plan would have no advérse effect on existing
housing and neighborhood character. While the neighborhood character would change from the
proposed redevelopment plan, the plan would take an underutilized, blighted area and add
substantial housing, including affordable, and neighborhood amenities and open space. There is
little to no existing housing in most of the Project Area.

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

The proposed amendments would have no adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable
housing. As currently proposed, the Transbay Redevelopment Plan would add to the City's
supply of affordable housing through adherence to the Community Redevelopment Law that
requires at least 15% of all new and substantially rehabilitated dwelling units developed within
the Project Area by public or private entities or persons other than the Agency to be available at
affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and families of very low-, low- or moderate
income, as defined by the California Health and Safety Code. The Redevelopment Agency has set
a target of 30% of the overall number of housing units built in the project area to be affordable.

4, That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.
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. General Plan Amendments necessary to find
" in conformity the Transbay Redevelopment

Plan and its companion documents, the
Development Controls and Design
Guidelines and the Design for Development
for the Transbay Redevelopment Area -
-3

The proposed amendments would not adversely impede MUNI transit service or overburden city
streets and neighborhood parking. The Redevelopment Plan encovrages the use of public transit
by.providing for the construction of an enhanced and enlarged Transbay Terminal and Caltrain
extension to the downtown area, as well as providing for a large amount of transit-oriented
housing adjacent to these facilities. The proximity of this development to downtown will also
encourage people to walk to employment and shopping in the area. The inclusion of
neighborhood-serving retail on Folsom Sireet would also encourage people to walk for daily
needs, rather than drive. The Plan also supporis transit-only lanes on streets in the area to
Jacilitate transit movement,

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

The proposed amendments would not adversely affect the maintaining of a diverse economic .
base, specifically the industrial or service sectors. By improving the provision of regional transit
service to the downtown, the proposed Transbay Redevelopment Plan helps maintain a diverse
economic base through improving the accessibility of the city’s core business district for
employees from around the region. The Plan creates housing opportunity for potential employees '
aof all income levels adjacent to the employment center.

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

The proposed amendments would not adversely affect City preparedness against injury or loss of
life in an earthquake. All future buildings will be built up to current seismic code.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The proposed amendments would adversely affect landmarks and historic buildings. The Calirain
extension proposed as part of the Redevelopment Plan might unavoidably require the removal of
designated historic resources in the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District.
Consideration of this adverse impact should take into account the completion of a major public
project described in the General Plan. Aside from this, the Redevelopment Plan supports the
rehabilitation of historic resources in the area.

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

The proposed amendments would not adversely affect parks and open space and their access to
sunlight and vistas. As proposed, the Transbay Redevelopment Plan calls for increasing open
space in the project area and siting new development 50 as not fo shade existing public spaces or
block key public views.
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General Plan Amendments necessary to find
in conformity the Transbay Redevelopment
Plan and its companion documents, the
Development Controls and Design
Guidelines and the Design for Development
for the Transbay Redevelopment Aren
4

The Planning Comumission, at a duly advertised public hearing on January 22, 2004 pursuant to Planning .

Code Sections 302(b) and 340, determined by Resolution No. 16716 that it is appropriate fo initiate those
_amendments to the General Plan in order to facilitate the policies, loca‘aon, design, and layout of the

proposed Transbay Redevelopment Plan. '

On April 22, 2004 by Motion No. 16773 the Commission certified the Final subsequent Environmeéntal
Trpact Report and Environmental Impact Survey as accurate, complete and in eompliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™).

WHEREAS, As part of the actions contemplated herein, the Planning Commission adopted on December
9, 2004, Motion No. 16905 , which set forth specific findings in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act and Administrative Code Chapter 31. S2id Motion is incorporated herein by
reference.

The Planning Commission, at a duly advertised public hearing on December 9 2004 pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 302(b) and 340, having considered oral and written testimony and reports, determined that
it is appropriate to amend the Transportation, Recreation and Open Space, and Urban Design Elements,
and Downtown, South of Market, and Rincon Hill Area Plans of the General Plan in order to facilitate the
policies, location, design, and layout of the proposed Transbay Redevelopment Plan and believes it is
appropriate to adopt the attached amendments to the General Plan.

The Commyission finds that the pﬁblic necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed
amendments to the General Plan as is proposed to be amended.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission does hereby adopt ‘

amendments to the General Plan as included within the drafi ordinance attached hereto as Exhibit A and
recommends approval of these amendments to the Board of Supervisors,

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission adopted the foregoing Resolution on December 9, 2004.

Dean L. Macris
Direstor of Planning
AYES: : Commlssmners Alexander Antonini, Bradford- Bell Hughes, Sue Lee, William Lee,
: . Olague
NOES: None

EXCUSED: None

" ADOPTED: - December 9, 2004
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING COMMISSION

MOTION NO. 16907

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Chaxter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the .
Planning Department shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection
proposed amendments to the General Plan. - '

The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency is seeking to assist in the redevelopment of the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area. On December 5, 1994, by Resolution No. 1022-94, the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors designated the Transbay Area as 2 Redevelopment Survey Area pursuant to .
Califomnia Health and Safety Code Section 33310.

The Redevelopment Plan (the “Plan”) for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (the “Project”) was
prepared in accordance with the California Community Redevelopment Law. During preparation of the
Plan, the San Francisco redevelopment Agency consulted with the Mayor’s Transbay Citizens Advisory
Committee (“CAC™), the City Planning Commission, with other Departments of the City and County of
San Francisco, and with affected State Agencies.

The Planning process began in 1996. The Redevelopment Agency, the Planning Department, and -
consultants engaged in a public workshop process to develop the Transbay 20/20 Concept Plan for the
Transbay Area with the proposed new Transbay Terminal located south of Howard Street between Main
" and Beale Streets. The decision to site a new Transbay Terminal on the existing Transbay Terminal site
was codified in San Francisco Administrative Code Appendix 46 with the adoption of the City’s
Proposition H (Downtown Caltrain Station) on November 2, 1999. In 2001, the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission published the Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan, and a regional

" consensus was achieved on locating the proposed new Transbay Terminal on the site of the existing
terminal and extending Peninsula Corridor (Caltrain) commuter rail service to a new station undemeath
the terminal. Two years later in 2003, the Redevelopment Agency, the Planning Department, and
consultants engaged in a series of public workshops to develop the Transbay Design for Development, a
concept plan which established frameworks for land use, urban form, and public spaces within the
proposed Transbay Redevelopment Project Area

In 2003, the Redevelopment Agency and the Planning Department developed the Transbay Development
Controls and Design Guidelines, a detailed set of land use regulations and urban design standards based

* on the Transbay Design for Development. Later that year in December 11, 2003, the Transbay Citizens
Advisory Committee endorsed the Transbay Developrnent Controls and Design Guidelines.
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. An amended Preliminary Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area was prepared in accordance
with the above statutory provisions and was adopted by the Planning Commission at its April 22, 2004
hearing in Resolution No. 16774, On April 22, 2004 by Motion No. 16773 the Commission certified the
Final subsequent Environmental Impact Report Environmental Impact Survey as accurate, complete and
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™).

As part of the actions contemplated herein, the Planning Commission adopted on December 9, 2004,
Motion No. 16905 which set forth specific findings in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act and Administrative Code Chapter 31. Said Motion is incorporated herein by reference:

Pursuant to Section 33346 of the California Health and Safety Code regarding California Redevelopment

. Law, the. Redevelopment Plan must be submitted to the Planning Commission for its report and
recommendation concerning the Redevelopment Plan and its conformity with the General Plan and
Section 101.1 of the Planning Code. To facilitate adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan on
December 9, 2004 by Resolution No. 16906 the Planning Conumission adopted amendments to the
Transportation, Recreation and Open Space, and Urban Design Elements, and Downtown, South of
Market, and Rincon Hill Area Plans of the General Plan and recommended to the:Board of Supervisors
approval of those amendments.

In analyzing the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to Planning Code Section 101.1 tb) that establishes eight

priority planning policies and requires thc review of projects for consistency with said policies, staff
found the following;

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

The Transbay Redevelopment Plan would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail
uses or opportunities for employment in or ownership of such businesses. As currently proposed the
Redevelopment Plan would increase the amount of neighborhood serving retail for future residents
in ifs project area.

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

The Redevelopment Plan would have no adverse effect on existing housing and neighborhood
character. While the neighborhood character would change from the proposed redevelopment
plan, the plan would take an underutilized, blighted area and add substantial housing, including
affordable, and neighborhood amenities and open space. There is little to no exzstmg housing in
most of the Project Area.

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be presérved and enhanced.

. The Redevelopment Plaf:l would have no adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing.
' As currently proposed, the Transbay Redevelopment Plan would add to the City's supply of .
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affordable housing through adherence to the Community Redevelopment Law that requires at

" least 15% of all new and substantially rehabilitated dwelling units developed within the Project -

Area by public or private entities or persons other than the Agency to be available at affordable
housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and families of very low-, low- or moderate income, as
defined by the California Health and Safety Code. California Public Resources Code Section
5027.1(b) imposes additional affordable housing requirements superficially on the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan. This State law requires that within the Transbay Project area at least 25%
of all dwelling units developed be affordable to families earning no more the 60% of the area
median income and an additional 10% of all dwelling units be affordable to families earning no
move than 120% of the area median income.

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

The Transbay Redevelopment Plan would not adversely impede MUNI transit service or
overburden city streets and neighborhood parking. The Plan encourages the use of public transit
by providing for the construction of an enhanced and enlarged Transbay Terminal and Caltrain
extension to the downtown area, as well as providing for a large amount of transit-oriented
housing adjacent to-these facilities. The proximity of this development to downtown will also.
encourage people to walk to employment and shopping in the area. The inclusion of .
neighborhood-serving retail on Folsom Street would also encourage people to walk for daily
needs, rather than drive. The Plan also supports n*anszt—anly lanes on streets in the area to
Jacilitate transit movement.

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 resident
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Redevelopment Plan would not adversely affect the maintaining of a diverse economic base,
specifically the industrial or service sectors. By improving the provision of regional transit
service to the downtown, the proposed Transbay Redevelopment Plan helps maintain a diverse
economic base through improving the accessibility of the city’s core business district for
employees from around the region. The Plan creates housing opportunity for potential employees
of all income levels adjacent to the employment center.

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

" in an earthquake.

The Redevelopment Plan would not adversely affect City preparedness against injiay or loss of
life in an earthquake. All fiture buildings will be built up to current seismic code.

That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
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The Transbay Redevelopment Plan would adversely affect landmarks and historic buildings. The
Caltrain extension proposed as part of the Redevelopment Plan might unavoidably require the
removal of designated historic resources in the New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation
District as well as the Terminal itself. Consideration of this adverse impact should take into
account the completion of a major public project described in the General Plan. In addition, as
part of the project approval, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority selected the alternative track
construction method.most protective of historic structures south of Folsom Street. This
alternative, which involves tunneling under historic structures rather than using the cut and cover
construction method, results in the ability to retain 10 historic structures. Even in the area.of the
New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority may
be able to preserve some of the historic structures currently identified for removal if tunneling is
economically and technically viable in this area. However, the Transbay Project likely will result
in adverse affects to some landmarks and historic buildings. Aside from this, the Redevelopment
Plan supports the rehabilitation of historic resources in the area.

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

The Redevelopment Plan would not adversely affect parks and open space and their access to
sunlight and vistas. As proposed, the Transbay Redevelopment Plan calls for increasing open

. Space in the project area and siting new development so as not to shade existing public spaces or
block key public views.

A delegation agreement for the Transbay Redevelopment Area that would set forth a framework for
cooperation between the City and Redevelopment Agency in administering the process for control and
approval of all applicable land-use, development, construction, improvement, infrastructuré, occupancy
and use requirements relating to the plan area is under consideration. Should such an agreementbe -~
finalized; the Planning staff would bring it to the Commission for its review and approval at a later date.

Thie Board of Supervisors may mod1fy fhe General Plan amendment ordinance prior to final action.
Further, The City Attorney’s Office has reviewed this ordinance and approved them as to form. The

" Commission is not required to approve all of the Board Actions, but must consider whether the

implementation of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and companion documents, the Design for

Development and the Dévelopment Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment

Project, are consistent with the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended, and to Planning Code

Section 101.1.

The Commission has reviewed the analysis of the Redevelopment Plan’s consistency to the General Plan,
as amended, and to Section 101.1 of the Planning Code which has been prepared by Department Staff and
is set forth in Exhibit A to this Resolution.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission finds the Redevelopment
Plan, the Design for Development and the Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay
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Redevelopment Project, is consistent with the General Plan of the City and Country of San Francisco, as
amended, including, but not limited to, the Housing Element of the General Plan, which substantially
complies with the requirements of Article 10.6 (commencing with Section 65580) of Chapter 3 of
Division 1 of Title 7 of the California Government Code and other applicable requirements of law, and is
consistent with the eight Priority Policies in City Planning Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this

resolution.

! b

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission adopted the foregoing Resolition on December 9, 2004,

Dean L. Macris
Director of Planning

AYES: Commissioners Alexander, Antonini, Bradford-Bell, Hughes, Sue Lee, William Lee,
NOES: Olague
EXCUSED: None

ADOPTED: December 9, 2004
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SAN FRANCISCO .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission SL
Suite 400

Plannmg Commission: Resolutlon No. 19572 smiion,
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 25, 2016 '

Hecepfion:

415,558.6378
Project Name: " General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown Plan | ‘ 231); H58.6409
Case Number: 2016-000003GPA - e
Initinted by: " Planning Commission ’ Planning
Staff Contact: Kimia Haddadan, Citywide - ‘ m“ggffgm

» Kimia haddadan@sfgov.org , 415-575-9068 T
Repiewed by: Joshua Switzky, Senior Planner
: Joshua.Switzky@sfgov.org, 415-575-6815
Recommendation: Recommend Approval ‘ -

" RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN BY. REVISING MAP 5 OF THE
DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN TO INCLUDE A NOTE STATING THAT .THE PROPOSED
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS ON ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 5 3740, LOTS 027, 029, 030,
031, AND 032 (TRANSBAY BLOCK 1) AND ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3739, LOT 004 WITHIN
THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA SHALL BE CONSISTENT WITH
THOSE PROVIDED IN THE TRANSBAY- REDEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT
CONTROLS; AND MAKING FINDINGS, INCLUDING 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.

PREAMBLE

WEHEREAS, The Transbay Redevelopment Plan (“Plan”) adopted in 2005 and amended in 2006 laid out

* development controls for parts of downtown adjacent to the Transbay Terminal within two major zones:
Zone 1 and Zone 2. The Plan.changed the development conirols, including height limits, on several
parcels within Zone 1 of the Plan area. Zone 1 consists of primarily publicly-owned parcels along Folsom
Street that formerly housed the now—demolighed Embarcadero Freeway; and '

WHEREAS, The Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was certified
by the Planrung Commission Motion No. 16733 on April 22, 2004.

WHEREAS On June 15, 2004, ,the Board of Supervxsors approved Motion No, M04-67 affirming the
Plannirig Commission’s certification 'of the final envirommental impact report for the Transbay
Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Rédevelopment Pro]ect (“FEIR”) in compliance with the
California Ervironmental Quality Act (“CEQA") (California Public-Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.)

11014.001 3146781v2 www.sfplanning.org
2765



Resolution No. 19572 : : . - 2016-000003GPA
Hedring Date: February 25th, 2016 General Plan Amendment foi Map 5 of the Downtown Plan

A copy of sald Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervxsors in File No. 040629 and is
incorp orated herein by reference;

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 612-04, adopted environmental findings in
relation to the Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Downtown Extension, and Transbay Redevelopment Plan.
Copies of said Resolution and supporting materials are in the Clerk of the Board of Supermsors File No.
041079. The Board of Supervisors in Ordinance No. 124—05 as part of its adoption of the Transbay
Redevelopment Plan, adopted additiohal environmental ﬁndmgs Copies of said Ordinance and-
supporting materials are in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 050184. The FEIR analyzed
development on Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Block 1 of a project extending up to 300 feet in
. height. Said Resolution and Ordinance and supporting materials are incorporated herein by reference;

WHEREAS, On January 14, 2016, in response fo a proposed Height increase from.300 to 400 feet on Block -
1, 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
“OCIH") in conjuncton with the Planning Department prepared an Addendum to the FEIR in accordance
with CEQA. Guidelines Section 15164 (the “Addendum”);

WHEREAS, On January 19, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commumity Investment and
Infrastructure Commission (“CCII™) in Resolution No 2-2016, approved development actions for Block 1
and adopted the Addéndum along with other environmental review findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy
of the Addendium and CCI Resolution are on file with the Secretary of the Planmng Commission and are
“incorporated herein by reference;.

‘WHEREAS, Based on this Commlssmn s review of the FEIR and the Addendum, the ‘Commission
concurs that the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and the
proposed Block 1 height amendment will not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR,
and no new mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts. Furthér, other than as
described id the ,Addendum, no Block 1 changes have occurred, and no changes have occurred with '
respect to circumstances surrounding Block 1 that will cause significant environmental jmpact to which’
the height amendment will contribute considerably; and no new information has become available that
shows the height amendment will cause significant envirenmental impacts not £ previously discussed in
the FHIR, that significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the
FEIR, or that mitigation measures or alternatives previously found infeasible are feasjble, or that new
mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the FEIR would substantially
reduce significant impacts. Therefore, the Commission finds that no environmental review is required
under CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby adopts CCII's environmental findings as its own.

WHEREAS; The Ordinances adopting the Redevelopment Plan in 2006 included relevant General Plan
Amendments that reflected the height and zoning changes. Map 5 of the Downtown Plan, which
identified recommended height and bulk limits in the Downtown, was amended with a notation: ‘Remove
80-x label from freeway lands in Transbay mnd replace with notation that says “See Redevelopment Plan
Development Controls.” With this notation the General Plan defers the zoning and height designation for ‘
Zone 11 parcels to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. The amendment to Map 5 intended to reflect
height changes to all parcels within the Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. Prior to the
adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006, the lots within the boundary of Zone 1 were
mostly zoned for 80-X height zone, along with six lots that were in the 200-X height zone (See Exhibit F &
G). However, the notation added to Map 5 in 2006 inadvertenfly excluded six lots in Zone 1 that are

-
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within the original 200-X height zone and for which the Redex}elopment Plan included different height
limits. The excluded lots are: Transbay Block 1 (Assessor Block 3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032) and
one lot in Transbay Block 2 (Assessor Block 3739, lot 004). Exhibits C & D shows the Zone 1 Plan Map in
‘the Transbay Redevelopment Plan adopted in 2006. This map shows the maximum height limit for
Transbay Block 1 as 300 feet. Comparing this map with the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan illustrates that

* the General Plan is currently out of synch with the adopted Redevelopment Plan currently in effect.

WEEREAS, The proposed amendment would correct and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan by

adding another netation to Map 5: Remove the 200-S label from Assessor Block 3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031,

and 032 and Assessor Block 3739 Lot 004 and replace it with a notation that states "See Transbay

Redevelopient Plan Development Controls.” This notation ‘would complete the intention of the ongmal

amendment to the subject General Plan Map in 2006 to defer the height and zonmg designation of 4ll
" parcels within Zone 1 fo the Transbay Redeyelopment Plan.

WHEREAS, On January 14, 2016 the Commission adopted a Motion of Intent to Initiate the proposed
amendments to the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan (Resoluhon No. 19549);

MOVED that the Commission hereby adopts this Resolution to recommend approval of the draft
Ordinance to the Board of Supervisors; and :

FINDINGS

The proposed General Plan Amendment would correct and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan to

reflect the existing adopted heights for Transbay Block 1 (Block 3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032) and

one lot in Transbay Block 2 (Block 3739, lot 004). For original Planning Code Section 101 Findings of the

Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006 See Exhibit xx, Resolution No. 16906 for the General Plan
" Amendments related to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and 16907 for General Plan Consistency of the

Transbay Redevelopment Project. These Resofutions are incorporated herein by reference (See Exhibit K).

In addition, the proposal is consistent with the General Plan and Plan;mng Code Section 1011 for the
" following reasons.

Planning Code Section 101 Findings.-

The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in’Section
101.1(b) of the Planning Code in that;

1 That existing neighborhood-serving refail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportumhes for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

The proposed Geneml Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downfawn Plan would not affect
neighborhood-serving retail uses.

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

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
existing housing and neighborhood character.

SAN FRANCISCO
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3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;, -

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean uia Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
_supply of affordable housing,

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI tfransit service or overburden our streeis or
_ neighborhood parking;

“The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map.5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
existing housing and neighborhood character.

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

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the
diverse economic base of the city. i 4

1

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake; ) '
The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not aﬁ%ct the
City's preparedness for earthquake.

7. Thatthe Iandmarks and historiq buildings be preserved;

. The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the-
landmarks and historic buzldmgs

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

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Pian would not affect
parks and open space.

General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance and the Commission’s recommended modifications
are is consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

Planning Code Section 340 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the.facts presented that the
public necessity, convenience -and general welfare require the proposed amendments to the Planning
Code as set forth in Section 340.
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I hereby cerhfy that the foregoing RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning
Commission on February 25, 2016. . )

N

Jonas P. Jonin
Planning Comumission Secretary

AYES: Antonini, Hillis, Fong, Richards, Wu
NOES:  Moore
ABSENT: Johnson
v
SarANGISCO
PLANMNING DEPARTIMENT
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Planning Commission Motion No. 19573 |
. . . Recéption:
Date: Feb 25, 2016 ) " 415.558.6378
Cuse No. Case No. 2015-012730GPR Fac
- Transbay Redevelopment Plan Amendment . 4155586400
h . " Plamig
Block/Lot No.: 3740/Lots 027,029,030,031, and 032 : {nformation:
. . 415.558.6377
Applicant: . Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
Jose Campos’
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Staff Contact: ~ Kimia Haddadan — (415) 575-9068
C kimin.haddadan@sfgov.org -

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OFTHE
AMENDMENT TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TRANSBAY
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT ARFA TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT LIMIT
FROM 300 FEET TO 400 FEET ON BLOCK 1 OF ZONE 1 OF THE TRANSBAY
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, ADOPTING GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING
CODE SECTION 1011 FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDING - THE TRANSBAY
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FOR
APPROVAL. ‘

WHEREAS, The Board of Superwsors of the Clty and County of San Franasco ("Board. of Superv:sors”)
approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area by Ordinances No. 124-
05 (June 21, 2005) and No. 99-06 (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance No. 84-15, (June 18, 2015)
(“Redevelopment Plan”). The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use conirols for the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area, and divides the Project Area into two sub-areas: Zone 1, in which the
Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project (“Development
Controls”) define the development standards and Zone 2, in which the San Francisco Planning Code
apphes

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and 2A.53 of Administrative Code require General Plan
referrals to the Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) for cerfain matters, including
determination as to whether a Redevelopment Plan amendment is in-conformity with the General Plan
prior to consideration by the Board of Supervisdrs.

www.efpiaﬁﬁ\g.org



. GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL: , vASE NO. 2015-012730GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project

A

WEHEREAS, On September 23, 2015, the Office of Commumity fnvestment and Infrastructure, Successor

 Agency to the Redevelopment Agency (OCH) submitted a General Plan Referral application for the
- Redevelopment Plan Amendment for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan fo increase the maximum height
limit for Block 1 from 300 feet to 400 feet. .

WHEREAS, Transbay Block 1 is located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Streets in Zone 1 of the
Transbay Redevelopment Area, and is comprised of Assessor Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032.
Lot 027 is owned by OCII and the remaining lots are owned by Block 1 Property Holder, L.P., an affiliate
of Tishman Speyer (“Developer™). .

WHEREAS The Transbay Redevelopment Plan and the Development Controls specify a 300-foot
' maximum height limit on Block 1. The proposéd Plan Amendment would provide for a maximum height
limit of 400 feet on Block 1 and would have no other effect on the Zone 1 development concept or land
use controls.

WHEREAS, On November 18, 2014, the OCI Commission authorized an FExclusive Negotiation
Agreement (the “ENA”) with the Developer for (a) the sale to the Developer of the portion of Block 1
owned by OCI (Block 3740, Lot 027), and (b) the development of a combined affordable and market-rate
homeownership project consisting of -a residential tower, two residential podium buildings, and
townhouses surrounding open space on Block 1. .

WHEREAS, The ENA confemplates two profect alterriatives, one with a tower height of 300 feet, as

* allowed by the Redevelopment Plan, and the second with a tower height of 400 feet, which would require

the Plan Amendment. The term sheet for the Block 1 project negotiated to date by OCII staff and the
Developer includes the 400-foot project alternative (the “Block 1 Project”). The specifics of the Block 1
Project are showmnin Attachment B to Exhibit A OClI’s staff Memorandum to the OCI Commission.

WHEREAS, OCHI mamtams land use and California Eavironmental Quahty Act ("CEQA”") review
authority of the Transbay Redevelopment Pro]ect Area, including the site of the proposed amendment
__(Block1).

- WHEREAS, On Ianuary 19, 2016 at a pubhc hearmg the OCH Commission adopted Resolution No. 2-
2016, which approved the proposed amendment to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to increase the
maximum height limit of the Jots in Block 1 of Zone 1 from 300’ to 400’ along with an Addendum to the
Final FEIR/FEIS or the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Rédevelopment Project.

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Section 33346 of the California Health and Safety Code regarding California
Redevelopment Law, the Redevelopment Plan must be ‘submitted to the Planning Cornmission for its
report and recommendation concerning the Redevelopment Plan and its conformity with the General
Plan and Section 101.1 of the Planning Code.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

OCIl, as the Successor Agency to the Former Redevelopment Agency, has land use and
California Envitohmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) review authority of the Project Area. OCII and
Planning shate CEQA review responsibiliies for Redevelopment Plan amendments.

SAN FRANGISCO . 2
PLANNING DEPARTIGENT .
2771



GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL . CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan
for the Transbhay Redevelopment Project

Consequently, on ]anuéry 14, 2016, OCI, in conjunction with the Planning Department,

prepared an addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact

Report (“FEIS/EIR”) for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment

* Project (“Addendum”) for purposes of the subject Redevelopment Plan amendment. (See OCI .
Commission Resolution No.2-2016, Exhibit B: Addendum to Environmental Impact Report).
Overall, the Addendum determined the Plan Amendment would not cause new significant

. impacts not identified in the FEIS/EIR, nor-would the project cause significant impacts
previously identified in the FEIS/EIR to become substantially more severe. No new nuhgatxon'
measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts.

In regard to the environmental review for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, the Final
Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was certified by the
. Plarming Commission Motion No. 16733 on April 22, 2004. On June 15, 2004, the Board of
Supervisors approved Motion No. M04-67 affirming the Planning Commission’s certification of
the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project (“FEIR”) in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (”CEQA”)' (California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.) A copy of said
Motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in. Flle No. 040629 and is
incorporated herein by reference.

The Board of Supemsors in Resolution No. 612-04, adopted environmental findings in
relation to the Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Downtown Extension, and Transbay
Redevelopment Plan. Copies of said Resolution and supporting materials are in the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors File No. 041079. The Board of Supervisors in Ordinance No, 124-05, as
part of its adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, adopted additional environmental
findings. Copies of said Ordinance and supporting materials are in the Clerk of the Board of
Sizpervisors File No. 050184. The FEIR analyzed development.on Transbay Redevelopment

Project Area Block 1 of a project extending up to 300 feet in height. Said Resolution and
Ordinance and supporting materials are incorporated herein by reference.

: On January 14,2016, in response to a proposed height increase from 300 to 400 feet on
Block 1, 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 “OCI”) in conjunction with the Planning Department prepared an .
Addendum to the FEIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 (the “Addendum”).

On January 19, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Community Investment
and Infrastructure Commission (“CCII”) in Resolution No 2-2016, approved development
actions for Block 1 and adopted the Addendum along with other environmental review
findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of the Addendum and CCII Resolution are on file with the

‘Secretary of the Plarming Commission and are incorporated herein by reference.

Based on this Commission’s review of the FEIR and the Addendum, the Commission
concurs that the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and
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the proposed Block 1 height amendment will not cause new significant impacts not identified in
the FEIR, and no new mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant 1mpacts
" Further, other than as described in the Addendum, no Block 1 changes have occurred, and no

changes have occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding Block 1 that will cause

significant environmental impact to which the héight amendment will contribute considerably;
" and no new information has become available that shows thé height amendment will cause -
significant environmental impacts not previously discussed in the FEIR, that significant effects
previously examined will be’ substantially more severe than shown in the FEIR, or that
1mitigation measures or alternatives previously found infeasible are feasible, or that new
mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the FEIR would
substantially . reduce significant impacts.  Therefore, the Commission finds that no
environmental review is required under CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby adopts
CCII's environmental findings as its own. .

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANGE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

As described below, the Project is consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Plarming Code
Section 101.1 and is, on balance, in-conformity with the General Plan as further described in
the analysis of the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

Eight Priority Policies Findings

- The sub]ect project is found to be consmtent Wn‘h the Eight Priority Policies of Plamung Code
Section 101.1in that .

1. That exisﬁng neighborhood—serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced.

The Proposed Plan Amendment will not result in change in neighborhood-serving retail businesses.
The project will include street level retail to enhance the neighborhood commercial environment and
the residential units in the project will provide more customers for neighborhood retail.

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

The Proposed Plan Amendment will not affect ex'z'sfing housing and will help add to the City’s
housing stock. The proposed residential tower will transform former Embarcadero Freeway land ‘
into 391 dwelling units ineluding 156 Below Market Rate Units affordable to households with
income ranging between 80% to 120% of AML
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3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. -

The Proposed Plan Amendment would increase the supply of affordable housing in San Francisco. .
The proposed increase in height would result in an additional 44 Below Market Rate Units that
would not otherwise be provided under the existing height limit of 300", The additional 44 BMR
units would be affordable to households earning 100% AMI or 120% AML.

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

The Proposed Plan Amendment would not impede MUNI transit service or overburden the streets
or neighborhood parking. The site of Block 1 Project is located very close fo significant transif
access, specifically within one block of the Transit Center and within three blocks of the Market
Street transit corridor and the Ferry Building. The proposed additional height will result in
$$500,000 in "additional fees in trunsportaﬁon impact fees fesulting to $2.4 mz'llzon in
Tmnsportaﬁon Sustainability Fees.’

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 Plan Amendment would not result in displacing existing industrial and service uses
or change the existing economic base in this area. The site of Block T currently is mostly vacant
except for a small building that is currently being used as a sales center for Lumina, the two
residential towers at 201 Folsom. L

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

The Proposed Plan Amendment will not affect the City's preparedness. The proposed Block 1
Project residential tower would be built to the current building code and seismic standards and
otherwise-will not affect the City’s preparedness.

7. Thatlandmarks and hlstomc buildings be preserved.

The site of Block 1 pm]ect does not include of a landmark or historic building and the Proposed Plan
Amendment will not affect the landmarks and historic buildings.

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

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNMING DEPARTVENT

27174



GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL | '+ SASENO.2015012730GPR . -
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan ‘
for the Transbay Redévelopment Project

The Proposed Plan Amendment would allow a taller residential tower to be built on the site of Block
1. This taller alternative would cast additionsl shadow on parks and open spaces compared to the
existing 300" allowable- height limit. As a part of the environmental review requirements, a
thorough shadow study was conducted to evaluate the significance of the additional shadow-on six
existing and proposed public open spaces including Rincon Park, the propbsed Transbay Park on
the site of the current Temporary Transbay Terminal, and the Transit Center’s rooftop City Park.
No public parks subject o Section 295 of the Plannzng Code- (i.e. under the jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Parks Department) would be affected. While the most increase in Additional
Annual Shading occurs on Spear Street Terrace, this increase is less than half of one percent and .
would only last 18 minutes on the days with the most shadows. Spear Street Terrace is the
Privately’ Owner Public Open Space (POPOS) east of Spear Street north of the Gap Building,
Rincon Park, along the waterfront, is the second park with the highest Additional Annuil Shading,

. which only would increase by about third of one percent. This additional shading would last about
45 minutes on the days with the maximum shadow. The pdditional shadow would occur izﬁer the
peak hour of lunch time in the afternoon and would mostly occur on-a small portion of the San
Francisco Bay Trail near the center of the park and over existing restaurant structures. Rincon

" Park, along the waterfront is the second park with the highest Additional Annual Shading, which
only would increase by about third of one percent. This additional shading would last about 45 |
minutes on the days with the maximum shadow. The additional shadow would occur after the peak
hour of lunch time in the afternoon and would mostly occur on a small portion of the San Francisco
Bay Trail near the center of the park and over existing restaurant structures. This additional
shadow was deemed not to be a significant environmental impact. The methodology used to
evaluate -the additional shadow mitrors the requirements of Section 295 of the Planning Code,
otherwise known as the “Sunlight Ordinance” while the affected parks are not under the

. jurisdiction of Recreation and Parks Department and therefore not subject to this requirement.

General Plan Policy Findings

Staff analyzed the Proposed Amendment with regards to confonm’ty to the General Plan under
three major topics: urban form, affordable housing, and shadow: analysis.

DOWNTOWN PLAN
OBJECTIVE 13

CREATE AN URBAN FORM FOR DOWNTOWN THAT ENHANCES SAN FRANCISCO S
STATURE AS ONE OF THE WORLD'S MOST VISUALLY ATTRACTIVE CITIES.

POLICY ‘ 131
Relate the helght of buildings to important atfributes of the city pattern and fo the helght and character of
existing and proposed development {See Map 5)

Discussion
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The Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development, completed in 2003, envisions transforming an
areq formerly coninining the Embarcadero Freewny, its remaps and Terminal Separator Structure into a transit-
oriented residential district in the heart of downtown. The Development Controls for this area, adopted in 2005,
called for Zone 1 to “become a complementary and exciting addition to the downfown skyline, designed as designed
“as n grouping of slender towers that would visually extend the Downtown high-rise office skyline.” (For further
discussion See Exhibit A, page 4: Community Idenﬁiy and Built Form)-

"The proposed Amendment would result in a 400" residential tower on Blockl, an additional 100° from what is
currently allowed on the site. The taller tower would be compatible with San Francisco’s future skyline. The city’s
skyline consists of tall towers immediately south of Market Streef peaking with the 1,070"tall future Transit Tower .
(under construction) at the Transit Center Terminal. South of Folsom Street the skyline consists of residentinl
towers of 350" or 400" in the Rincon Hill aren, rising up to a peak of approximately 600" on top of the Hill. These
buildings on either side of Folsom Streef include the Infinity Development, located immediately across Folsom Street
from Block 1, with two towers of 350 feet and 400 feet. The 400-foot Infinity tower is along Spear Street, like the
Block 1 tower, one block back from the buildings lining the Embarcadero. Further fowards the west, the Lumina
development, located immediately west of the Infinity building on Folsom Street Vetween Main and Bedle Streets,
also includes two towers of 350 feet and 400 feet: These buildings were built after the Transbay Design for
Development was completed and introduced a new context for the city’s skyline south of Folsom Street. Folsom
Street weaves the skyline of Rincon Hill together to the Downtown skyline. With the towers of 350 to 400 feet on the
south of Folsom Street in Rincon Hill, staff finds that the proposed 400 feet on Block 1 blends with the cify’s skyline
at the seam of Folsom Street, and provides a balance between north and south sides of Folsom.

The proposed Amendments are in conformance with the Downtown Plan and Map b5 as proposed for amendment in
Case No. 2016.000003GPA. Map 5 was amended in 2006 to reference the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. However,
Block 1 and portions of Block 2 in Map 5 were inadvertently excluded from the references included in the General
Plan Amendments in 2005 and 2006. As a result Map 5 of the Downtown Plan is curvently not consistent with the
Zone 1 Plan Map in Transbay Redevelopment Plan. On January 14%, 2016, in Resolution No. 19549, the Planning
Commission initinted the amendments to Map 5 to reference the Redevelopment Plan for all of the lots in Zone 1.
For further discussion, see the case report for 2016.000003 GPA on the Plunmng Commissions agenda for January -
14 for initigtion, and February 25% for adoption.

. Pohcy 13.2

_ Foster sculpturing of building form to create less overpowering buildings and mére interesting building
tops, particularly the tops of towers.

Discussion :

The propesed building creates a sculptural form of undulaﬁng bays that vertically articulate and break down the
scale of the facades. These vertical striations contribute to a sense of slenderness. Furthermore, the facade balances
the faceted glass with a light color cladding to reduce the appearance of a- -dark, monolithic, and over powering
building. The top of the building will be crowned with a similarly sculptural, screened mechanical enclosure that
would be flluminated at night and references the building form with a diaphanous material. Although the building
conforms to the established bulk controls, the greater height proportionslly enhances the slenderness. While the
design is formally unique, the gesture is graceful without cullmg undue attention to itself.

TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN: A SUB-AREA PLAN OF THE DOWNTOWN PLAN
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OBJECTIVE 2.2 CREATE AN ELEGANT DOWNTOWN SKYLINE, BUILDING ON EXISTING
POLICY TO CRAFT A DISTINCT DOWNTOWN “HILL” FORM, WITH ITS APEX AT THE
- TRANSIT CENTER, AND TAFPERING IN ALL DIRECTIONS. ‘

OBJECTIVE 2.4 PROVIDE DISTINCT TRANSITIONS TO ADJACENT NEIGHBORHOODS AND
TO TOPOGRAPHIC AND MAN-MADE FEATURES OF' THE CITYSCAPE TO ENSURE THE
SKYLINE ENHANCES, AND DOES NOT DETRACT FROM, IMPORTANT PUBLIC VIEWS
THROUGHOUT THE CITY AND REGION.

POLICY 2.4 Transition heights downward from Missioni Sfreet to Folsom Street and maintain a lower

“saddle” to clearly distinguish the downtown form from the Rincon Hill form and to mamtam views between -
the city’s central hills and the'Bay Bridge.

~

POLICY 2.5 Transition heights down to adjacent areas, with particularly attention on the transitions fo the
southwest and west in the lower scale South of Market areas and to the waterfront to the east.

Discussion

Policies in both the Rincon Hill and the Transit Center District Plan emphasize on maintaining a separation in the
skyline between Downtown and the Rincon Hill. This separation aims to create n sense of place and orientation of
the neighborhoods when looking at the skyline, both from the Bay Bridge and from the hills and public vantage
. points to the west (such as Corona Heights, Twin Peaks, Dolores Park, etc.). Policy 2.5 specifically-indicates that the
separation area in'the skyline, between Howard Street to north of Folsom Street, should “achieve a height no taller
than 400 feet.” The proposed Amendment would align with these policies in keeping the height no taller than 400
© feet, the prevailing height of nearby buildings, such as the Infinity and Luming buildings. - '

Urban Design Element

OBJECTIVE 3

MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CI'I'YI’ATTERN THE
RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.

Fundamental Principles for Major New Development

1. The relationship of a building's size and shape to its visibility in the cityscape, to important nétural
features and to existing development determines whether it will have a pleasmg ora dlsruptxve
effect on the image and character of the clty

HHEXRR

. D. Low buildings along the waterfront contribute to the gradual tapering of height from hilltops to
water that is characteristic of San Francisco and allows views of the Ocean and ttie Bay.. Larger
.buildings with civic importance, as evidenced by a vote of the people, providing places of public
assembly and recreation may be appropriate along the waterfront at important locations.

Discussion
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The Urban Design Element calls for low buildings along the waterfront and gradial tapering of height from hilltops
to water, At 400 feet, the building would maintain a tapering down pattern from the 550 foot One Rincon fower on
top of the Rincon Hill, down to the Block 1 site and further down to the Gap Building at 289 feet along the tvest edge
of Embarcadero Blud. From the north side, with the Transit Tower at over 1000 feet down to 181 Fremont at 700
feet , and further down to the proposed 400 foot tower on Block 1 would also maintain a tapering down pattern.

Recreation and, Qpen Space Element
. POLICY 1.9 Preserve sunlight in public open spaces.

EkkkEkk

Discussion
A thorough umzlyszs of shadow impacts of the proposed Plan Amendment was conducted. The full
analysis is-included in Exhibit A of Attachment D to the Memovandum. The additional shadow impacts
would not affect any parks and open spaces under the jurisdiction of the Recreation .and Parks
Department subject to Planning Code Section 295/Prop K, the “Sunlight Ordinance”. Despite this, the
study evaluated potential shadows on other parks and publicly-accessible -spaces NOT owned by the
Recreation and Parks Department to assess conformity with this Poltcy in the General Plan. Tible 1
" below illustrates that the most increase in Additional Annual Shading occurs on Spear Street Terrace,
This increase is only less than half of one percent and would only last 18 minutes on the days with the
most shadows. Spear Street Terrace is a Privately Owner Public Open’ Space (“POPOS”) on east of
" Spear Street, north of the Gap Buzldzng The primary use of this park is during lunch time. Rincon Park,
along the waterfront is the second park with the highest Additional Anmual Shading, which only would
increase by about third of one percent. This additional shading would last about 45 minutes on the days
with the maximum shadow. The additional shadow would occur after the peak hour of lunch time in the
afternoon and would mostly occur on @ small portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail near the center of the
park and over existing restaurant structures. The two other spaces with increase just over a tenth of one
percent are also POPOS: Howard and Fremont Plaza, and Main Street Plaza. The additional shadow on
these spaces would occur during the early and mid-morning respectively. Potential shadow on the two
largest future parks not yet constructed — City Park and Transbay Park — would be very limited, both
with not more than 0.03% TAAS in the early morning hours. Staff finds this additional shadow is not
significant and adverse to the use and enjoyment of these parks and public spaces and therefore in
compliance with Policy 1.9 of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan as the policy
specifically calls to “to maintain sunlight in these spaces during the hours of their most intensive use
while balancing this with the need for new development to accommodate a growing population in the
City.” .
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Table 1- Shadow Impact of the Proposed additional 100 feet oﬁ Parks and Open Spaces.
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HOUSING ELEMENT

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

POLICY 1:10 Support new housing projects, especially affordable hbusing, where houéeholds can easily rely
on public transportatlon, walking and blcyclmg for the majority of daily trips. '

OBIECTIVE 12 BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTUI{E THAT
SERVES THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION.

A —— ‘ . ) ' : 1'i
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POLICY 121 Encourage new housing that relies on trans;t use and env1ronmentally sustamable pattems of
movement.

- Discussion
The proposed Plan Amendment would result in an additional nine stories in the proposed restdenhal

tower on Block 1, Table 2 illustrates the changes in the number of units and number of affordable units as

a result of the proposed change. The additional nine stories would allow a 23% increase 'in the total
number of units provided. From these added units, 60% would be designated as BMR including 30 more
units affordable to households earning 120% of AMI and 14 more units affordable to households enrning
100% of AMIL At 120% of AMI, a household of four earns up to $122,300 annually, represented for
example by two teachers with two children. At 100% of AMI, a household of four earns up to $101,000

annually and can be represented by a construction worker and a postal clerk with their two children. The

proposed Plan Amendment would allow for an additional 73 households of moderate income to live in a
neighborhood with supetior access to public transportation. In total the proposed Amendment would
result in about 40% of all the units within the entire Block 1 project.

Staff finds the proposed helght amendment suitable for this area of Downtown first because of the
convenient access to public transit. The proximity to avariety of transit options within the city and to the
Bay Aren would dllow for sustiinable development. The majority of the added units are designated to
moderate income households, who would substantially benefit from the added options for homeownership
in a transit- fnendly neighborhood. 4

1

. 3

Secondly the location is suitable for additional héz'ght due to the dense context of the neighborhood. The
residential neighborhoods near Downtown and in Rincon Hill include dense tall residential towers. After

the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was adopted in 2006 additional towers were built in the Rincon Hill or .

are currently under construction in the Transit” Center area. This neighborhood context provides
flexibility for additional height on Block 1 within the conﬁnes of maintaining a cohesive skyline as
discussed in the previous section.

Table 2
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Tower Height 300 feet 400 feet 100 foot increase
Stories 30 39 Additional 9 stories
Total Units 318 Units 391 Units 73 more units overall
Total BMR Units 112 BMR Units 156 BMR Units. 44 more BMR Units
Overall Project Affordability | 35% 40% 5% more overall affordability
Level of Affordability ’
Podinm 80% AMI (25 units) | 80% AMI (25 umits) | No change
90% AMI (26 wunmits) | 90% AMI (26 units)
| 100% AMI (25 units) | 100% AMI (25 units)
Tower -100% AMI (36 units) - 100% AMI (50 umits) | 120% AMI tier added for
. 120% AMY (30 units) | 30 additional units in tower
Location of Tower BMR Ugits | Floors 1-3 Floors 1-26 BMR units interspersed in tower

OBJECTIVE 7 SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE
HOUSING, INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAFPITAL. . )

POLICY 7.5 Encourage the production of affordable housmg through process and zoning accommodations,
and prioritize affordable housing in the revnew and approyal processes. .

" Discussion

The proposed , Amendment would result in a 40% increase in the number of aﬁordable units provided in the
proposed Block 1 residentidl tower by providing 44 more BMR units '(for a total of 156 BMR wunits) that would:
otherwise not be zncluded in the existing 300" height limit. The affordable units in the proposed Block 1 project
would provide homeownersth options to households of modetate income as described earlier in this report. The
proposed Amendment presents an innovative approach in securing funding for permanently affordable housing
without traditional government subsidies?. In developing Zone 1, OCII provides subsidies through land sale to
developers, where the developers pay for the price of land and OCII provides subsidies on 4 per unif basis. The
original ENA for Block 1 also included such subsidy: the land was priced at $19.2 millior: and OCII was required fo
provide $20.9 million in subsidy to the developer for the affordable units in podium, over the course of construction.

In the proposed terms, the developer would not pay cash for the land which would brzng a saving of $1.7 million to
the City.

- The proposed Amendment would also increase the overall percentage of below market rate units from
35% of all units to 40% of all units. Section 5027.1 of the California Resources Code sets the minimum
- affordable housing requirement for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Area as part of the States
negotiations with San Francisco related to the demolition of the Transbay Terminal and construction of

1Examples: CDLAC or TCAC.
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new terminal. This state law requires that at least 35% of all ‘dwelling units developed within the
boundary (both Zone 1 or Two) shall be available at affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons
and families whose incomes do not exceed 60% of the area median income, and that an ddditional 10% of
dll 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% of the area median income. In Zone
2, the Below Market Rate requzrement is only 15% and therefore in Zone 1 rates higher than 35% is
necessary to meet the State requzred average 35% of all dwelling units within both Zones. The proposed
Amendment would help the City achieve this State requirement.

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

POLICY 11.4 Continue fo utilize zoning diétricts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.

Discussion

Zoning changes in thé City oceur through a community planning process for a neighborhood or sub-set of &
.neighborhood. The proposed Amendment was discussed with the OCII's Transbay Citizen’s Advisory Committee
and other gutreach events in the community. In July 2014, the TCAC approved the terms of the ENA for the Block 1
Project, which included the proposed height increase. In 2014 and 2015, the Developer also sponsored four

" community and town hall meetings in the neighborhood (July 2014, August 2014, November 2015, January 2016).
Staff finds the proposed height change fo serve the public good through wdditional uﬁbrdable housm,q units and
tmnmt—orzented development,
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The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider
the proposed environmental findings'and findings of General Plan conformity on February 25, 2016.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Commission hereby finds the proposed amendment to
- the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, as described above, to be on balance consistent with the General .
"Plan as proposed-for amendment, including, but not limited to the Housing Element, Urban Design,
Recreation and Open Space Element, Transit Center District Plan, and is consistent with the eight Priority
Policies in City Planning Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this resolution.

Thereby certify that the foregoing Motion was'adc;pted by the Commission at its meeting on February 25,
2016, ' ‘ ‘

Jonas P, Ionin

Planning Commission Secretary

AYES: " Antonini, Hillis, Fong, Richards, Wu
NOES: Moore ' A
ABSENT:  Johnson

ADOPTED:  February 25, 2016
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 19549 s i,
HEARING DATE: JAN 14, 2016

Reception:

415.558,6378
Project Name: Initiation of General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown &
. ~ . 415.,559.6408
Plan )
Case Number: 2016-000003GPA rI?nnin%

. . . ;e nformation:
Initiated by: Planning Commlssnc.m 115.559.6377
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Kimiahaddadan@sfgov.org , 415-575-9068
Reviewed by: Joshua Switzky, Senior Plarmer
Joshua.Switzky@sfgov.org, 415-575-6815
Recommendation: Initiate the General Plan Amendment and Adopt the Draft Resolutlon

MOTION OF INTENT TO INITIATE AN AMENDMENT THE GENERAL PLAN BY REVISING
MAP § OF THE DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN TO INCLUDE A NOTE STATING THAT THE
PROPOSED HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS ON ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 5 3740, LOTS 027,
029, 030, 031, AND 032 (TRANSBAY BLOCK 1) AND ASSESSOR'S BL.OCK 3739, LOT 004
WITHIN THE TRANS BAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA SHALL BE CONSISTENT
WITH THOSE PROVIDED IN THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT
CONTROLS; AND MAKING FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE
GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 1
01.1.

- PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, The Transbay Redevelopment Plan (“Plan”) adopted in 2005 and amended in 2006 laid out
development controls for parts of downtown adjacent to the Transbay Terminal within two major zones:
Zone 1 and Zone 2. The Plan changed the development controls, incdluding height limits, on several
parcels within Zone 1 of the Plan area. Zone 1 consists of primarily publicly-owned parcels along Folsom
Street that formerly housed the now-demolished Embarcadero Freeway; and

WHEREAS, The Final Environmental Impact Report for thé Transbay Redevelopment Plan was certified
by the Planning Commission Motion No, 16733 on April 22, 2004,

WHEREAS, The Ordinances adopting the Redevelopment Plan in 2006 included relevant General Plan
Amendments that reflected the height and zoning changes. Map 5 of the Downtown Plan, which
identified recommended height and bulk limits in the Downtown, was amended with a notation: ‘Remove
80-x label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says “See Redevelopment Plan
Development Controls.” This amendment appears to have inadvertently excluded Zone 1 blocks that are
within the 200" District in Map 5: 3740/029-31 and 3739/004 (collectively referred to in the Redevelopment
Plan as “Block 1”), leaving the General Plan out of synch with the adopted Redevelopment Plan. While -
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Resolution No. 19549 2016-000003GPA
Hearing Date: Jan 14, 2016 "

the Re&evelopment Plan changed the allowable height of these blocks to 300’, the added notation in Map A
5 does not reference the Redevelopment Plan.

WHEREAS, The proposed amendment would correct Map 5 of the Downtown Plan to reflect that the
block is subject to the controls of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, It would add another notation to this
Map that would capture the aforementioned parcels that were missed in the General Plan Amendments
in 2006.

MOVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Commission Adopts a Motion of Intent to
Initiate amendments to the General Plan;

v

AND BE IT FURTHER MOVED, That pursuant to Plahning Code Section 306.3, the Plarning
Commission authorizes the Department to provide appropriate notice for a public hearing to consider the
above referenced General Plan amendment contained in the draft Ordinance, approved as to form by the
City Attorney in Exhibit B, to be considered at a publicly noticed hearing.

I hereby certify that the foregoing RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Franasco Planning
Commission on Jan 14, 2016.

Jonas Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Richar_ds,

NOES: Moore, Wu

ABSENT:

SAN FRANCISGD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2786



27817



oCl |

" office of
COMMURNITY INVES LT
and INFRASTRULs 1 HIETT

Edwin M. Lee
MAYOR

Tiffany Bohee

122-0292016-146

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Mara Rosales
CHAIR

Miguel Bustos
Marily Mondejar
Leah Pimentel
Darshan Singh
COMMISSIONERS

€ OneS. Van Ness Ave.

5th Floor
San Francisco, CA
94103

o 415749 2400

% www.sfocii.org

TO: Supervisor Aaron Peskin, Land Use and Transportation Committee Member

CC: Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transporta’uon Committee
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director

FROM: Shane Hart, Transbay Project Manager -

DATE: April g, 2016 |

SUBJECT:

Draft 33433 Report for Transbay Block 1

Attached is a draft report on the sale of Transbay Block 1 prepared pursuant to the requirements
of Section 33433 of the California Health and Safety Code (*33433 Report”). Specifically, Section
33433 requires that before any property that was acquired, in whole or in part, with tax increment
funds is sold or leased for development by a redevelopment agency, the sale or lease shall first
be approved by its legislative body for the purpose, among others, of determining whether the
consideration for the property constitutes fair market or fair reuse value in light of the covenants,
conditions and development costs associated with the sale. However, as further explained below,
this report and the determination are not currently before the Board of Supervisors, but will be
scheduled after the Commission on Communlty lnvestment and Infrastructure considers the sale
at a future meeting.

In the case of Transbay Block™ 1, the Owner Parlicipation/Disposition and” Development
Agreement (*OP/DDA”") between the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
and Block One Property Owner, L.P., an affiliate of Tishman Speyer, for the sale of an OCII-
owned parcel is still being negotiated and thus has not yet been approved by the Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure. - Therefore, the 33433 Report is in draft form. It is
bemg submitted to the Land Use and Transportation Committee solely for informational purposes
in connection with the Committee’s consideration of the General Plan Amendment to revise Map
5 of the Downtown Area Plan.

The final 33433 Report will be submitted to the Board of Supervisors for consideration at a public
hearing to be held at a later date, subsequent to approval of the OP/DDA by the Commissich on
Commission Investment and Infrastructure.

Attachment: Draft Block 1 33433 Report
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TO: Supervisor Scott Wiener, Land Use and Transportation Committee Member
CC: Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee i

Tiffany Bohese, Executive Director

FROM: Shane Hart, Transbay Project Manager
DATE: April 8, 2016
SUBJECT: Draft 33433 Report for Transbay Block 1

Altached is a draft report on the sale of Transbay Block 1 prepared pursuant to the requirements
of Section 33433 of the California Health and Safety Code (“33433 Reportt”). Specifically, Section
33433 requires that before any property that was acquired, in whole or in part, with tax increment
funds is sold or leased for development by a redevelopment agency, the sale or lease shall first
be approved by its legislative body for the purpose, among others, of determining whether the
consideration for the property constitutes fair market or fair reuse value in light of the covenants,
conditions and development costs associated with the sale. However, as further explained below,
this report and the determination are not currently beforé the Board of Supervisors, but will be
scheduled after the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure considers the sale
af a future meeting.

In the case of Transbay Block 1, the Owner Participation/Disposition and Development
Agreement (*OP/DDA") between the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
and Block One Property Owner, L.P., an affiliate of Tishman Speyer, for the sale of an OCII-
owned parcel s still being negotiated and thus has not yet been approved by the Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure. Therefore, the 33433 Report is in draft form. It is
being submitted fo the Land Use and Transportation Committee solely for informational purposes
in connection with the Committee’s consideration of the General Plan Amendment to revise Map
5 of the Downtown Area Plan.

The final 33433 Report will be submitted to the Board of Supervisors for consideration at a public

hearing to be held at a later date, subsequent to approval of the OP/DDA by the Commission on
Commission Investment and Infrastructure.

Attachment: Draft Block 1 33433 Report
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DRAFT 33433 Report

Transbay Block 1
May _, 2016

INTRODUCTION

This report is submitted consistent with the requirements of Section 33433 of the California
Health and Safety Code (*33433 Report’). Specifically, Section 33433 requires that before any
property that was acquired, in whole or in part, with tax increment funds is sold or leased for -
development by a redevelopment agency, the sale or lease shall first be approved by its
legislative body by resolution after a public hearing. The Board of Supervisors ("BOS") is the
legislative body for purposes of Section 33433.

On - , the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (*OCII
Commission”) approved -an Owner Participation/Disposition and Development Agreement
(*OP/DDA”") with Block One Property Owner, L.P., an affiliate of Tishman Speyer (‘Developer”),
for the development of a residential project on Transbay Block 1 in the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (*Project Area”). Prior to entering into the OP/DDA, the Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure (“OCII"), as the successor to the former San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency (*Former Agency”), must submit the 33433 Report to the BOS for its
consideration and approval.

BACKGROUND
Transbay Affordable Housing Obligation

The Project Area was established in June 2005 with the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan for
the Transbay Project Area (the "Redevelopment Plan™) by the BOS. The purpose of the
Redevelopment Plan was to redevelop 10 acres of property owned by the State of California to
generate funding for the Transbay Joint Powers Authority to construct the Transbay Transit
Center and meet the affordable housing requirements of Assembly Bill 812 ("AB 812"). AB 812 .
requires OCI!, as Successor Agency {o the Former Agency, to ensure that a total of 25% of the
residential units developed in the Project-Area be available to low income households, and an
additional 10% be available to moderate income households, for a total of 35% affordable
housing units across the Project Area (the “Transbay Affordable Housing Obligation”). Per the
Redevelopment Plan, individual residential projects of more than 10 units within the Project Area
are required to provide a minimum of 15% onsite affordable units. Therefore, in order o meet the
Transbay Affordable Housing Obligation, certain parcels in Zone One of the Project Area must be
developed with a greater percentage of onsite affordable housing units than the 15% required by
the Redevelopment Plan.

& 415 749 2400

£ www.sfocil.org
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Block 1
The Site

Transbay Block 1 is a 53,622-square-foot site on the north side of Folsom Street between Main
and Spear Streets, two blocks south and two blocks east of the future Transbay Transit Center. It
Is comprised of five Iegal parcels: Assessor's Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032. Lot
027 (“OCII Parcel") is owned by OCII, having been acquired by the Former Agency in 2003 in
furtherance of the Transbay Affordable Housing Obhgatlon The remalnmg parcels are privately
owned by the Developer.

The Exclusive Neqotiations Agreement

The Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay
 Redevelopment Project specify that the OCH Parcel be aggregated with the private parcels for
suitable for residential development on Block 1. To that end, the Developer approached OCH
about a possible purchase of the OCII Parcel. in November 2014, OCI!I entered into an Exclusive
Negotiation Agreement ("ENA") with the Developer to set forth the terms and conditions upon
which the parties would negotiate for (a) the sale of the OCII Parcel to the Developer and (b) the
development of a combined affordable and market-rate homeownership project. The ENA
included two project scenarios: 1) a project with a 300-foot tower that was compliant with the
height fimits in the Redevelopment Plan and 2} a project with a 400-foot tower that required an
amendment to the Redevelopment Plan. The 33433 Report focuses. only on the 400-foot tower
alternative.

The Project

Pursuant to the OP/DDA, the proposed project on Block 1 is a combined affordable and market-
rate homeownership project with 391 units ("Project”). Of those, 156 of the units will be.
affordable to moderate income households, resulting in an overall prOJect affordabxllty level of
40%. Overall, the Project includes: .

+ A 400-foot residential fower and adjacent fownhomes with 315 for-sale units. Of those
315 units, 235 units (75%) will be market-rate tnits. The remaining 80 units (25%) will be
inclusionary affordable units dispersed in the first 26 floors of the tower and in the
townhouses. Of those 80 affordable units ("Developer Affordable Project”), which will be
subsidized solely by the Developer, 50 will be affordable to households earning no more
than 100% of area median income (“AMI”) and 30 will be affordable to households
earning no more than 120% of AMI;

o« An OCll-subsidized affordable housing component consisting -of 76 for-sale unlts
affordable to households earning between 80% and 100% of AMI (with an average of
90% AMI) in two 65-85 foot podium buildings (“OCII Affordable Project”);

 Strestscape improvements including the extension of Clementina Street on the northern
edge of the site and sidewalks along Folsom, Main and Spear Streets;

Ground-floor retail space along Main, Folsom, and Spear Streets;

« Shared amenity spaces (for all residents), including an outdoor courfyard on Level 2 of
the podium, an outdoor terrace on the roof of the fownhomes, and an adjacent lounge
space; and

o A shared underground parking-garage with approximately 334 stalls.
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In order to help preserve the affordabilty of the affordable units, separate homeowner

associations for the affordable and market-rate units will be created under a master homeowners -

association that will govern shared Project amenities and costs.

The components of the Project are ilustrated on the Development Concept included as
- Attachment 1.

33433 REPORT COMPONENTS

The following sections present the information required to be contained in the 33433 Report, in
accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 33433. (The bolded and italicized text is
excerpted from Section 33433.)

a)(2)(A) A copy of the p}oposed sale or lease.

i

Pursuant to Section 33433, a copy of the OP/DDA is included with this repott as Attachment 2
and both the OP/DDA and the 33433 Repor were submitted to the Clerk of the BOS and made
available for public inspection and copying in advance of , 2018, the date of the first
publication of the notice for the 2016 BOS public hearing to consider approval of
the 33433 Report.

(@)(2)(Bj{i) The cost of the agreement to the agency, Including the land acquisition

costs, clearance costs, relocation costs, the costs of any improvements to be provided by -

the agency, plus the expected interest on any loans or bonds to finance the agreement.

Under the ENA, the Developer agreed to pay OCH $19,180,000 million for the OCII Parcel. In
return, QCIl agreed to contribute $20,900,000 to fund a portion of the production cost of the 76
units in the OCII Affordable Project, or $275,000 per unif. Under the OP/DDA, the parties agreed
that the Developer would pay the $18,180,000 purchase price for the land by funding the entire
construction cost of the OCII Affordable Project without the OCII subsidy of $20,900,000 agreed
upon in the ENA, With this structure, OCll is effectively still providing a subsidy for the OCII
Affordable Project ($19,180,000 as opposed to the $20,900,000 in the ENA), but realizes a net
savings of approximately $1,720,000. All other costs related to the clearance and development of
the site will be.paid by the Developer. )

(a)(2)(B)(ii} The estimated value of the interest fo be conveyed or leased, determined at

‘the highest and best uses permitted under the plan.

The OCII Parcel was appraised by Cameghi-Blum & Partners, Inc. based on the highest and best

use with a 400 foot height limit and a 20% inclusionary housing requirement in the tower, and an

overall project affordability level of 35%. The appraisal determined that the value as of July 2014

was $19,180,000. In November 2014, OCII entered the ENA with the Developer based on the
- appraised value. ' - :

(a)(2)(B)(iii)  The estimated value of the interest fo be conveyed or leased, defermined at
the use and with the conditions, covenants, and development costs required by the sale or
lease. The purchase price or present value of the lease payments which the lessor will be
required to make during the ferm of the lease. If the sale price or total rental amount is
less than the fair market value of the interest to be conveyed or leased, determined at the
highest and best use consistent with the redevelopment plan, then the agency shall
provide as part of the summary an explanation of the reasons for the difference.
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“The consideration OCII is receiving under the OP/DDA for the OCII Parcel consists of several
value components, as further detailed in the memorandum from Keyser Marston Associates
included with this report as Attachment 3:

» The purchase price of $19,180,000;

s Lost Developer revenues of approximately $17,000,000 as a result of negotiated changes
in the percentage of affordable units and the distribution of affordable units in the
Developer Affordable Project. Specifically, the percentage of affordable units in the
Developer Affordable Project agreed upon in the ENA increased from 20% to 25% of the
units in the Developer Affordable Project, resulting in a change in the overall level of
Project affordability from 35% to 40%. In addition, the location of the units in the
Developer Affordable Project changed from the lower floors of the tower, as agreed upon
in the ENA, to the first 26 floors of the tower; and

» The Developer’s obligation to fund the full cost of the construction of the OCIi Affordable
" Project, which results in a net cost to the Developer of approximately $14,000,000
because the construction. costs exceed the projected sales revenues for these units.
Under the OP/DDA, the parties agreed that the Developer would pay the $19,180,000
purchase price for the land by funding the entire construction cost of the OCIl Affordable
Project without the OCIHl subsidy of $20,900,000 agreed upon in the ENA. With this
structure, OCIl is effectively still providing a subsidy of $19,180,000 for the OCII
Affordable Project, but this subsidy is not sufficient to cover the gap between the cost of
consfructing the OCIl Affordable Project and anticipated sales revenues. The
deveiopment cost is estimated to be approximately $50,500,000. The sales revenue from
the units in the OCII Affordable Project is estimated to be $17,300,000, resulting in a gap
between the development costs and revenues of $33,200,000. A portion of this gap will
be covered by the effective OCII subsidy of $19,180,000; the balance of approximately
$14,000,000 will be paid by the Developer )

Taking all of these factors into account, the consideration to be received by OCIl is appr‘oxxmately
$50,180,000 comprised of: (1) the appraised value of $19,180,000, (2) the lost $17,000,000 of
revenue to the Developer resulting from the increase in the percentage of affordable units and the
relocation of the affordable units in the Developer Affordable Project, and (3) the $14,000,000 gap
being funded by the Develaper for construction of the OCIl Affordable Project. Therefore, the
consideration being received by OCII is higher than the fair market value of the OCll Parcel as
determined by an independent appraiser. In addition, as further detailed in Attachment 3, the
consideration being received by OCH equates to a consxderatlon of $253,440 per tower unit. Thls
per unit consideration is substantially higher than the consideration that OCIl has received on its
two most recent residential transactions in Transbay: $150,000 per unit on Block 8 and $79,486
per unit on Block 9, both of which closed escrow in 2015.

(aj{2)(B)(lv) An explanation of why the sale or lease of the property will assist in the
elimination of blight, with reference to all supporting facts and materials relied upon in
making this explanation.

The OCIi Parcel was formerly occupied by a portion of the Embarcadero Freeway, which was
demolished after the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake. After the freeway was demolished, the OCII
Parcel was a surface parking lot operated by the State of California. Surface parking was
identified as an economic indicator of blight in the 2005 Report on the Redevelopment Plan for
the Transbay Redevelopment Project (“‘Report on the Plan”), which was prepared as part of the
adoption materials for the BOS. The section of the Report on the Plan titled “Underutilized Areas
and Vacant Lots” on Page V-8 states, “Given the Project Area’s density and location in the
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Financial District, surface parking lots do not maximize the economic and development potential
of the lot or area." The OCIl Parce! is identified as an “Underutilized Area” on Figure V-3 in the
Report on the Redevelopment Plan. The development of the Project on Block 1 will assist in the
elimination of blight by transforming a vacant, underutilized surface parking lot, bringing quality
architecture and new homes-to the community.

Additionally, the development of the Project will assist in the elimination of blight by providing
housing opportunities for moderate income households, a population whose housing needs are
underserved. Land availability, high construction costs, and financing tools result in new housing
- development in San Francisco that skews toward both high income and low income residents, but
minimal production for middle income households. Financing tools available to both market-rate
and non-profit affordable developers in San Francisco are a key deferminant in the types of
housing that gets built in the City and whom that housing is built for. Extremely high development
costs in San Francisco influence market-rate developers to build product serving high income
residents that maximizes developer profit. On the opposite end of the spectrum, non-profit
affordable housing developers are also constrained, but for different reasons. Affordable housing
developers face similar challenges in terms of expensive land and high construction costs. The
issue of expensive San Francisco land is often mitigated by the City and OCil's policy of providing
City-owned sites to affordable housing developers using below market rate ground leases. These
leases often restrict use of the site for affordable housing targeted to households earning less
than 60% AMI. Furthermore, the Federal (Low-lncome Housing Tax Credits), State (Multifamily
Housing Program [MHP] or Affordable Housing & Sustainable Communities [AHSC]), and City
(Local Operating Subsidy Program [LOSPYJ) financing tools non-profit developers rely on to build
dffordable housing also target specific low income populations earning as little as 10% of AMI for
the City’s formerly homeless population to no more than 60% AMI for many of the other financing
“‘programs. These policies result in affordable housing serving very low income and low income
" households. Consequently, very few units for middle income households (those earning between
80% - 120% AMI) are built because market-rate developers are not incentivized to build this
product, affordable developers generally only have access to financing tools for housing serving

households earning 60% or less; very few resources exist to induce developers to construct '
9 p

middie income housing. Therefore, a project like this Block 1 Project that is providing 156
homeownership units for middle income housing for households.eaming between 80% - 120%

AWM is fairly unique and critical to generating units for an underserved population of City residents,

Prepared by:  Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure

Attachment 1: Development Concept (Note: not yet available)

Aftachment 2:  Owner Parficipation/Disposition and Development Agreement, .
2016 (Note: not yet publically available; still the subject of negotiation)

Attachment 3:  Draft Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Memorandum, April 6, 2016
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KEYSER MARSTON ASSOCIATES.

ADVISORS IN PUBLIC/PRIVATE REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT

DRAFT.
MEMORANDUM

To: Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as Successor Agency to
the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco

From: Tim Kelly

Date: April 6,2016

Subject:  Transbay Block 1; Section 33433 Land Consideration
Executive Summary

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) has prepared this memorandum for the Office of
Community [nvestment and Infrastructure as Successor Agency fo the Redevelopment
Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (OCHI, or Successor Agency) with
respect to the consideration being paid to OCII for the portion of Transbay Block 1 owned
by OCII (referred to as the OCH Parcel} under Section 33433 of the former Community
Redevelopment Law. Section 33433 states that the consideration paid for fand cannot be

- less than the fair market value of the interest to be conveyed at the highest and best use

consistent with the redevelopment plan.

Block 1 Is an approximately 53,622 sq. ft. parcel in the Transbay Redevelopment Project
Area (“Project Area"), located on the north side of Folsom Street between Spear and
Main Streets. Block 1 consists of twa parcels: the OCll-owned parcel (Block 3740, Lot
027) and the privately owned parcel, which is comprised of four lots (Block 3740, Lot
029-032) owned by an affiliate of Tishman Speyer (Developer). The OCII Parcel is
approximately 33,782 sq. ft. The privately owned parcel is approximately 19,840 sq.ft.

The OCI! Parcel was appraised by Carneghi-Blum & Partners, Inc. in 2014, The
appraisal determined that the value as of July 2014 was $19,180,000 with a 400 foot"
height limit and a developer obligation to provide 20% inclusionary housing units in the
tower. The OCII subsidized podium component contained 76 units. Overall the project
has 35% BMR when the OCII subsidized podium units are included. In November 2014,
OCIi entered into an Exclusive Negotiation Agresment (ENA) with the Developer for (a)

160 PACIFIC AVENUE, SUITE 204 > SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111 » PHONE: 415 398 3050 > FAX: 415 397 5065

WWW.KEYSERMARSTON.COM

KMA Memo 4_06_16; jf
19066.012
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To: Tiffany Bohee ) April 6, 2016
Subject: Transbay Block 1: Section 33433 Land Consideration Page 2

the sale to the Developer of the OCII Parcel and (b) the development of a combined
affordable and market-rate homeownership project consisting of a residential tower, two
residential podium buildings, and townhouses surrounding open space on Block 1.
Under the ENA, the Developer agreed to pay the appraised value forthe OCIl Parcel
(which was based on 20% BMR units in the tower), and to provide an overall project
affordability level of 35%, a combination of 20% in the tower and 15% in the 76 BMR
podium units. In return, OCIl agreed to contribute $20,900,000 to fund a portion of the
production cost of the 76 BMR units, or $275,000 per BMR podium unit. Since entering

“the ENA, the Developer has agreed {o increase the number of BMR units in the tower by
5% to 25% and to distribute the BMR units throughout the first 26 floors in the tower, The
76 podium BMR units remains unchanged. In addition, the parties have agreed that the
Developer will pay the $19,180,000 purchase price for the land by funding the entire
construction cost of the podium units without the OCII subsidy of $20,900,000 agreed
upon in the ENA. :

The owner Participation Disposition and Development Agreement (OP/DDA) incorporates
OCIlI realizing the appraised value of $19.18 million for the OCIl Parcel. Thus, the
consideration offered by the Developer is not less than the fair market value of the OCII
_parcel in 2014 as determined by an independent appraisal. in fact, the business terms
exceed the conditions in the appraised value. The conditions in the OP/DDA exceed the
appraisal with 25% tower BMR units (the appraisal was based on 20%) and dispersal of
the BMR units throughout the first 26 floors of the tower, and the Developer funding the
cost of the podium BMR construction to extent not covered by sales revenue or the OCI|
contribution. The combination of the appraised value plus the incremental Developer BMR
obligations resuilts in the Developer consideration of $50.18 million for the OCIl Pareel.
The 25% on-site developer obligation in the fower is the highest to date as a condition of
sale of an OCIl Transbay parcel.

This memorandum discusses the consideration offered by the Developer for the OCII
parcel and the BMR requirements.

Analysis

The Block 1 Project (Project) is a proposed 400-foot for sale residential tower with a mix
of market rate and BMR units and an 8-and 6-story podium housing component with all
BMR units. There are 391 units in total, of which 315 will be in the tower and 76 units will
be in the podium housing.

KMA Memo 4_06_16;Jf
19066.012
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To: Tiffany Bohee April 6, 2016

Subject: Transbay Block 1: Section 33433 Land Consideration Page 3
OCII Parcel Private Parcel Total
Block 1: Land Area 33,782 (63%) 19,840 (37%) 53,622
Block 1: Tower 315 units
Block 1: Podium 76 units
BMR Units . 156 units (40%)

The Project includes 156 BMR units. Of those 156 BMR units, 80 units (or approximately
25% of the 315 units in the tower) will be in the tower, and 76 units will be in the eight
story podium project, which is 100% of the podium project. The BMR units will be
affordable to households earning from 80% fo 120% of AMI,

Typically sales prices are stated as a price “per door The pnce per door is based on the
number of units in the private development, including private obligation to provide
inclusionary BMR units, such as 20% BMR units in the tower.” Multiple variables impact
the range of pricing, including such factors as: intrinsic value of location, expensive
construction costs with high density development relative to value, and BMR
requirements. Typically, OCll residential developments in Transbay (e.g. Transbay Block
6, Block 8) have two components: a tower with inclusionary BMR units and a podium
comprised entirely of BMR units. The podium component is typically financed by public
sources of funding, including OCII funding, while the tower, including the inclusionary
BMR units, is privately financed by the project developer. Each of the Transbay
residential blocks has been required to provide BMR units on site. While there is a
requirement that 35% of the units in the Transbay Project Area are affordable, the
percentage of affordable units on each site has varied. For example, Block 8 included a
20% developer BMR obligation in the tower and 7% OCIH sponsored podium BMR units.

The most recent transaction involving the sale of publicly owned land for a residential
tower in the same timeframe as Block 1 is Transbay Block 8, approved in 2014. The
Block 8 transaction resuilted in a land payment of approximately $150,000 per tower unit!
as well as private financing for the inclusionary BMR units in the fower (dCll financing is
used to fund a portion of the cost of the podium portion of the project).

x Transtﬁay Block 8 — Located on the north side of Folsom between First and

" Fremont Streets. In 2014, The Related Company and Tenderloin Neighborhood
Development Corporation agreed upon the final negotiated price of $71,000,000
for an approximately 49,673-square-foot parcel. The Project includes a market-
rate condominium residential product (the "“Condo Project”) and an 80/20 mixed
income residential component (“80/20 Project”) in an approximately 550-foot

1 OCIt units, such as the 76 BMR podium units, are not considered because these units have a financing
gap and do not support a ptice per door. Therefore, the price per door is based on the tower units only,
including the BMR units in the fower.

KMA Memo 4_06_16; jf
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To:

Tiffany Bohee April 6, 2016

Subject: Transbay Block 1: Section 33433 Land Consideration Page 4

+

tower, and an adjacent podium project. The tower enjoys the highest height limit
of the Transbay Zone One residential parcels and will offer premium views. There
are 474 tower units, of which 404 are market-rate units and 70 units are
affordable io households earning up to 40% and 50% of AMI. The unit mix of
BMR units will be proportional to that of the market-rate units. The podium -
comporient of the project will be separate from the tower and will be all BMR

" units. The podium will have 80 units affordable to households earning up to 40%

and 50% of AMI and will be subsidized by OCIl funding. The project also
includes, among other things, ground-floor retail space along Fojsbm Street of-
approximately 17,320 square feet, which includes a grocery store on the
basement level of approximately 10,500 square feet.

For the Block 1 OCII Parcel, the agreed upon consideration for the land is the appraised

“value of $19,180,000. In addition to the land consideration, the Developer is obligated to
fund BMR unit production that is greater than other Transbay parcels. The additional
BMR production obligation includes: '

1. Podium BMR Construction: The Develdper is required fo fund the full

construction cost of the podium units. Cost to produce the units exceeds the

'BMR sale revenues, as summarized in the table below. In exchange, OCIl is

contributing the $19,180,000 land payment to the cost of the podium
buildings, still resulting in OCI| financial assistance but in an amount that is
less than the orginal $20,900,000 agreed to at the time of the ENA, 'a net
savings of $1,720,000 to OCII. The net financing gap to be funded by the
Developer is estimated to be roughly $14,000,000 as presented in the following
table.

Podium BMR Consfruction 76 Units

Development costs (excluding land)? $50,540,000
<Less> Average Podium Sales Revenue?® ' ‘ ($17,310,976)
<Less> OCIl Land Value Offset . . © ($19,180,000)

Developer Podium Net Development Costs $14,049,024

Rounded $14,000,000

2 Spurce: OCH estimates the podium development cost to be approcimately $50.54 million. All estimates are

rounded.

3 Source: OCl estimates the BMR average podium sales price fe be approximately $227,776

KMA Memo 4_06_16; jf
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To: Tiffany Bohee April 6, 2016 .
Subiject: Transbay Block 1: Section 33433 Land Consideration ~ Page5b

2. Developer BMR Requirement increase from 20% to 25% in the fower and BMR
dispersal through Floors 10 — 26: The increase in the Developer requirement in the
tower by 5% to 25% (overall the Project increases to 40%) and the dispersal of
the Developer required BMRs throughout the first 26 floors results in a cost fo the
Developer of approximately $17 million. This cost is in the form of lost revenues
with the additional 5% BMR units and the redistribution of the market rate and
BMR units within the tower. It is recognized that sales revenues on Floors 10 -
26 will decrease with the BMR dispersal. The estimated cost fo the Developer is
approximately $17 million.

In summary, the agreed upon consideration paid by the Developer under the terms and
conditions of the OP/DDA is summarized in the following table. The additional BMR
obligations are a condition of sale for the OCII Parcel. Therefore, the consideration
under the OP/DDA Terms and Conditions for the OCIl parcel includes the increased
costs funded by the Developer for the additional BMR oblfigations.

OCIl Parcel: -
c iderati fer DDA T { Conditi

(Affocated over 198 tower units which is a proratibn of 315 tower

units based on OCII share of Block 1 fand area) Total Per Unit
Land Appraised Value . $19,180,000 $96,8704
Podium Housing Net Development Costs '

(net after BMR podium sales revenue & OCI land value offset) $14,000,000 $ 70,710
BMR incremental requirement to 40% $17.000,000 $ 85,860
Total Consideration o $50,180,000  $253,440

In conclusion, the total consideration is $50,180,000, which is inclusive of the appraised
value of $19,180,000. The business terms incorporate OCII realizing substantially more
than the appraised value for the OCII Parcel, and substantially more than the value of
$150,000 per tower unit received for Transbay Block 8 parcel. Thus, the consideration
offered by the Developer is not less than the fair market value of the OCIl Parcei in 2014
as determined by an independent appraisal. The consideration that OCIl is achieving,
when the increase in developer funded contribution to BMR is included, is the highest
consideration to date in the Project Area for a residential parcel.

4 The $98,870 per tower unit is derived using the proportionate share of the Block 1 OClt-parcel land area.
The OCII parcel Is 63% of Block 1 land area and 63% of 315 tower units is 198 units. $19 180,000
~ allocated over 198 units is $96,870 per unit.

KMA Memo 4_06_16; jf
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Today’s Presentation

1. TranSbay Redevelopment Plan Block 1 Background
(Informational) | -

2. General Plan Amendment to Map 5 of the Downtown
Plan (Action Item)



Transbay Background

1994

2002

2003

2004
2005

2005

2012

- Board of Supervisors establishes Trahsbdy

Redevelopment Survey Area

Transbay Proiecf Draft Environmental 'lmpqd .
Report published.

SFRA published Transbay Design for Development.

Transbay Project EIR certified.

-Tromsbay Redevelopmeh’r Plan adopted

Rincon Hill Plan adopted.

Transit Center District Plan adopted.
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Afforddbility Requirements

- AB 81 2 ‘and Transbay Redevelopment Plan require
35% of all units built in Zone 1 & 2 be affordable

- Redevelopment Plan requires individual projects within
Zone 1 & 2 to provide 15% affordable on-site

2804
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Transbay Development Program

Publicly-Owned Parcels

Over 3,200 new residential
units (mcludlng over 1, 300
affordable units)

Over 2.6 million s.f. of hew
office development

200,000 s.f. of new retail
space

9 acres of new parks,
including 5.5-acre rooftop
park on Transbay Transit
Center

Privately-Owned Parcels

Over 900 new residential
units

Nearly 4 million s.f. of new
office development
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Proposed Project Summary

. Proposed height increase from 300’ to 400’

- Mixed income homeownership project - 391 Units
- Public benefits of the height increase:

. Increases total project housing units
44 more affordable units in fower |

. 40% of total project units affordable -156 Units @ 80% to 120% AMI
- Affordable units dispersed in first 26 floors of tower and in podium building
. Separate HOA for BMR residents

- Amenities shared by all residents

-~

2808

- Insignificant shadow impact on pcn’ks

- EIR addendum: Less than 0.5% additional shadow impact
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Proposed

Project — Benefits

OVERALL-PROJECT

~ ENA
(with-300" Tower)

#ropdéed

_(with 400’ Tower)

Cee .

‘Benefit -

Tower Height 3(‘30‘fee’r 400 'feet 100 foot increase

Stories 30 39 Additional 9 stories

Total Units 318 Units 391 Units 73 more units overall

| Total BMR Unifs 112 BMR Unifs 156 BMR Unis 44 more BMR Units
Overall Project Affordability 35% 40% 5% more overall affordability

Level of Affordability

Pédium

Tower

80% AMI (25 units)
90% AMI (26 units)

- 100% AMI (25 units) -

100% AMI (36 units)

80% AMI (25 units)
90% AMI (26 units)
100% AMI (25 units)

100% AMI (50 units)
120% AMI (30 units)

No change

120% AMI tier added for
30 additional units in tfower

Location of Tower BMR Units

Floors 1-3

Floors 1-26

BMR units interspersed ih fower
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EXHIBIT E

EXISTING MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN PLAN
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PROPOSED HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS 9 4007

s

MAP TO BE EDITED

Remove 80-X label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says "See Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls®

Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 063 in Assessor’s Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S.

Reclasslfy height and bulk limits of Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 031, currently zoned C-3-O af the comer
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geary Avenue (690 Market Sf) fo 285-S.

Reclassify helght and buik limits of Lots 038, 051, 052 and 083 in Assessor's Block 3702, as well as a
portion of the former Jesse Streef, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S to 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. {2006.1343)

Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 047 In Assessor’s Block 3735 from 150-8 fo 250-S. (2004,0852)
Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0312 from 80-130F fo 150-X, (2004.0165}
Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 066 in Assessor’s Block 3724 from 160-F to 320-S. (2000.730)

Reclassify height and bulk limits of the west comer of Lot 053 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S fo-
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lof.

NOTE: The notatlons shown In italics represent recent amendments to the General Plan. This map Is intended only as a temporary placeholder;
) and wiil be replaced by final maps liiustrating these amendments in graphic form.

1
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EXHIBIT F: MAP 5 LOCATION OF PARCELS SUBJECT TO PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
Parcels proposed for General Plan Amendment are within the 200-S height zone in Map 5. This is inconsistent
with the adopted height for these parcels in the Transbay Redevelpoment Plan (Exhibit C&D) . .. . . ..
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PROPOSED HEIGHT AMD BULK DISTRICTS U 400FT

(" MAP TO BE EDITED -

» Remove 80-X label from freeway lands in Transbay and replave with nofation that says "See Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls”

e Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 063 in Assessor's Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S,

e Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 006 in Assessor's Block 031, currently zoned CG-3-O af the corner
of Market Street Keamy Street and Geary Avenue (630 Markef St) fo 285-5. .

o Reclasslfy height and bulk imits of Lots 039, 051, 052 and 053 In Assessor's Block 3702, as well as a
portion of the former Jesse Street, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S fo 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343)

» Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 047 in Assessor's Block 3738 from 150-S fo 250-S. (2004.0852)
« Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor's Block 0312 from 80-130-F fo 150-X. (2004,0165)
® Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 066 in Assessor's Block 3724 from 160-F o 320-S. (2000.790)

200-s Height Zone in Map 5

80 Height Zone in Map 5

-

Reclassify height and bulk limits of the west comer of Lot 063 In Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S fo
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lot. .

NOTE: The notations shown :m italics represent recent amendments fo the General Plan, This map Is intended only as a temporary placeholder;
and wilf be replaced by final maps illustrating these amendments in graphic form,
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Exhibit G: Amendments Made to the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan in 2006 Related to

the Transbay Redevelopment Plan

NOTATION ADDED IN 2006 AS PART OF THE 2006
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT
i

&

Y
MAP TO BE EDITED

— - [ e — - ey

f . Rem.;v; 5?)3( ;;bel from freav?a; I;n:i.s'/?ﬁ Transbay-.;r;i reﬁa?e]lﬁh?:&a'ﬁo; Ea?s;y's- “Ses Transba ';
1 Redevelopment Plan Development Confrols” :
EY — P S e et bt P e e PN R Py e et Bt St Yt P P by B et et BAm e e pan - e ey et e

» Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 063 in Assessor's Block 3701 from 120-X fo 200-S.

* Reclassify height and.bulk limits of Lof 006 in Assessor’s Block 031, currenily zoned C-3-O at the comner
of Market Street Keamy Street and Geary Avenue {690 Market St fo 285-S.

e Reclassify height anc_l bulk limits of Lots 039, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor’s Block 3702, as well as a
portion of the former Jesse Street, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S fo 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343)

* Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 047 in Assessor’s Block 3735 from 160-S fo 250-S. (2004.0852)
o Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor's Block 0312 from 80-130-F to 150-X. (2004.0165}
 Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 066 In Assessor’s Block 3724 from 160-F fo 320-S. (2000.790)

s Reclassify height and bulk limits of the west comer of Lot 06‘3 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S to
k 350-8, consistent with the rest of the Lot,

The notation added in 2006 (see below)
.5 Inadvertently failed to include six parcels
-‘5:"5:?5% from Zone 1 of the Transbay Plan.

"% These six-parcels are in the 200-S

**% heightzone of Map 5. -

O 400FT

— Transbay Zone One
Boundary

200-s Height Zone in Map 5

80-x Height Zone in Map 5

and will be replaced by final maps MNustraling these amendments In graphle form,

[ NOTE: The notations shown in itallcs represent recent amendments to the General Plan, This map is intended only as a temporary placeholder; 1
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Exhibit B: Six Parcels Subject to the General Plan Amendment -

2815

TRANSBAY PLAN ZONE 1 Ji}

*OCl! JURISDICTION

TRANSBAY PLAN ZONE 2
*PLANNING DEPT. JURISDICTION

3740-027

_.3740-031
-3740-032
~3740-029



GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT SUBJECT PARCELS

—p L,

SN K

HPAS0] FR

(B85 lobgl

S ST A0
SRS TP




MAP 5

AN < N AN
8040 0 80 Feet
ZONE ONE HEIGHT RANGES L -
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-1 -

Zone One Ennn;

Tower Parcels
Height Ranges (Min.— Max)
Townhouse (35-50 ft))
Podium 1 (40—65 ft)
Podium 2 (5085 ft.)
Mid-Rise (65165 ft.)

N
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ZONE ONE HEIGHT RANGES N
Zone One g \/
Senanad
Tower Parcels

| Height Ranges {Min.— Max,)
Townhouse (35-50 ft.)
Podium 1 (4065 ft.)
” Podium .2 (50-85ft)
. Mid-Rise (65—165 ft.)




Exhibit G: Amendments Made to the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan in 2006 Related to

the Transbay Redevelopment Plan

NOTATION ADDED IN 2006 AS PART OF THE 2006
TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT
l

-~

MAP TO BE EDITED

—— - .t — g

| . Remove 80 X ]abel from freeway Iands in Transbay and replace with notaaon that says “See Transbay

' Redevelopment Flan Development Confrols” 3

K e g bt et ben e g e B S M R St b et b b P M e g e P Y e W e e bt b e et o

o Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 063 in Assessor’s Block 3701 from 120-X 1o 200-8S.

o Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 006 in Assessor's Block 031, currently zoned C-3-0 at the comner
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geary Avenue (690 Market St) o 285-S.

o Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lots 039, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor's Block 3702, as well as a
portion of the former Jesse Street, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S fo 160-X; 180-X and 240-8. (2006.1343)

Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 047 in Assessor’s Block 3735 from 150-S to 250-S. (2004.0852)

Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor's Block 0312 from 80-130-F fo 156X, (2004,0165)

Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 066 in Assessor's Block 3724 from 160-F o 320-S. (2000.790)

Reclassify height and bulk limits of the west comer of Lot 063 in Assessor’s Black 3735 from 150-S to
350-5, consistent with the rest of the Lot.

The notation added in 2006 (see below)
inadvertently failed to include six parcels
from Zone 1 of the Transbay Plan.

‘““11 These six parcels are in the 200-S

::, height zone of Map 5.

O 400FT

Transbay Zone One
Boundary

200-s Height Zone inMap 5,

80-x Height Zone in Map 5

and will be replaced by final maps lilustrating these amendments in graphic form.

NOTE: The notations shown in Ralics represent recent amendments to the General Plan. This map is intended only as a temporary placehold!ﬂ‘,}
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EXHIBIT H ‘ :
PROPOSED REVISION TO MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN
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PROPOSED HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS

s
MAP TO BE EDITED

R L L L L e e rrio ki ielaliaiaiaieiaioielinboiniabalinknialia

3739, Lot 004 and replace It with a notation that states “See Transbay Redevalopment Plan Development
Controls”

b mn e bt bt et bt b W e b W e bt b At e Ak el fw e e e e ek Bt B P e b bt B R e b b e e et b

Remove 80-X label from freeway lanids in Transbay and replace with notation that says “See Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Development Canfrols”

Reclassify helght and bulk limits of Lot 063 In Assessor’s Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S.

Reclassify height and bulk fimits of Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 031, currently zoned C-3-O at the comer
of Market Streat Keamy Street and Geary Avenue (690 Market Si) to 285-S.

Reclassify helght and bulk imits of Lots 039, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor’s Block 3702, as well as a
portion of the former Jesse Stree, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S fo 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343)

Reclassify helght and bulk limits of Lot 047 In-Assessor's Blﬁck 3735 from 180-8 fo 250-8, (2004.0852)

Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor’s Block 0312 from 80-130-F to 160-X, {2004.0165)

Reclassify height and bulk imits of Lot 066 in Assessor’s Block 3724 from 160-F fo 320-8. (2000.790)

Reclassify height and bulk fimfts of the west comer of Lot 063 in Assessor’s Block 3735 from 150-S fo
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lot,

he ]
1 » Remove the 200-S label from Assessor'’s Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, 032 and Assessor's Block |

(

NOTE: The notations shown in Htallcs represent recent amendments to the General Plan, This map Is intended cnly as a temporary placeholder;
and will be replacad by final maps Hustrating these amendments In graphicform.
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Proposed Project
View Up Building Facade
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Proposed Project
Street View East - Mid-
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p Building) -
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Transbay Development Program

TSt

Publicly-Owned Parcels

IS V348

i
!

° Over 3,100 new residential —se' s

units (including over 1,300
affordable units) )
. Over 2.6 million s.f. of new
office development )} sesoase, : ~ seoussesu —e— L
o 200,000 s.f. of new retail : ié %nt Land Usedufisdiction) |
space- i i 8 ,
. 9 acres of new parks,
including 5.5-acre rooftop
park.on Transbay Transit . | : <152 N
Center o . ol L Y e E:
Privately-Owned Parcels H
+  Over 1,300 new residential .
units R :
»  Nearly 4 million s.f. of new : ;
office development N — , =
" ? ! R T
y | , 3 &
S N B
- / L ] |4
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Transbay Zone 1 Project Status

Developer: BRIDGE Housing
& CHP

Architect: Leddy Maytum
Stacy Architects

120 units sUp'por’ri:ve housing

Status: Complete and
occupied

Photo by Tim Griffith
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Transbay Zone 1 Project Status

Blocks 6/7

Developer
i

Arch
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Golub/Mercy

tects

Rate Units: 409

Market

180 (30%)

s

Affordable Un

: 5909
-B6 Pod

s

Total Un

ium complete and occupied

Status

ing 2016

B6 Tower complete spr

B7 Begin Construction Spring 2016




Transbay Zone 1 Project Status

Block 5 | |

Developer: Go-lu.b/ John Buck Company
Architect: Goettsch Partners & SCB
Office Sq. Ft.: 767,000

Status: Under Construction
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- Transbay Zone 1 Project Status

Block 8

. Developer: Related /TNDC

. Architect: OMA & Fougeron
Architecture

-  Market-Rate Units: 396

. Affordable Units: 150 (27%)

. Total Units: 546

. Status: Begin construction Spring:

2016
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Future Projects: Blocks 2
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Transbay Zone 1 Project Status

Folsom Boulevard — Start 2017 | |




Transbay Zone 1 Project Status

Under .,._No:.:v Park — Start Summer 2018

Lt
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Transbay Zone 1 Project Status |

T

Transbay Park — Anticipated Construction Start 201
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TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

| .
i Parcel T

l 107 First Street
i

Salesforce Tower .

A '%; P E Developer(s): Boston
223 e 223 Properties/Hines
L o5 $5 2. B Office Sq. Ft.: 1.4 Million
Under-Ramp Park ° % 2 Construction Start 2014
Acres: 2.5 22 2 Completion: 2017
Construction Start: 2018 s &
“ -
Bl°;;(9 ¥ ; g . i B Blocks
500 Folsom Street 3 L) . . ) i } W4 250 Howard Street
- Park Tower
Developer(s): Essex/ BRIDGE- | =~ i

Market-Rate Units: 436 M.
Affordable Units: 109 7

NEZosss SR S i

ROIIVD ASHIILIFEO esseuusnees M . Developer(s):
el n

. ' Golub/

1 AML 50% and below John Buck
Total Units: 545 \ [l Office Sq.Ft:
Construction Start: 2016 —— | 767,000
Completlon; 2019 ! Construction

Start: 2015

Completion: 2018

Block 11A i LTI TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT
. 0.
25 Essex Street . e b -
Rene Cazenave Apartments Fowaisst. Bl ? onee E::’NE’
Developer(sfBRIDGE/CHP . : LAND ™0
Afefofdaile(lms: 120 E : £ / 3 %7 AFFORDABLEHOUSING
AMI: 50% and below ' Flaek 1 (w7 400" Foight) 7] MARKET RATEHOUSING
Total Units: 120 . ! 160 Folsom Street = T commencia
Construction Start: 2011 : OPEN SPASWSPA“
it o el ‘ L WY (001 Sponsofed Afondable prject 2551 Deyeloper:Tishman Speyer o OMED
iox f 3 =1 Developer: Golub/Mercy Market-Rate Units: 57r35 B oLt OWNED)
| Market-Rate Upits: 409 I Afférdable Units: 156
Aﬁbrdablé Units: 70 R AM]: BO-120% PR?FOSED HEIGHT LIMITS (MIN AND MAX)
3 AMI: 50% and below '’ al Units: 391 i T Townhames: 35507
g ‘ bl T D E B N % &. ST Podium 1:40-65"
...... N - & Z?:l;::::" 201 K. Podlium 2: 50-85°
+ (0CH Sponsored Affordablesprofe B . s : ; T =1 mm— Midlse: 65165
% Developer(s): Refated/TNDC 5] ] N . - o it i i W Towers (Helght Varles)
Rl Market-Rate Unlts: 396 | | i RO i :
Affordable Units; 150 | | AN iy it Street/
AME 70 incluslonary units @90%/ | | A : ) 222 Betle Street a~
80 QClt units @ 50% de Developer: Mercy 1| e
g Total Units: 546 A i Affordable Units:120 o 10 B ey 1000 o] sffiee of
§ Construction Start: 2016 [ AMI: 50% and below B ex
Completion: 2019 Construction Start: 2016 : ocltlI

T Completion: 2018 vawwsfoci,org
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

1

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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be held
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard:

Date:
Time:

Location:

Subject:

Monday, April 4, 2016
1:30 p.m.

Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

File No. 160188. Ordinance amending the Géneral Plan by revising
Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to include a note stating that the
proposed Height and Bulk Districts on Block 1 (Assessor’s Parcel Block
No. 3740, Lot Nos. 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032), on Folsom Street

. between Main and Spear Streets, and a portion of Block 2 (Assessor’s

Parcel Block No. 3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main Streets, of the -
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area shall be consistent with those
provided in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Development Controls;
and making findings, including 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.

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to
attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the time
the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record in this
matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the merhbers of the Committee. Written
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton
Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is
available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to this matter
will be available for public review on Friday, April 1, 2016.

Cadedl>

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

DATED: March 23, 2018
PUBLISHED/MAILED/POSTED: March 25, 2016
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City Hall
1 Dr, Ca. ,aB. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TTD/TTY No. 5545227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA

JUNTA DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO

COMITE SOBRE USO DE TERRENOS Y TRANSPORTE

Fecha: Lunes, 4 de abril de 2016

Hora: 1:30 p.m.
Lugar: Alcaldia, Camara Legislativa, Sala 250, 1 Dr. Carlton B.

Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

Asunto: NUm. de Expediente 160188. Ordenanza que enmienda el Plan
General para revisar el Mapa 5 del Plan del Area del Centro para

_ que incluya una nota que declara los propuestos limites de altura y

. tamafio dentro de la Cuadra 1 (Lotes Nums. 027, 029, 030, 031, y

032 de la Parcela Nim. 3740 del Tasador), sobre la Calle Folsom
entre las Calles Main y Spear, y una parte de la Cuadra 2 (Lote
Ntm. 004 de la Parcela Nim. 3739 del Tasador), sobre las Calles
Folsom y Main, del Area del Proyecto de Redesarrollo Transbay
deberan ajustarse con los Controlés de Desarrollo del Area del
Proyecto de Redesarrollo Transbay; y realiza conclusiones, incluso
las conclusiones que afirman la Ley de Calidad Medioambiental de
California; y conclusiones coherentes con el Plan General, y las
ocho politicas prioritarias de la Seccién 101.1 del Cddigo de
Planificacion. ' i '
—_ Agudls>

./ Angela Calvillo, Secretaria de la Junta

FECHADO: 23 de marzo de 2016
PUBLICADO/ENVIADO/PUBLICADO: 25 de marzo de 2016
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. Gity Hall
1Dr. Ca. .nB. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689

BOARD of SUPERVISORS
Tel. No 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TTID/ITY No. 5545227
=TT GT2EREY
THhE A R R e
HHA: 201654 B 4 HEH—
BRFE: T 1ER30457
HiHE: THEEE » YA EEEEE 250 & 0 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San

- ¢

EEH: March 23, 2016

Francisco, CA 94102

FEIEGRA 160188 - X TEMRGHEETHREETE » Bl L EEET
EeBIES - AEEN R SRR ENEE S E R

& » BN iAMainfii € Spearfsy 2 Y Folsom ] _FAVETE] (FHEHETR
No. 3740 » #iE& Nos. 027 ~ 029 ~ 030 ~ 03182 032) » DA R Ar#Folsomf
HeMainfEy_E AR 2 EE (BERRETENo. 3739 ¢ H#EENo. 004) » JEEL
s E TR R E R AT AR — B SRSk » EdEAkiE T
JIEREEE &Y. | (California Environmental Quality Act) FrfEHAAHEE
BT > DURERARREETE » BB AHSE 1011150y VRE BRI —

BRI -
a4
Angela Calvillo
m2EZEEgERL

AR GERS: March 25, 2016
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION
COMMITTEE APRIL 4, 2016 - 1:30 PM LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER, ROOM
250, CITY HALL 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, SF, CA

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the land Use and Transpottation
Committee will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested
parties may attend and be heard: File No. 160188. Ordinance amending the
General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to include a note
stating that the proposed Helght and Bulk Districts on Block 1 (Assessor's
Parcél Block No. 3740, Lot Nos. 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032), on Folsom
Street between Main and Spear Streets, and a portion of Block 2 (Assessor’s
Parcel Block No. 3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main Streets, of the
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area shall be consistent with those
- provided in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Development Controls; and
making findings, including 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. In accordance with
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AdTech Advertising System

Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to attend the
hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official
public record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the
members of the Committee. Written comments should be addressed to
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place,
Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is
available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating
to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, April 1, 2016,
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board '
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
CISCO LAND USE AND TRANSPOR-
TATION COMMITTEE APRIL 4, 2016 -
1:30 PM LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER,
ROOM 250 , CITY HALL 4 DR. CARL~
TON B, GOODLETT PLACE, SF, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the
Land Use and Transporation Commit
tee will hold a publlc hearing to conslder
the following proposal and said public
hearing will be held as follows, at which
time all inlerested parfies may atiend
and be heard: File No. 160188, Ordi-
nance amending the General Plan by
revising Map § of the Downtown Area
Plan to Include a nofe staling that the
gruposed Height and Bulk Districts on

ock 1 (Assessor's Parcel Block No.
3740, Lot Nos. 027, 028, 030, 031, and
032), on Folsom Street between Maln
and Spear Streets, and a portion of
Block 2 {Assessor's Parcel Block No.
3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main
Straets, of the Transbay Redevelopment
Projact Area shall be conslstent with
those provided in the Transbay Rede-
velopment Plan Development Conirols;
and making findings, including findings
under the Califomls Environmental
Qualily Act, and findings of consistency
with the General Plan, and the slght pri-
orlty policles of Planning Code, Section
101,1. In accordance with Administrative
Code, Saction 67.7-1, persons who are
unable to attend the hearing on this mat-
ter may submit written comments to the
City prior to the time the hearing begins.
These commants will be made part of
the officlal public record in this matter,
and shall be brought fo the atlention of
the members of the Committee. Written
comments should be addressad to An-
e{ala Calvilla, Clerk of the Board, Cily

all, 1 Dr. Carllon Goodlelt Place,
Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102.
Information relafing to this matter is
available in the Office of the Clerk of the
Board, Agenda informafion relaling to
this matter will be available for public re-
view on Friday, April 1, 2016. Angela
Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
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City Hall
1. Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel, No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

PROOF OF MAILING

File No. 160188

“Descriptich of ltem(s):
General Plan Amendment - Downtown Area Plan Map 5 - Portions of Transbay
Redevelopment Plan Blocks 1 and 2

I, Andrea Ausberry , an employee of the City and
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described documenti(s) by depositing the
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully
prepaid as follows:

Date: March 25, 2016
Time:
USPS Location: - Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244)

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A

Signature: V/l A/I@é/@m/]
U S. Postal Ser\ncem RN
s} CERTIFIED MAIL, RECEIPT
; . . . . " T ]
Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed ! - (Domestic Mail Only; No Insurance Coverage Provided)
*:D For delivery information visit our website at www.usps.comg
Ng, MR pew o ok 5 =]
| OFFICIAL USE
0 Postage | $
: g Canlf‘edFee .
= | Postmark
= (Endfrglemrﬂerg?rﬁm , Here.
D Restricted Dalivery Fee
g {Endorsement Requlred)
Rl Postage & Fees $
g Bent 7¢
- ent To
= 6“1 A"ea f,cn N rraus‘ t-
Sireet, Apt No.;
. or PO BoxNo.
28486 Chy; Stals, ZIPa 4
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax Nio. 554-5163
TBR/TTY No. 544-3227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

PROOF OF MAILING

160188

al

Description of ltem(s):
General Plan Amendment - Downtown Area Plan Map 5 - Podions of Transbay’
Redevzlopment Plan Blocks 1 and 2

{, Andrea Ausberry ' , an employee of the City and
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage iully

prepaid as follows:

Date: , March 24, 2016
Time:
-USPS Location: - Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244).

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A

Signature: C’AMM

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file.

1234 ' ' 5847



GRIG. (0B
LU clerfy LegPep

Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco

District 10
MALIJA COHEN
R B A

'DATE:' April 5, 2016 — © 0w
TO: Angela Calvillo _ ' : Q t i

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors T
FROM: - Supervisor Malia Cohen ‘f‘l
RE: Land Use and Transportation Committee ?: I , t

COMMITTEE REPORT o

[

Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land Use and Transpdrtation Committee, | _
have deemed the following matter is of an urgent nature and request it be considered by .
the full Board on April 12 2016, as a Committee Report:

160188 General Plan Amendment - Downtown Area Plan Map 5 - Portions of
- Transbay Redevelopment Plan Blocks 1 and 2

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to
include a note stating that the proposed Height and Bulk Districts on Block 1
(Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 3740, Lot Nos. 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032), on Folsom
Street between Main and Spear Streets, and a portion of Block 2 (Assessor's Parcel
Block No. 3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main Streets, of the Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area shall be consistent with those provided in the Transbay

. Redevelopment Plan Development Conirols; and making findings, including 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.

This matter will be heard in the Land Use and Transportation Committee Regular
Meeting on April 11, 2016, at 1:30 p.m.

Sincerely,

Malia Cohen
Member, Board of Supervisors

City Hall « 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place « Room 244 e San Francisco, California 941024689 e (415) 554-7670
Fax (415) 554-7674 « TDD/TTY {415) 554-522.7 » B-mail: malia.cohen@sfgov.org '
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