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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

M E M 0 R-A N D U M 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

April 11, 2016 

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. 

Item 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 1. 

1 [General Plan Amendment- Downtown Area Plan Map 5 - Portions ofTransbay 
Redevelopment Plan Blocks 1 and 2] 

2 

3 . Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan to 

4 include a note stating that the proposed Height and Bulk Districts on ~lock 1 

5 (Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3740, Lot Nos. 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032), on Folsom 

6 Street between Main and Spear Streets, and a portion of Block 2 (Assessor's Parcel 

7 Block No. 3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main Streets, of the Transbay 

8 Redevelopment Project Area shall be consistent with those provided in the Transbay 

9 Redevelopment Plan Development Controls; and making findings, including findings 

1 O under ~he California Environmental Quality Act, and findings of consistency with the 

11 General Plan, and the eight priority policies ?f Planning Code, Section 101 .1. 

12 

13 

14 

:15 

16 

17 

18 

I 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and ·uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additiqns to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in 5trilr:ethrough italics 'J!f:mes}lew Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
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: 

19 Section 1. Findings. 

20 (a) The Ordinances relating to adoption of the Transbay Redev~lop!Tient Plan in 2005 

·21 and 2006 (Ordinance Nos. 124-05, 125-05, 94-06, 95:06, and 99-06) included General Plan 

22 Amendments that reflected the height and zoning changes. Map 5 of the Downtown Plan, 

23 which identified recommended height and bulk limits in the City's Downtown, was a~ended 

24 with a notation: "Remove 80-x labe! from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation 

'25 that says 'See Redevelopment Plan Development Controls."' 'This amend~ent appears to 

Planning Commission 
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1 have inadvertently excluded Transbay Redevelopment Plan Zone 1 blocks that are within the 

2 200 foot Height District and "S" Bulk District in Map 5 (Assessor Block 3740/027-32 on Folsom 

3 Street between Main and Spear Streets, and Assessor Block 3739/004 on Folsom and Main 

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

5 ·Plan. While the Redevelopment Plan changed the allowable height and bulk of the 

6 aforementioned Assessor's Blocks to a 300' Height District and a ''TB" Bulk District, the added 

7 notation in Map 5 of the- Downtown Plan did not reference the Redevelopment Plan. The 

8 proposed General Plan Amendment that is the subject of this ordinance would correct Map 5 

9 of the Downtown Plan to reflect that the aforementioned Assessor Blocks are subject to the 

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

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

12 project pr<?posed for Assessor Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032 of the Transbay 

13 Redevelopment Project Area ("Block 1 ")from 300 to 400 feet. 

14 (b) Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105 and Planning Code Section 340; .the Planning 

15 Commission shall first consider any am~ndments to the General Plan and thereafter 

16 recommend such amendments for Board of Supervisors approval or rejection. On January 

17 14, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission, by Motion No. 19549, 

18 initiated General Plan amendments that are the subject of this ordinance. On February 25, 

19 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission, by Resolution No. 19572, 

20 adopted environmental findings; found that the General Plan amendments are, on balance, 

21 consistent with the General Plan as proposed for amendment; the public necessity, 

22 convenience and general welfare required the General Plan Amendment; the proposed 

23 amendments are in conformity with the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; 

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

Planning Commission 
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1 Commission Motion No. 19549 and Resolution No. 19572 are on file with the Clerk of the 

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

3 (c) The Board of Supervisors finds that this ordinance is, on balance, consistent with 

4· the General Plan as it is proposed for amendment herein and in conformity with the eight 

5 priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning 

6 Commission Resolution No. 19572. The Board hereby adopts these findings as its own. 

7 (d) On June 15, 2004, this Board approved Motion No. M04-67 affirming the Planning 

8 Commission's certification of the final environmental impact report for the Transbay 

9 Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project ("FEIR") in compliance with 

1 O the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (California Public Resources Code sections 

11 21 oo.o et seq.) A copy of said Motion is on file With the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

12 File No. 010629 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

13 (e) The Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 612-04, adopted environmental 

14 findings in relation to the Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Downtown Extension, and Transbay 

15 Redevelopment Plan. Copies of said Resolution and supporting materials are in the Clerk of 

16 the Board of Supervisors File No. 041079. The Board of Supervisors in Ordinance No. 124-

17 05, as part of its adoption of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, adopted additional 

18 environmental findings. Copies of said Ordinance and supporting materials are in the Clerk of 

19 the Board of Supervisors File No. 050184. The FElR analyzed development on Transbay. 

20 Redevelopment Project Area Block 1 of a project extending up to 300 feet in height. Said 

21 · Resolution and Ordinance and supporting materials are incorp'orated herein by reference. 

22 (f) On January 14, 2016, in response to a proposed height increase from 300 to 400 

23 feet on Block 1, the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County 

24 of San Francisco, commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and 

25 Infrastructure, ("Successor Agency" or "OC~I") in conjunction with the Planning Department 

Planning Commission 
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1 prepared an Addendum to the FEIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 (the 

2 "Addendum"). 

3 (gr On January 19, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission on 

4 Community Investment and Infrastructure ("CCII") in Resolution No. 2-2016 approved 

5 development actions for Block 1 and adopted the Addendum along with other environmental 

6 review findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of the Addendum ?nd CCII Resolution are on file 

7 with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 160188 and are incorporated herein by 

8 reference. 

9 (h) Based on this Board's review of the FEIR and the Addendum, the Board concurs 

10 that the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and the 

11 proposed Block 1 height amendment will not cause new significant impacts not identified in 

12 the FEIR, ~nd no new mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts. 

13 Further, other than as described in the Addendum, no Block 1 changes have occurred, and no 

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

15 significant environmental impact to which the height amendment will contribute considerably; 

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

17 significant environmental impc;tcts not previously discussed in the FEIR, that significant effects 

18 previously E?Xamined will be substantially more severe than shown in the FEIR, or that 

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

20 mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the FEJR would 

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

22 review is required under CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby adopts CCI l's and the 

23 Planning Commission's environmental findings as its own. 

24 

25 
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1 Section 2. The San Francisco General Plan is hereby amended by revising Map 5 of 

2 the Downtown Area Plan as follows: 

3 Remove the 200-S label from Assessor's Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 

4 032, and Assessor's Block 3739, Lot 004, and replace it with a notation that states "See 

5 Transbay Redevelopment Plan Development Controls." 

6 

7 Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

8 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

9 ordinance unsigned or does not siQn the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

1 O of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enaeting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the General 

Plan that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

I additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the ."Note" that appears under . 

1

1 

the official title of the ordinance. I 

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

6\1600411\01084556.doc 

I 
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FILE NO. 160188 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[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 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. 
. ~~00~ . 

The Downtown· Area Plan is a subplan within the City's General Plan. Map 5 of the Downtown 
Plan shows various height and bulk districts. The City adopted legislation in 2005 and 2006 to 
establish the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Area. The Tran$bay Redevelopm~nt 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 Pian as 
proposed for amendment and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Planning Commission 
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SAN FRANCISCO . : ... ... . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT~ .. ':::.~.{:~~::·~·:;: .. 

' • ' t •••• , .-.... • • - ••• ,_ 

Feb29,2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. CarltoriB. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Deparlment Case Nlimber 2016.000003GP A: 

. ' . .. .~ 

•• , t• •• 

ni1 Ii: ~J 

General Plan Am~di;nen.t to the Map 5 of the Downtown Plan . . 
and Case Number 2015-012730GPR General Plan Referr~ for the Trans bay 
Redevelopment Plan Amendm.en.t 

BOS File No: , ltO 1 'be (pending) 

Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On February 25, 2016 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") 
conducted a dUiy noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the 
initiation of a proposed Ordinance. 

The proposed Ordjrumce initiated by the Plaru:ring Commission would amend the Map 5 of the 
Downtown Plan to correct and clean up references to the Redevelopm~t Plan amendments 
adopted in 2005. · ' 

At the February 25 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approval of the proposed 
Ordinance. 

At the February 25 hearing, the Commission also heard ~e proposed amendmen\:S to f:he 
Transbay Redevelopment Plan referred to the Department from the Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure. The proposed amendment would increase the height of p'!l"cels 
within Transbay Block 1 from 300 feet to 400 feet. 

The Planning Co:q:ullission found the proposed amendment on balance in consistent with the 
General Plan and recommended its approval by the Board of Super$ors. 

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

www.sfplanning.org 
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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, Nico~e Wheaton 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 
City Attorney, John Malamut 
Kimia Haddadan, Plamling Department 
Jose Campos, OCII 

Attachments (one copy of the folloWing): 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19572 
Pl~g 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 FRANCISCO • 
PLANNIN~ DEPARTMENT 

2640 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 
Case No. 

Block/Lot No.: 

Applicant: 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Executive Summary 

General Plan Referral· 

Feb 25, 2016 
Case No. 2015-012730GPR 
Trans bay Redevelopment Plan Amendment General Plan 
Consistency Finding 

3740/Lots 027,029,030,031, and 032 

Office of Community Invest:pieD;t and Infrastructure 
Jose Campos · 
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Kimia Haddadan - ( 415) 575-9068 
kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulte40D 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103"2479 

Reception: 
415.556.6378 

Fax: . 
415.558.0409 

Planning 
lnfunnallon: 
415.558.6377 

The Project is an Amendment to th~ Transbay Redevelopment Plan ("Proposed Plan 
Amendment''). The Office of Community In~estment and Infras~cture (OCII), 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 Redev~lopment Project 
Area (Project Area). Located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Streets in Zone 1 of the 
Project Area, Block 1 is comprised of Assessor's Block3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032. Lot 
027 is owned by OCII and the remaining lots are owned by Block One Property Holder, L.P., an 
affiliate of Tisbman Speyer ("Developer"). The Redevelopment Plan and the Development 
Controls specify a 300~foot ffiiOOmum 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 Ct;>ntrols. Exhibit A is OCII' s staff 
Memorandum to the OCII Com:QJ.ission, including analysis on ~e proposed height change . 

. BACKGROUND 

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco (''Board of Supervisors") 
approved tfi.e Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area by 
Ordina:z:i.ces No. 124-05 (June 21, 2005) and No. 99-06 (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance 
No. 84-15, Qune 18, 2015) ("Redevelopment Plan''). The Redevelopment Plan establishes the . 

www.sfplanning.org 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY GENERAL PL.AN REFERRAL FOR 
Amendment to the Re.development Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

CASE NO. 2015-012730 

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 
®;d permitting for development in Zone 2 is carried out by the Planning Department and 
Planning Commission. 

The Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls authorize residential development oit 
Block 1. Specifically, Zone 1 Plan Map of the Transbay 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 B~ock 1. The Development 
Controls further specifies Block 1 maximum height limit of 300 feet for a residential tower on.a 

· portion of the site. 1 

. . 
On November ~8, 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 OCil (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 ort 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 proj~ct negotiated to date by OCII staff and the Developer includes 
the 400-foot project alternative (the "Block 1 Project"). The specifics of ~e Block 1 Project are 
shown in Attachment B to Exhibit A: OCII' s staff Memorandum to the OCII Co:i;nnrission.. 

APPROVAL PROCESS . 

OCII mamtains 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 OCil 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'. 

1 Upon Board of Supervisors approval of the Plan Amendment, a proposed amen§ment 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. 

2 
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EXECUTIVE·SUMMARY GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL FOR 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

CASE NO. 2015-012730 

For the proposed amendment, the San Francisco Planrring Commission has the authority to · 
determine whether a proposed substantive Redevelopment Plan amendment (i.e. 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 OCJI Commission Will then consider entitlement action on the Block 1 Project 
at a future public hearing. 

OCU staff anticipates. returning to the OCJI Commission in spring of 2016 for approval of an 
Owner Participation/Disposition and Development Agreement, schematic d~sign (consistent 
with the reqilirements of the Redevelopment Plan as anticipated to be amended), arid 
amendments to the Development Controls. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On_ January 14, 2016, OCII, in conjunction with the Planning Department, prepare~d an 
addendum to the ce~tified Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact · 
Report ("FEIS/EIR") for the Transbay Terrrrinal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment 
Project ("Addendum"). Overall, the Addendum determined the Plan Ameridment would not 
cause new significant nnpacts not identified in the FEIS/IDR 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. 

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, multiple studies and 
analyses have been conducted: 

1) Urban Design Study: OCII 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 
Addenduin. to. the FEIS/EIR dated January 14, 2016. For the summary of the shadow 
analysis see Attachment C to Exhibit A:. OCII' s staff Memoran~um to the OCII 
Commission. For the full Addendum see Attachment B to Exhibit B, Resolution 2-2016. 

Upon stq.dying these analyses, staff ;:inalyzed the proposed amendment and its impacts 
compared to General Plan policies. Overall, staff found the proposed height change on balance 

3 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL FOR 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan · 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

CASE NO. 2015·012730 

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 theme: 

Urban Form 

Since adoption of the Transbay Re_development 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 
skylin~ 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 ~less than halt of one percent ana would only last 18 minutes· on ~e 
days with the most shadows. Spear Street Terrace is tlie 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 1Jy 
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 #emoo11 and would mostly occur·on a small portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail 
near the center of the pcrrk 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. 

l 

.AffordableIIousing 

The additional nine stories would allow a 23% increase in the total number of mrlts provided 
(73 more units in total). From these a4ded 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 earning 100% of AMI. 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 
affor<;l.abl~ housing. Staff finds the ·proposed height. amendment suitable for this areq. 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 
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•EXECUTIVE SUMMARY GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL FOR 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

CASE NO. 2015-012730 

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 inci:ease including 
objections from Save Rincon Park. OCII formally responded to the concerns raised in these· 
letters in two inform~tional memorandums published for the OCII Comrriission hearing on 
January19. 

Attachnie:µts: 

Exhibit A: OCII' s staff Memorandum to the OCII Commission. . . 
Exhibit B: Resolutio~ No.2-2016, 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 Plannin!? Commission Motion 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl,.AlilNiN(i DEP~E(i'r 
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Exhibit A- OCll' Staff Memorandum to t~e OCll Commission 
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MEMORANDUM 

Agenda Item No: 5(b) and S{c) 
Meeting of January 19, 2016 

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 au,thorizing·transmittal of the Report 
to the Board of Supervisors; Trans bay 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 Tran.shay 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 · 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of Sau 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, 
(June 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 development 
standards, and Zone Two, in which the San Francisco Planning Code applies. 

Located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Stref;ts 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 Community Investment and Infrastructure {"OCIT') 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 spe~ify a 300-foot 
maximum height limit on Block L The proposed amendment to the Redevelopment Plan (''Plan 
Amendmenf') 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 th.e Planning 
Department, has prepared an addendum to the Final. . Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report ("FEIS/EIR") for the Transbay Termina11Caltrain 
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Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project ("Addendum"). Overall, the Addendum 
detennjned the Plan Amendment would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the 
FEIS/EIR, nor would the project cause significant impacts previously identified :iii the FEIS/EIR 
to become substantially more severe. No new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce 
significant impacts. · 

The Plan Amendilent would help achieve the Redevelopment Plan goals and objectives, 
including ainong others, to create a con:imunity identity and ·built fonh that ensure high-rise 
buildings reflect high quality architectural and urban design standards, and to create housing 
opportunities by providing a mixture of housing typ~s 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 prqposal for Block 1 would provide approximately 73 
additional housing units on Block l, 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 Area ("Report to the Board of Supervisors") provides relevant 
background information in.support of the need, pmpose 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 Genera! 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) and 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 
developme:i;it standards; and Zone Two, in which the San Francisco J;>lanning Code applies. A 
map of the Project Area is attach,ed hereto as Attachri:ient A. 

2648 



108-0012016-002 Page3 

Located on Folsom Street between Main and Spear Streets 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 (approximately 34,133 square feet) is owned by OCII, 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 Development 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 L 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. 1 · · . · · 

DISCUSSION 

The Plan Amendment 

On November 18, 2014, the Successor Agency Commission, commonly known as the 
Commission on Community Investment 'and Infrasiructi:rre ("Com.mission"), authorized an 
Exclusive Negotiations Agreement (the "ENA") with the Developer for (a) th~ sale to the 
Developer of the portion of Block 1 owned by OCil (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 Qf 400 feet, which would require 
the Plan Amendment. The ~erm sheet for the Block 1 project negotiatt?d to date by OCII staffand 
the Developer includes the 400-foot project alternative (the "Block 1 Project") (see Attachment 
B). Under this alternative, which is further detailed in 1he 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 townhomes 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 

1 Upon 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 Commission for consideration along with an Owner ],>articipation/Disposition and Development Agreement 
and s·chematic Design for the project in Spring 2016. 
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Summary of Block 1 Project 

Tower Height 300 feet 400 feet 100 foot increase 

Stories 30 39 Additional 9 stories 

Total Units 318Units 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 ti.er 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 

Staff is recommending approval of the Plan Amendment to increase the maxim1llll: height limit 
on Block 1 from 300 feet to 400 feet to allow the Commission to consider the Block 1 Project, 
which would achieve several Redevelopment goals and objectives set forth in the 
Redevelopment Plan: 

. . 
·• Strengthen 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. . . 

• Ensure that high-rise buildings reflect high quality architectural and urban design 
standflrds. 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 
~an. . . 

• Develop high-density housing. to capitalize on the transit-oriented opportunities within 
the Project f..rea and provide a large number of housing units close to downtown S;m 
Francisco. Section 2.2 of the Redevelopm~nt Plan. 

The goals and objectives for Community Identity and Built Form and Housi:Ilg Opportunities 
goal are :further detailed below. · 

Community Identity and Built Form 

The Redevelopment ~Ian is the implementing document of a citywide vision to transform 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 :(or 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 w~ to develop 
high-density housing; while at the same time creating a livable and complete neighborhood. The 
Design for Development specified, am011g other requirements, that towers should have strict bulk 
regulations, be spaced one per block, and be located in a way that would enable development 
while minimizing shadows m public 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 
high-rise development must consider its effect on the shape of the skyline. The Transbay urban 
desigµ 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 Marl,cet. · 

Since completion of the Design for Development and adoption of the Redevelopment Plan and 
Development Controls, towers have beei:i built immediately to the south of Block 1, just outside 
of the Project Area, at h~ights taller than 300 feet The Infinity development, located 
immediately to the south of Block 1, across Folsom Sti:eet 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 #J_e 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 tlian 400 feet have been planned and built in the adjacent Rincon Hill district, 
pursuant to the Rincon Hill Plan, adopted in 2005. Also, to the north of Blockd and within Zone 
Two of the Project Area, height limits were increased with the adoption of the Transit Center 
District Plan in 2012 .. AB a result, bm1dings betWeen approxinlately 700 and 1000 feet in height 
are ~urrently 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 heigh.ts 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, lo~ated 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 Blo~k 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 taper:i.ng effect ofthe skyline towards the east, as it 
approaches the Embarcader9 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 

· .bas·e 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 bµilding 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 eonsistent application.of th.is principle for the downtown's waterfront edge. 

Given the context of current and future towers in the vicinity of Block 1, an urban design 
analysis demonstrates the optjmal b,eight for the .Block 1 tower at around 400 ·feet. See 
Attachment C. · A 400-foot tower on the site complements 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 Tran.shay 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 O?- Block5; and the 550-foot tower on Block 8. 

In addition to the analys~s of the placement of a 400-foot tall tower on Block 1 with.in the 
surrounding skyline, a 400-foot tall tower on Block 1 with the same restricted floor plate size, as 
required by the Development Controls, providvs 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 visu~l impact of the tower as the taller height emphasizes 
the verticality in its design, when Viewed from adjacent areas, such as the Embarcadero. . . . . 

Housing Opportup.iti.es 

·Tue Redevelopment Plan's Planning Goals and Objectives on housing opportunities include 
among others, the creation of a mixture of housmg 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 with.in 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. 

T~e 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 iri. the number of dwelling units and affordable dwelling units 
in the tower. The Block 1 Project, as currently proposed, would increase the total number 9f 
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 th.is 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. Thu8, the 
Plan Aluendment would further the attainment of the Redevelopment Plan goals and objectives 
of creating high density, mixed-income ~ousing. 

· 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 '\yarranted 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 legi~lative body adoption of the amendment after the public 
hearing. 

. . 
As required by CRL, OCII staff has prepared the Report to B<:>ard 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 Commissi9n'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 will be undertaken in 
connection with the Plan Amendment: 

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

• O~ December 18, 2016, the public hearing notice was posted on OCII's website; 

• On De~ember 28, 2015, January 4, 2016 and January Ii, 2016, the notice of the public 
hearing was pub~shed in the San Francisco ExaJ?liner; and 

• On January 14, 2016, the Transbay Citizens Advisory Committee (" Transbay CAC") 
considered the Plan Amendment; 

COMMUNITY OUTREACH 

Many comm.Unity arid 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 this CAC 
meeting will provided to the Commission at the pub lip hearing. 
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In 2014, the Developer met with the Housing Action (::oalition. In 2014 and 2015, the Developer 
also sponsored four comm.unify and ".Town Hall" meetings in the neighborbood. 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, OCil staff conducted an urban design 
analysis of the effects the 100-foot increase could have pn 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 Design Analysis, 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 Tran.shay Transit Center. No open 
space located within Block l's 400-foot-tall building shadow ran: area falls under tli.e 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 repqrt 
utilizes Section 295 shadow analysis methodology to study the shadow impacts in a way 
consistent with Proposition K. The analysis is described mor~ thoroughly in Attachment D, and 
concludes that the maximum increase in shadow over an affected park, as a result of increasing 
the tower height, does not exceed a shadowing of 0.49~ of Theoretically Available Annual 
Sunlight, which is a measurement of outdoor park1.space in relation to hours of annual 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 Tran.shay TerminaVCaltrain 
Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project ("Projecf'), which included the Redevelopment 
Plan. Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors adopted, by Resolution No. 612-04 (Oct 7, 2004), 
fin.dings that various actions related to the Project complied with CEQA. Subsequent to the 
adoption of the FEIS/EIR and the fi.Iidings, seven addenda to the FEIS/EIR have been approved 
and incorporated into the FEIS/EIR by reference. 

OCII, 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 iJ+ the FEIS/EIR for the Block 1 site was 300 feet 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 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 BIR. The lead agency's decision to use an 
addendum must be supported by substantiai evidence that the cond.itions that would trigger the 
preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental BIR, as provided in CBQA Guidelines Section 
15162, are not present. An addendum documents the assessment .and determination that the 
modified project is within the scope of the FEIS/EIR and no additional eD:vironmental 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 CBQA 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, oq:r, 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 FBIS/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 FBIS/EIR certified on April 22, 2004 remain 
valid and no supplemental environmental . review is. reqillred beyond this Adciei;idum. Tue 
FEIS/EIR :findings and statement of overriding cons~derations 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. do~uments, and visual 
analysis images were provided to the Commission on a compact disc included as Attachment B 
to this memorandum and are available for review at OCII's offices and at 

. http://sfocii.org/transbay. 

STAFF RECOMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Commission take the following actions: 

• Ap~roving the Report to the Board; 

• Adopting CEQA :findings and approving the Plan Amendment; 

• Referring the .Plan Amendment to the Planning Commission for 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 th~ CRL, upon approval by the-Commission and referral of fue 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, wifu final Board of Supervisors consideration and approval in Spring 
of2016. · 

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

Attachment A: 
Attachment B: 
Attachment C: 
Attachment D: 
Attachment E:· 

(Originated by Marie Munson, Senior Development Specialist, and 
Jos~ Campos, Manager of Planning & De~ign Review) 

Tiffany Bohee 
Executive Director 

Map of Trans bay Redevelopment Project Area 
Term Sheet for Block 1 Project 
Urban Design Analysis 
Summary of Shadow Study 
Compact Disc with the following project documents: 

CEQA Documents: 

• · Evaluation of Shadow Impacts for 160 Folsom Street/Transbay Block 
1, October 14, 2015 · 

• Potential Wind Conditions -Tran.shay Redevelop:i;nent Area, Block 1 -
160 Folsom Street; April .9, 2015 . 

• Trans bay Block 1 Transportation Assessment, Results of Preliminary 
· Transportation Significance Evaluation (Updated), August 11, 2015 

• 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 Termim~l/Caltrain Downtown 
Extension/Redevelopment Project 
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Visual.An~ysis Images: 

• Area Height Map 

·• Vistas Impact 
• Background Study Vistas Impact 
• Pedestrian Impact 

2657 

Page 11 



Attachment A 

Map of Transbay Redevelopment Project Area 
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Site: 

Proposed Project: 

Overall Project Affordability: 

Unit Mix: 

Location of the BMR Units: 

Affordability Level ofBMR 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 OCJI-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 Hplder, L.P., a Tisbman 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 podiu.nl 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 
parking facility, and 9,126 square feet ofretail on the group.cl floor. 

The proposed project consists of391 for-sale units. Of those 391units;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 
BMRUnits 80 76 156 

Total Units 315 76 391 

The market-rate units. c<:>nsist 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 bedrooms and range in size from 584 -l,382 square feet 

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

%Area 
No.of 

Median 
Income Units 

Podium 80% 25 

90% 26 

100% 25 

Total BMR Units 76 

Towerfrownhomes '100% 50 
120% 30 

Totq.l BMR Units 80 
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....... ' . 

Land Price I OCII Subsidy: 

Homeowner's Association (HOA) 
Dues: 

Project Amenities: 

Parking: 

Transportation Sustainability Fee: 

., 

· . The lan4 price is $192 M for the OCII-owned parcel. Under the ENA, the 
parties agreed that the developer would pay the land price in cash at close of · 
escrow and OCII, in tum, would provide a subsidy of $275,000 per unit for each 
of the 7_6 BMR units in the Podium (for a total subsidy of$20.9 M). Instead, the 
developer will construct these 7 6 units withc;>nt a subsidy from ocrr. The 
construction of these units will constitute payment of the land price (a net 
savings of$1.7 M to OCII). · 

Projected HOA dues for.the B:M:R. units are $500 - $750 per unit/month. 
For any of the B:M:R. 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.: P.rojected HOA dues above $850 
per month, assuming 3% ·escalation after year 1, for 7.5 years). 

All r~sidents will have equal access to the amenities, which will include: 
• Outdoor courty'ard on.Level 2 of Podium; 
• Roof garden at Level 5 (roof of townhomes); 
• Shared access to lobby attendant; and 
• 5th floor lounge area in Tower. 

The .shared underground parking garage will provide three underground 
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 B:M:R. units) is 1: 1. The parking ratio in the 
Podium is 1:4. 

Per City requirements, developer will pay 50% of the Transportation 
Sustainability Fee. 
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Attachment C 

' UrbanDesignAnalysis 

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

feet to 400 feet. This assessment, which was separate from the shadow study, consid~red 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 urb.an. environment as perceived by a 
pedestrian walking within the Trans bay neighborhood. 

The San Francisco General Plan's Urban Design Element lis~s as a principle th~ 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 poin~ 

were located on Yerba Buena Island, Treasure Island, the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, 

Telegraph Hill, Twin Peaks, Corona Heights, Dolores Park, Bernal 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 Y erba Buena Island and Treasure Island and from the San 

Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge on the approach to San Francisco. Jn addition, this analysis 

includes visualization .images that show the impact of the 400-foot-tall tower versus a 300-foot­

tall tower as experienced by pedestrians on Folsom Boulevard, as proposed, and on the existing 

waterfront walkways along nearby Rincon Park. 

This assessment coris.idered t4e perspectives on the skyline as well as . within the pedestrian 

environment while comparing a 300-foot-tall tower with a 400-foqt-tall tower. It included 

simulations of surrounding proposed projects yet to be built or currently wider 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 i.riunedi.ate 

vicinity of Block 1, which are also at 400-feet, including one tower within tlie Infinity project, 

loca~ed 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. 
ill 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 project's 
400-foot height will blend appropriately into the San Francisco skyline as planned. 
As seen and experienced from the Embarcadero waterfront an9. from Rincon Park, the proposed 
tower sits behind the block containing the Gap Building at Folsom Street between Spear Street 
and the Embarcadero. 

The Gap Building's architecture provides ·a tower element height of approximately 289 feet, 
situated ahove an approximately 240-foot-tall office tower over a poditun base height of 
approximately 90 feet. The Gap Building's architec!me results in an aesthe!ically-pleasing 
stepp~g-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, th~ Block 1 tower would not be visible 
from much of the walkway along the Embarcadero at Rincon Park, as it would be Jlldden 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 constrllcted 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 environ:nient to the water, and would 
be a consistent application of this principle for the downtown's waterfront edge in alignnient 
with San Francisco General Plan's Urban Design Element. 

Given the context of current and future toyvers .in the vicillity 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 vi~wed from afar, tying_ together 
the series of towers on Rincon Hill with the. raller towers planned near the Trans bay Transit 
Center and thos~ 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. 

ln addition to the analysis of t;he 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 restrictl?d floor plate size, as . . 
required by the Development Controls, pro~des the opportunity for a visually 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 Emb;:i.rcadero. The proposed tower 
floorplate is continuously modulated by up to 6 feet to achieve what can be called the "migrating 

bay'' effe<?t. 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 
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movement rather than focus on the heavy mass of a simple extrude~ 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. · 

2663 



Attachment D 

Summary of Shadow Study 

As part of the Addend.uni, a study was conducted that analyzed potential shadow impacts generated by the 
proposed development on Block 1 onto six nearby publicly-accessible parks as a percentage of 
theoretically available annual sunlight ("TAAS") consumed.1 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 Controls and Design Gui9.elines 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 subj ecf to Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code. 2 Other public parks and open spaces 
~ot subject to Section 295 were still evaluated for potential impacts. The shadow analysis was conducted 
utilizing the methodology prescribed in Section 29 5 ·and found that the Block 1 development could cast 
new shadow on the following parks and open spaces: 

• Rincon Park- located along the Embarcader<? at Folsom Street 

• Transbay Park (future)3 
- bo~qed by ~eale, Clementina, Main, and Tehama Streets 

• 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 

• Transbay Terminal Park (future) - on the rqof of the new Transbay Tyrminal 

Table I below shows the amount of new shadow the proposed I 00 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% ofTAAS). · 

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. 

1 TAAS is a measure of the square-foot-hours of sunlight that would theoretically be·available at a given pa:rk or 
open space during a typical year, assuming that it is sunny during all daylight hours. 

:i. 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 conservative analysis, though shadow impacts on future parks 
are not tjpically considered significant. 
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Table 1: Comparison of the Proposed Project's Shadow Impacts on Theoretically Available Annual 
Sunlight Cf AAS) Due to Height Increase from 300 Feet to 400 Feet 
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Existin Conditions · 
Size (acres 3.23 1.31 0.73 0.20 0.11 3.97 
Shadow due to Existing Structures 23.51% 30.22% 75.36% 70.57% 61.43% 26.32% 

Exisfin Conditions Plus Pro osed Pro ·ect 
Potential Shadow Added by 300' 

0.39% 2.37% 0.94% 0.10% 0.10% 0.003% 
Tower (already covered·by-EIS/EIR) 
Potential Shadow Added by 400' 

0.72% 2.42% 1.43% 0.22% 0.29% 0.026% 
Tower (modified project) 
New Shadow due to Height Increase 
from 300' to 400' (shadow due to 0.33% 0.03% 0.49% 0.12% 0.19% 0.02%. 
modification) 

Potential Shadow Added by 300' 
·Tower and Cumulative Projects 2.09% 12.57% 1.23% 11.50% 5.75% 20.21% 
(already covered by EIS/EIR 
Potential Shadow Added by 400' 
Tower and Cumulative Projects 2:42% 12.62% 1.72% ll.q2% 5.94% 20.21% 
(modified project 
New Shadow due to Height Increas~ · 
from 300' to 400' (shadow due to 0.33% '~.05% ·0.49% 0.12% 0.19% 0.00% 
modification 
All shadow amounts are shown as a percentage ofTAAS. 
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Table 2: Additional Shadow Size and Duration at Periods of Maximum Shadow Due to Height 
Increase from 300 Feet to 400 Feet 

~ 
j:t C!) 

til ~ ~~ F:: c A ~ lZl 

Additional Days Per Year When 
. New Shadow Would Occur 28 None 28 43 None 70 
(Any Size) 

Day(s) ofMaximum Shadow 
Feb 23 & 

June2i 
Feb 23 & May · 10 May .10 Apr 5. & 

Oct 18 Oct 18. &Aug2 &Aug2 Sep 6 
Additional Percentage of 
Park/Open Space Square 

0.65% 0.28% 0.75% 0.30% 0.41% 0.21% Footage Shaded on Day of 
Maximum Shadow' 
Additional Duration of Shadow 45 mins 18~ 18 mins 18mins 44mins 18minS on Day of Maximum Shadow 

Qualitative descriptions of the areas that would be shaded by the proposed 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 o~ 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 approximately 45 minutes on days when shadows would be the 
largest, between February 23rd and October 18th. Based on park use observations, usage was 
varied throughout the day with mornings· and afternoons having less activity than midday periods. 

• Transbay Parle (Future): New shading from the proposed height increase would occur in early-
· morning in July, Augus~ 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 som~what diml,nished. 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 additional shade duration on the summer solstice, when shadows . 
would be the largest. 

• Spear' Street Terrace: New shading from the proposed height increase on Spear Stret'.t Terrace 
would fall primarily in the northeast comer of the open space durllig 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 appro~tely 18 minutes on days 
when shadows would be.the largest, February 23rd and October 18th Use observations revealed 
that the number of users .during a given 3 0-minute period ranged from zero Oll' 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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• Howard/Fremont Plaza: New shadlp.g .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 10th, and August 2ru1. 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 p~riods. Visitors on weekdays tended to use the 

· plaza as informal meeting space. No visitors were present during weekend observation times. 

• Main Street Plaza: New shading from the proposed height increase would shade the southeast 
comer of the plaza during morning 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 I 0th and August 2nd. Plaza use observations revealed that the number of users during 

. a given 30-minute period ranged from zero on the weekend to 44 d,uring 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 park and 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 5th and September 6th. Though plans for the park are not 
finalized, the shaded area would likely contain benches; pathways, or passive recreation features. 
As Transbay Terminal Parl<; has not yet been constructed, no park usage observations could be 
conducted. · 

The new shadow created by the proposed 100-foot height increase woaj.d consume less than one-half of 
one percent ofTAAS 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) wmfld last from' 18 to 45 minutes longer on the day 
of maximum shading, and the increase in shadow duration would be smaller on otb.er days offhe 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 du.ration, the proposed height increase from 300 to 400 feet would not create new shadow in a 
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 

Envi~onmental Impact Report 
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COMMISSION ON COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

RESOLUTION NO. 2-:- 2016 
Adopted January 19, 2016 

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL REVJEW FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING THE AMENJ)MENT TO THE 

REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA TO 
AREA TO INCREASE THE MAXlMUMREIGHT LIMIT FROM 300 FEET TO 400 FEET ON 

BLOCK 1 OF ZONE ONE OF THE TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, 
REFERRING THE REDEVELOP1\1ENT PLAN Al\1ENDMENT TO THE PLANNING 

COMMISSION FOR ITS REPORT AND RECOM1\1ENDATION ON THE REDEVELOPMENT 
PLAN AMENDMENT AND ITS CONFORMANCE ,WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND 

RECOMMENDING THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN Al\1ENDMENT TO THE BOARD OF 
SUP~VISORS FORAPPROV AL; TRANSBAYREDEVEµJPMENT PROJECT AREA 

-WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

The Sul)Cessor 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''), proposes to adopt an amendment to 
the "Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area that would 
increase the maximmn height limit from· ·300 feet to 400 feet on Block 1 of Zone One 
of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (''Plan Amendmenf', see Exhibit A); 
and, 

. . 
The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of S.an 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 (June 18, ~015) e'Redevelopment 
Plan"); and, · 

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; (ii) approve all contracts and 
actions related to the assets transferred to or retained by OCil, including, without 
limitation, the ii,uthority to exercise land use, development, and design approval, 
consistent with the applicable enforceable· obligations; and (iii) talce any action that the 
Redevelopment Dissolution Law requires or authorizes on behalf of the Successor 
Agency and any other action that the Commission deems appropriate, consistent with 
the Redevelopment Dissolution Law, to comply with. such obligations. See California 
Health and Safety Code Section 39170 et seq and San Francisco Ordinance No. 215- . 
12 (October 4, 2012); and, · 

The authority of the Commission, includes authority to grant approvals under specified 
land use controls for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area ("Project Area") 
consistent with the approved Redevelopment Plan and enforceable obligations, 
including amending the Redevelopment l!lan as allowed under the California 
Community Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.) 
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WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

("CRL''); and, 

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 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 l as Transbay Downtown 
Residential and provides for. a maximum height limit of 300 feet. The· Development 
Controls also specify a 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· Street between 
Main and Spear Streets in Zone One of the Project·Area. It is comprised of Assessor's 
Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032. Lot 027 (approximately 34,133 square 
feet) is owned by OCII; 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 autho~d an Exclusive Negotiations 
Agreement (the "ENA") with the Developer for (a) the sale to the Developer of the 
portion ofBiock 1 owned by OCII (Block 3470, Lot 027) and (b) the development of a 
combin!'Jd affordable and market rate homeownership project consi.Sting 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 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 comm.unity 
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 hon.sing 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 total residential units, of which 112 (35%) would be affordable to 
moderate income households. The Plan Amendment would make no other substanfuil 
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 include.s a publicly noticed, environmental review to the ex.tent required, 
adoption of the after the public hearing, referral of the amendment to the planning 
commission, a publicly noticed hearing of the legislativ.e 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· 
infonnation in support of~e need, purpose and impacts of the plan amendment; and, 
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WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHE~AS, 

'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 
R~development 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 

. ·notic~ and affidavit of publication are on file with OCII; and, 

Copies of the notice of public hearing were mailed by first-class mail to the last known 
address of each assessee of land in the Project Area as sho'Wn_ 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 P~oject Area; and, 

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

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

The Board of Supervisors .affmned, by Motion No. 04-67 (June 15, 2004), the 
certification under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") of the Fiilal 
Environmental Impact StatementJEnvironmental Impact Report (''FEIS/EIR") for the 
Transbay Terrninal/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 Fonner Agency Commission 
adopted, by Resolution No. 11-2005 (January 25. 2005), findings and a statement of 
overriding considerations adopted in accordance 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 Ff;IS/EIR by reference: OCII staff has made the 
FEIS/EIR, addenda, and' related docUil1ents available to the Commission and the 
public, and these files are part of the record before the Commission; and 

OCII. as the lead agency, has· prepared. in consultation with the San Francisco 
Planning Department, an eighth 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/BIR 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 µnpacts could worsen due to additional 
bw1ding height;. These topics include wind, and shadow. All other .features of the 
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WHEREAS. 

WHEREAS, 

RESOLVED. 

RESOLVED, 

RESOLVED, 

EXHIBIT A: 

Block 1 developm~ including demolition, land use types, b\Jilding square footage, 
retail square tbo-tage, and number of dwelling units, would b~ consistent ·with the 
Redevelopment Plan and the F.EIS/EIR;. and 

Based on the Ad4endum's analyses, OCU determined that the Plan. Amendment would 
not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FBIS/EIR ilnd :would not cause 
significant impacts previously identified and analyzed in the FEIS/EJR to become 
substantially more severe. No new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduoe 
significant impacts. No. changes have ocomred with respe.ct to circumstances 
surrounding the proposed project that would cause significant environmental impacts 
to which the project would conttibut-e eon.sjder:ably, and no new inf.onnation has 
become availa,ble that shows that th~ proj,ect would cause significant environmental 
impacts. Therefore, the Plan Am.endment will not trigg~ the need for subsequent 
environmental review pursuant to CaJ.jf.omia Public Resources Code section 21166 .and 
sections 15162 and 15163 of tlle CEQA Guidelines. and the: analyS'es conducted and 

· the conclusions r.eached in the FEIS/EIR certified on April 22, 2004 remain 'Valid and 
no supplemental envrrollD.lental revie~ is required beyond this Addendum; an<4 

The FEIS/EJR find:lngi'! and stii.tement ·of (}1terrlding considerations ado.pted in 
accordance with CEQA by the Fotmet AgMey Commissfon by llesalution No. 11-
2005 dated January 25, 200S w~e and remain adequate~ accu:r:ate and obje(}tiv.e and are 
incorpo~atedhetein by reference as applicable; and,-

OCII sta:ffb.M reviewed the Plan An:1en.dtnent, .and finds it acc-eptable and· recommends 
approval thereof; now, thei:~fote, be it 

'th~ the Cot:nmission. f1110s and determines th{l.t ihe Plan Amendment is within the 
seope of the project analyzed by :the FBIS/EIR. and the Addendum; and; be it further 

That the Commission refers the Plan Arnend:rn®t to the San Franci.$00. Plann.lng 
Coro.mission fur its report and recommendation. on the Plan. Amendment mid its. 
oonformance with the General l>lan; and. be it fitrther 

That the Conmtlssfon approves the Plan Amendment a.nd recommends. the Plan 
Amendment fu .the Bom:d of Supervisors for its approval . 

Plan An.tend.In.f;tl.t to 1he Redevelopment Plan. for the Trans-ba.y Redeveloplnent l>roject 
Area (Existing Redevelopment Plan available at www.sfocii.org} 

Eighth ~ddendum. to the-FEISIEIR 

foregoing resolution was adopted by the Successor Agency Com.mission at its 
19, Ol6. 
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EXHIBIT;\ 

Plan Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Ti:ansbay Redevelopment Project Area 

Transbay Redevelopment Plan, p. 40 

Exhibit 4: Zone One Plan Map 

mH• t;xhibit 4:: Ti:al\li~Y~<l•vell!P!llentProjfl';t.l\"llt tm Z"Jme one .Plan Map 
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Addendum Date: 

Case No. 
Project Title: 

EIR: Case No. 20 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

REMARKS 

January 14, 2016 

2014-000953<:;E:N" 
Trans bay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment 
Proje_ct- Block 1. (100-160 Folsom Street/289 Main Street) · 

00.048E, State Clearinghouse No. 95063004, certified April 22, 2004 
' . 

Andre Kratise, Tishman Speyer - ( 415) 344-?210 
akrause@tisbmailspeyer.com 

Shane Hart, OCII- (415) 749-2510 

· shane.hart@sfgov.org 

Kansai Uchida, San Francisco Planning Department- ( 415) 575-9048 

kansai.uchida@sfgov.org 

The San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), also known as fue 
Successor Agency t~ fue Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco, 
proposes an amendment to fue Transbay RedeveloP.ment Plan to increase fue maximum ~eight 
from 300 feet to 400 feet on the Transbay Block 1 site, which consists of lots 

0

027, 029, o:w, 031, and 
032 on Assessor's block 3740, located at 100-160 Folsom Street and 289 Main Street in fue · 
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area (the "Proposed Plan Amendment"). Also, OCII ow:Us Lot 
2.7, ;:. 33,782 square foot parcel, and see1<s to develop, with the private owner of the adjacent lots, 
approxiJ;nately 391 reside~tial units (40 percent of which will be permanently affordable units) in 
a tower and podium building by means of an Owner Participa,tion/Development and Disposition 
Agreement ("OP/ODA"). As described below, the proposed project qualifies as a residential 
project on an infill site wifuin a transit priority area under Section 21099 (d) (1) of the ~alifomia · 
Public Resources Code and is hereinafter referred to as the '~Proposed Project" or fue "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 fmm the Temporary Transbay Terminal, and 
approximately one-and-one-half blocks north of the 'Bay Bridge (htterstate 80). Curb cuts are 
present along all three of fue site's street frontages (Main, Folsom, and Spear Stieets), and a Muni 
bus stop is proposed in front of fue 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 remnant 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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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 units), 9,126 sf of ground floor 
retail space, ~34 off-street parking spaces located m:{derground 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 b;uconies. 
Oementina Street would be extended through 'the project site to· provide loading and bicycle 
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 encl_osures and circulation penthouses 
reaching up to approximately 425 feet in height. The western portion of the site would contain a . 
podium building ranging in height from approximately 50 feet at the northern (Oementina 
Street) edge of the site to approximat~ly 85 feet at the western (Main Street) edge of the site. The 
central core of the site would contain open space, surrounded by the tower and podium 
buildings. At the ground floor, the Main, Folsom, and Spear Street frontages would contain retail 
space and residential lobbies. The Oementina Street frontage would contain residential 

. townhouse units and access to mechanical utility rooms. 

The Proposed Project qualifies as a transit-oriented infill project under Section 21099 of the 
California, Public Resources Code b~cause it meets the definition of a project on an "infill site" in 
a "transit priority area." The Block 1 Transit-Oriented Infill Project is located within a fully 
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
adrninistered State Transportation Improvement Program. It is also located one block from the 
Folsom ~treet and The Embarca~ero Station of the.Muni Metro system, frequently serviced by the 
Muni N-Judah and Muni T-Third light rail. lines. · 

Background 

A Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/BIR) for the 
Transbay 'J;'erminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project, Planning Department 
case number 2000.048E and State Oeari[lghouse number 95063004, was certified on April 22, 2004 
at a joint hearing of the San Franciscd Planning Commission and the Transbay Joint Powers 
Board ("the EIS/EIR Project'').1 The EIS/BIR Project consisted of: 1) proposed.alternative desi~ 

1 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and the City and County of San 
Francisco, Peni.nsifl.a Corridor Joint Powers Board and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Transbay 
Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impqct Repart and Section 4(f) Evaluation, March ~004. 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 ~d zoning standards and public street 
and streetscape 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 Oat, as tlte Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of 
the City and County of San Francisco, under the Transbp.y Redevelopment Plan, has land use and 
California Envirotimental Quality Act (CEQA) r~view authority of tqe Transbay Redevelopment 
Project Area. 

Development of lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032 on Assessor's biock 3740 (the site of the Block 1 

Transit-Oriented Infill Project, collectively referred to as "Block l" for the purposes of the 
Transbay Redeyelopment 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 retail space under the Full Build Mternative, and up to 

697,400 gsf of residential space (581 dwelling units) and 34,900 gsf of retail space under the 
Reduced Scope Altemative.2 The EIS/EIR studied the two alternatives as repre.sentations 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 'I:ransbay Redevelopment 
Proje~t Area and the developme:qt levels assumed for each of the redevelopment sites. 

2 The Reduced Scope Alternative includes less overall development furoughout the Redevelopment Plan 
are!l 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 Alternative. 
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Figure 1: Development Levels Analyzed in the EIS/Elll3 

:.- ...... 

.... ________ ;.!fo~( 

Proposed 

' .. 

. !• 

3 This linage is sourced from the EIR/EIS. The ''Proposed Redevelopment Boundary" is the adopted' 
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area. · 
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. . 
As part of the Redevelopment Plan, the building height limit on the Block 1 .site was. changed 
from '.?-00 feet to 300 feet.4 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/ElR Full Build Alternative. (EIR/Els .Summary pg. S-10/Chapter 5, pg. 5-11). The Development 
Controls and Design .Guidelines added· further specificity to the proposed massing on the i;ite,. 
calling for townh~mes up to 50 feet in h~ight on the northwestern 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 
southweste~ portion of the site, a tower up to 300 feet in height on the eastern portlon of the site, 
and operi space in the central core of the site.5 \ 

4 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Redevelopment Plan far the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, June 
21, 2005. Available online at 
http:ljsfocii.or~/sites/default/files/ftp/uploadedfiles/Projects/TB%20Redevelopment%20Plan(2).pdf 

· (Accessed December 7, 2015). 
5 San Francisco Redevefopment Agency, Development Contrpls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay 

Redevelopment Project, January 25, 2005. Available online at · 
http:f/sfociiorwsites/default/files/ftp/uploadedfiles/Projects/TB%20Dev%20Controls%20&%20Design%2 
OGuidelines.pdf (Accessed December 7, 2015). 
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Figur~ 2: Redevelop~ent Plan Height Limits Analyzed in the EIS/Em. 

ZONE ONE HEIGHT RANGES 

Zone One 

Tower Parcels 
•, 

Height ltanges (Min.- Max.) 

Townhouse (lS-50 ft.) 
Podium ~ (40-65 ft.) 

Podium t (50-85 ft.) 

Mld-Rlse (65-165 ft.) 
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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 Redeveiopment Land Use Impacts section indicates a 250-foot proposed height 
limit on the site. This table was based on an earlier version of the Draft Redevelopment Plan, and 
was included in the EIS/EJR in error. The actual height limit analyzed in the EIS/EJR for the 
Block 1 site was 300 feet, as confirmed by the Development Controls and Design Guidelines, the 
Urban Form Program6 in Appenqix F of the EIS/EIR, and by the shadow and wind analysis · 
model.7 All analysis· anQ. conclusions in the EIS/EJR 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 bUlldings up to 85 .feet 
in height on other parts of the site. . ·· 

The EIS/EIR. characterized the· anticipated developm~t in the. Redevelopment Area as t:ransit­
ori~nted 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/EJR id~ntifi.ed ~ 
development program for the Block 1 site consisting of primarily residenti,al uses with ground 
floor retail and services. 

Proposed Revisions to the EIS/EIR Project 

The Block 1 Transit-Oriented .Infill Project site differs from the development described in the 
EIS/EJR in that a 400-foot-tall tower is now proposed at the ·eastern edge of the Block 1 site 
instead of a previously-cleared 30Q-foot-tall tower. 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 increa,sed tower height, the currently-proposed land use program would 
be smaller and would cqnsist 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/EJR Project. 

6 The Blo~ 1 site is referred to as "Block 9" in the Urban Form Program, Appendix F of the EIS/EIR. 
7 Environmental Science Associates, Transbay Redevt!lopment 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 BIR 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 heightfanit was 
ultimately approved as part of the Redevelopment Plan. 
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Table 1: Comparison of the Proposed Project to the Redevelopment Plan Program for Block 1 

Number of Residential Units 
Retail S uare Foota e 
Tower Height- Eastern · Up to 300 feet 
Portion of the Site 
Podium Height- Up to 50 feet (Townhomes) 
Northwestem Portion of the 
Site 
Podium Height- Southern Up to 65 feet 
Portion.of the Site 

Podium Height- Up to 85 feet 
Southwestern Portion of the 
Site 

·All Existing Buildings and 
Parkin Lots on Site 
559,030 sf 
Residential, Retail 
391 Units 
9,126 f 
400 feet* 

48 feet (Townhomes) 

65feet 

85 feet 

*indicates nonconformanc!'! with the Redevelopment Plan and the EIS/BIR analysis 

As shown in Table 1, all features of the Proposed Project would conform to ihe Redevelopment 
Plan land use program. studied in the EIS/EIR, with the exception of the tower height At 400 feet 
tall, the Proposed Projecf! s tower would be 100 feet ~ler than the 300-foot height limit 
established in ihe Redevelopment Plan and analyzed .in ihe EIS/BIR . .QOI is therefore seeking an 
amendment to ihe Redevelopment Plan. . Subsequently, OCII will seek an amendment to ihe 
Development Controls and Design Guidelines to increase the height limit on the Block 1 site from 
300 feet 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 sUes, including Block 1, were 
~ti.cipated to P,ave more intensive development under the Reduced Scope Alternative than under the 
Full Build Alteqiative. 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 Potenti.al Environmental Effects 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis for a 
lead agency's decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental ElR. for a project that is 
already adequately covered in an eXisting certified BIR. The lead agency's decision to use an 
addendum must be snpported by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the 
preparation of a Subsequent ElR., as pr:ovided 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/Em. and no additional environmental review is required. 

. . 
The change proposed in the project will not require major revisions of the EIS/BIR. The total 
square footage of the Proposed Project, including the square footage of r~tail uses and the 
number of dwelling units, does not exceed the assumptions studied in the EIS/ElR. Project and the 
Proposed Project will not cause new significant impacts not identified in the EIS/EIR. Jn addition, 
no 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/ElR., that significant effects previously 
examined will be substantially more severe than shown in fhe EIS/ElR., or that mitigation 
measures · or alternatives previously fo~d.,. infeasible are feasible, or that new mitigation 
measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the EIS/Em. would substantially 
reduce significant impacts. 

As discus.sed. 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 additi0nal evaluation are thos~ for 
which impacts could worsen due to additio~ building height. These topics include wind and 
shadow. These two CEQA topics, in addition to aesthetics and transportation, are discussed in 
further detail in th~ subsections below. Alfhough the Proposed Project would not generate more 
trips fhan anticipated in the EIS/BIR, transportation is analyzed in furfher detail to allow full 
discussion of design-specific site circulation issues. · 

I • 

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 
ba.Sed on those features would not require furfher analysis because no new or more severe 
significant ·impacts beyond those studied h\ the EIS/ElR. · coufd 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 
• Cultural Resources 
• Noise 
• · Air Quality 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions , 
• . Recreation 
• Ufilities and Service Systems 
• Public Services · 

• Biological Resources 
• Geo~ogy 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 c;::overed changes to the transportation infrastructure 
related to the Transbay Temrlnal/Caltrain Downtown Extension portions of the EIS/EIR, and 
were administered by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority ("1JP A") and the Golden Gate Bridge 
Highway and Transportation District. 

In addition, a recent draft envirorµnental 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' 
Administrati,on and the TJP A, ptiblished a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact ~eport to EIS/EIR (''Draft SEIS/SEIR") to· evaluate refinements 
to the Caltrain Downtown Rail Extension (''DTX''Y 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 infqnnation that would alter the 
determination not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR in connection with the Proposed 
Plan Amendment and Propose~ 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 transportation improvements 
within the Transbay Pri;igram ar~a; and potential new develop~~t 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 optional locations at '11rlrd and Townsend Streets, which may include a 
mix of uses. 

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

Overall land use impacts from the Draft SEIS/ElR Project analyzed in the Draft SEIS/EIR. wquld 
be minimal, and pone 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 opporhmities 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 rmder the jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Recreation and· Park Department. (Draft SEIS/EIR, p. 3.3-20-21.) The Draft SEIS/EIR. 
notes that the prqposed 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 facility would be only slightly higher th.an the elevation of City Park 
(approximately 5 feet) (Id.) and therefore would not cast shadow onto the park th.at 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. anticipated that the Redevelopment Plan would 
caus~ a relatively large increase in the number and size of buildings in the Redevelopment Project 
Area. The EIS/EIR. also found th.at public Yiews within and ac;ross 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 teview 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 Stre~ts would 
undergo the most visible aesthetic change in the district, as it :would be "developed yvith a mix of 
uses in structures that could range iI:t 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 reasons, no significant 
impacts were found, and "no mitigation .measures were proposed. · 
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The modified project will not involve substantial changes which would require major revisions of 
the EIS/E!R 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, ~eluding 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/EIR. 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 consider~bly; and no new information has become 
available ·tha:t show~ the Proposed Project will cause significant environmental impacts not 
previously discussed in the EIS/Efil, that significant effects previously exainined 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 a],tematives 
considerably different from those in the EIS/EIR would substantially reduce significant impacts. 

The Proposed Plan Amendment and the Proposed Project would increase th~ 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 frqm nearby towers. Between Block 1 and the Embarcadero waterfront are 
Rincon Park and the block containing the Gap Building at Folso;m 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 appropriate~y into the San Francisco skyline as planned. 

On September 27, 2913, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 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 definition of a mixe9,-use project on an infill site within a transit 
priority area as specified by Section 21099.9 Accordingly, this EIS/Efil Addenaum does not 
contain a separate discussion of the topic of aesthetics, which can 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 G1ecklist, Transbay 
Terminal!Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project-Block 1 (100-160 Folsom Street/289 Main 
Street), December 3, 2015. This document is available for review at the Planni<:tg Department 1650 
Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 2014-000953GEN. 
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Transportation 

As noted 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 wouid . 
not generate more person trips or vehicle trips than previously ·analyzed, and would not cause 
tr~c to worsen to a greater degree than reported in the EIS/EIR, as explaip.ed further in the 
Traffic section below. 

Transportation Impact Studies prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department for CEQA 
purposes estimate future cumulative traffic volumes based on CUIIlulative development and 
growth identified by the San Francisco Collllty Transportation Authority's SF-CHAMP travel 
demand model The SF-CHAl:\.1P 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 Transpor_tation Impact Studies 
prepared after adoption of the Tran5bay Redevelopment Plan include the potential growth 
enabled by the plan iii. their Cl1JI1ulative analysis. . ' 

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

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

Traffic 
The EIS/EIR evaluated four traffic scenarios: 1) existing conditions, 2) year 2020 with no project,' 
3) year 2020 plus project (the Tran_sbay 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 Tl intersections studied even if the Redevelopment Plan was not 
implemented. The EIS/EIR identified significant traffic impacts at the following seven 
intersect!ons, under the year 2020 plus project and the year 2020 cumulative scenarios: 

. . 

• 1st Street and Market Street 
• 1st Street and Mission Street 
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• 1st Street and Howard Street 

• Fremont Street and Howard Street 

• Beale Street and Howard Street 

• 2nd Street and Folsom Street 

• 2nd Street and Bryant Street 

The EIS/EIR stated that improvements at individual fu.tersections 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 un~voidable. No mitigation measures applicable to 
individual development projects were jdentified. 

Vehicle trip volumes for proposed development projects are calculated using commercial square 
footage and dwelling unit counts. Since the Proposed Project would have less retail square 
footage and fewer dwelling units 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.10 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. 'Wbile existing and future conditions have changed 
since the <?riginal analysis, the contribution of a smaller project to "t!affic congestion is no wor~e 
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/ElR 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 Transportation _Authority's transportation model 
ou,tputs. The EIS/ElR predicted that the project would cause linked transit trip.sll to increase by 
about.10,000 per day throughout the region. ·Since the project would enhance transit connectivity 

and capacity, the EIS/EIR found no significant transit imp.acts, and no mitigation measures were 
identified. 

10 Kittelson & Associates, Inc., Tra11sbay Block 1 Tra11sportatio11 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 C~e File No. 2014-0D0953GEN. 

11 A linked trip consists of a full one-way transit trip, including transfers. For example, a bus trip involving 
two transfers would count as a single linked trip, or three unlinked trips. 

Page j 14 

2687 



Addendum to Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014-0009!i3GEN 
January 14, 2016 Transbay Block 1 (100-160-Folsom Street/289 Main Street) 

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 col)form to the density of 
commercial and residential uses identified for the Block 1 parcel in the EIS/Em., so it would not 
generate additional transit ridership beyond what was forecasted in the E~/EIR analysis. 
Therefore, the Pr.oposed Project would not result in new or more severe significant transit 
impacts, ~d no new mitigation measures would be required. 

Pedestrians 
The EIS/EIR modeled peak period walking trips· with and without.the Transbay Terminal and 
Redevelopment Plan in place.. Baseline pedestrian surveys were taken, and future year 2020 

voiumes were projected based on the level of transit, 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 approximately 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 contribution 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 t~ the residential and commercial densities assumed for Block l in the EIS/EIR, so 
it would not generate more p~destrian trips than previously analyzed. 
A Site Access and Orculation Review Memorandum12 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 ah;;o 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 tp the site would require trucks to cross sidewalks at the intersections of 
Oementina 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 reduced 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 wouid not result in any 
new or more severe signjficaIJ.t pedestrian impacts. 

Bicycles 

i~ Kittelson & Associates, Inc., Transbay Block 1 Transportation Assessment - Site Access and Circulation Review 
(Final), October 13, 2015. This document is available for review at the Planning Deparlmen:.t, 1650 
Mission Street, 4th Floor, as part of Case File No. 2014-0009~3GEN. 
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The EIS/EIR analyzed bicycle traffic growth using field surveys and estimated year 2020 bicycle 
trip volumes. Year 2020 volumes were based on the San Francisco Ccmnty Transportation 
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 intersections studied 
during the peak 15-minute window, compared to a total of 45 bicycles counted in 2001 ... The 
EIS/EIR noted that there is no standard for determining bicycle level of service. Bicycle tnps 
generated by proposed development are calculated using commercial square footage and 
res~dential unit counts. Given that the Proposed Project would have less retail square footage 
and fewer residential units than analyzed for Blo~ 1 in the EIS/EIR., this analysis assumes that it 
would not generate more ?icycle 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 
bicycles traveling on the street and vehicles exiting project driveways. Access to the project's 
bicycle 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 entrance/exit, so an audible and 
visual warning device would be included at the loading dock to alert bicyclists. of oncoming 
vehicle and avoid conflicts. The Proposed Project would conform to the commercial and 
residential density envisioned in the Redevelopment Plan, and therefore would create no more 

· bicycl~ 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 ElS/EIR did not identify any significant impacts related to passenger or commercial loading 
associated with the Redevelopment Plan. Since the Proposed Pmject 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 Oe~entina Street, and the sidewalk on the 
south side of Oementina Street. Although Project~related loading vehicles would only represen~ 
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 Clemenf;i.na Sb:eet. These 
site circulation features of the Proposed Project would not cause hazards or substa;-itial conflicts 
between modes, and would not result in significant impacts. 
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Emergency Access 
The EIS/EIR did not find any sigrrlficant impacts related to emergency vehicle access to the 
indiVidual developm~nt parcels identified in the Redevelopment Plan. The Proposed Project 
would not include 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, Spear, and Clementina Streets), and would be designed to meet 
Building Code standards for egress and emergency vehicle acce,ss. 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 EIS/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 ·aesthetics, 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 Sec~on 21099.13 Accordingly, parking 
deficits can no longer be considered in, determjn.ing the significance of the Proposed Project's · 
physical environmental effects under CEQA. Therefore, the P~oposed Project would not result in 
significant iu;ipacts related to parking deficits, and no lrrltigation 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 ~uild 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 anticipate,d 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 fuconvenience to drivers who must, seek 
alternate parking. ,Accordingly, the EIS/EIR did not identify any signifipmt illlpacts related to 

parking. 

Site Circulation 
The Site Access and Circulation Review Memorandum prepared for the Proposed P~oject 
examines the potential for hazards and conflicts caused by vehicles entering and. exiting the 
Proposed Project's parking garage ramp along Spear Street The m~orandum found that 
vehicles a!fempting to enter the garage fr6m northbound Spear Street would have to wait for a 

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, Transbay 
Terminal!Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project- Block 1 (100-160 Folsom Street/289 Main 
Street), December 3, 2015. This document is available for review at the Planning Deparbnent, 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 low, vehicles waiting to enter the garage are not expected to 
affect northbound street . operations.14 Additionally, the Proposed Project's parking' demand 
would not exceed the amount reported in the EIS/EIR because the coi:run~rcial 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 tunnel test 'was performed for the EIS/ElR, 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 Pian 
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 
tower at the eastern edge of the site. These assumptions were sufficient to capture the maximum 
impacts of the ultimately-approved 300-fopt 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-fool 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 ~t exceeded the comfort criteria~ (ground level wind speeds in excess of 11 mph) and 
one locatic~n that exceeded to hazard criterion (ground level wind speeds in excess of 26 mph). 
The Reduced Scope Alternative modeling resulted in seven locatipns that exceeded the comfort 
criterion and one location that exceeded the hazard criterioll. None of the c0mfort 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. 

14 The Transit Center District Plan Final EIR 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 Projecfs Wind Impacts to the EIS/EIR Wind Analysis 

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

Current Existing Conditions 24 None None 
Existing Conditions Pl~s 24 None None 
Proposed Pro· ect 
Cum.ulativeC-0nditionsPlus 24 1 None 
Pro osed Project 

To addres~ the modeled hazard criterion exceedaifces, the EIS/EIR included a mitigation measure 
requiring wind tunne). testing to be performed for all subsequent individual development 
p~ojects 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.15 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 aJ1 buildings from the existing 
conditions scenario plus nearby approved and reasonably foreseeable projects, such as high-rise 
4eveiopments studied in the EIS/EIR and the .BIR prepared for the nearby Transit Center District 
Plan. As shoWI). 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·comer 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 fu accordance with the EIS/EIR wind 
·mitigation measure would be required. Based on the above analysis, no significant wind impacts 
would occur as a result of the Proposed Project, including the proposed height limit increase to 
400 feet. No new mitigation measures would be required. · 

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

The EIS/BIR included a shadow analysis performed in accordance with CEQA and Planning 
Code Section 295. The methodology a;nalyzes 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 open space during a typical y~ar, assuming that it is sunny during all 
daylight hours. The first hour of the day after sunrise and the last hour before sunset are 
excluded from TAAS calculations'. Though the land. use program ultimately adopted for the 
Block 1 site as part of the Re.development Plan included a maximum tower height limit of 300 feet, 
the shadow study ~alyzed two potential towers on the Block 1 site: a 400-foot-taJ.J. tower at the 
western edge of the site and a 350-foot tall tower· at the eastern edge of the site. Thes~ 

assumptions were sufficient to capture the maximum impacts of the ultimately-approved 300-
foot tower li.eight fu¢t, as the shadow cast by the smaller 300-foot tower would 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 Pfan would not cast shadow on any parks or open 
spaces subject to Section 295.16 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 O(:~ 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/BIR 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 amoUn.t. to a significant 
impact requiring mitigation measures. The EIS/BIR 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 fh.e late afternoon. 

In accordance with the requirements. of the EIS/EIR., a shadow analysis was prepared for the 
Proposed Project.17 The shadow analysis includes a 300-foot-tall tower and a 400-foot-tall tower 
scenario for fh.e Block 1 site, in order to measure 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 m~sing envelope assumed in fh.e 
EIS/BIR, as shown in Table 1, and fh.erefore 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 fc?reseeable projects were included in the analysis of cumulative shadow conditions, 
including forthcoming Tr~it Center Dis!:rlct Plan and other Transbay Redeyelopmerit Plan 

16 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 Parle Commission. 

11 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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' 

projects. Projects that would subsume (lessen) shadow cast by the Propose~ Project were not 
included in the ·cumulative analysis unless tl;ley were already substantially ilnder conshucti.on 
and completion was imminent. The shadow analysis found that the Proposed Project colild cast 
new shadow on the following parks and open spaces. None are subject to Section 295 of the 
Plannmg Code, but were still evaluated for potential impacts under CEQA. 

• Rincon Park- located along the Embarcadero at Folsom Street 
• Transbay Park (future)1s - bounded by Beale, Clementina, Main, and Tehama Streets 
• 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 
• Transbay Terminal Park (future) - on the roof 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 hili of one percent (0.5%) of the TAAS (ranging 
from 0.00% to OA9% of TAAS). Table 4 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 
s~adow duration on the maximum days would range from 18 to 45 m4'tntes. 

is 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 Iilcrease from 300 Feet to 400 Feet 
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Size (acres) 3.23 1.31 0.73 0.20 0.11 3.97-
Shadow due to Existing Structures 23.51% 30.22% 75.36% 70.57% 61.43% 26.32% 

~*'l~t.~t.~{~lf.ttimfimif~li~~11i'i?~ct~~Btli~iM~~~1!J;~~~J:1.~-
rotential Shadow Added by 300' Tower 0.39% 2.37% 0.94 % 0.10% 0.10% 0.003% 
(already covered by EIS/EIR) 
Potential Shadow Added by 400' Tower 0.72% 2.42% 1.43% 0.22%. 0.29% 0.026% 
(modified project) 
New Shadow due fo Height Increase 0.34% 0.03% 0.49% 0.12% 0.19% 0.02% 
from 300' to 400' (shadow due to 

modification) 
~"~"'"""""~'ii-~· ·. ill'flllil~:w.-.,.,-~ ~umu'l!iilJ;E~~@v.1Ji!.i'ffutzs]Jll 4 
Potential Shadow Added by 300' Tower 2.09%. 12.57% 1.23% 11.50% 5.75% 20.21% 
and Cumulative Projects (already 
coveredb EIS/ElR) 
PotentilJl Shadow Added by 400' Tower 2.42% 12.62% 1.72% 11.62% 5.94%. 20.21% 
·and Cumulative Projects (modified 

ro"ect) 
New Shadow due to Height Increase 0.33% 0.05% 0.49% 0.12% 0.19% 0.00% 
from 300' to 400' (shadow due to 
modification) 
All shadow amounts are shown as a perceritag~ of TAAS. 
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. Table 4: Ad~tional Shadow Size and Duration at Periods of Maximum Shadow Due to !!:eight 
fucrease from 300 Feet to 400 Feet · 

Additional Days Per Year 28 None 28 43 None 70 
When New Shadow Would 
Occur (Anv Size) 
Day(s) of Maximum Shadow Feb23 & June21 ·, Feb23& MaylO lv.(ay10 AprS& 

Oct18 Oct18 &Aug-2 &Aug2 Sep6 
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 Dmati.on of 45mins 18mins 18mins 18mins• 44mins 18mins 
Shado·w on Day of Maximum 
Shadow 

Qualitative descriptions of the areas that would be shaded by the propose.~ 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 sm.µl portion of f;he San Francisco Bay Trail near the center of the park and 
over existing restaurant structures dining 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 w:P.en shadows would be the largest, 
between February 23rd and October 18th. Ba.sed on park use observations, usage was 
varied throughout the day with mornings. and afternoons having less activity than 
midday periods. 

• Trarubay Park (Future): New shading from the proposed height increase would oc<;Ur in 
early-mo:rirlng in July, August, and early May, and would depart the park before 10 am. 
The proposed sculptured t~pograpJ;ty feature and the intersecting paved· pathways 
would be the areas principally 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 T~rrace: New shacling from the proposed height increase on Spear Street 
T~ace would fall primarily in ~~ northeast corner of the open space d:iu1ng mid- to 
late-afternoon between August and May. The proposed 100-foot height inc;:rease 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"1 
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. 

• Howard/Fremont Plaza: New shading from the proposed height increase would 
primarily shade the eastern part of the plaza d~g morning hours. The pr.op~sed 100-
foot height increase would result in some new shadow for 43 days o! the year. The new 
shadow would last·approximately 18 minutes on days when the shadows would be the 
largest, May lQth and August 2nd. 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. 

• Main Street Plaza: New shading from the proposed height increase would shade the 
southeast corner of the p~aza during morning hours. The proposed 100-foot height 
increase would result in approximately 44 minutes of additional shade duration on days 
~hen shadows would be the largest, May lQth and August 2nd. 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 
51h and September 6th. 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 one 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, and the increase 
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in shadow duration would be smaller on other days of the year. Based on site 'Vi.sitsr all of the 
affected parks were observ~ to have low to m9derate usage. Acti'vities in the affected portion& 
of the parl.<s and open spaces consisted prlma;rily of passive activities, $uch' as eating lt:rnch,, · 
resting, and rn<:Iking phone calls. Areas that would he :newly shaded would, in moi;;t C<IBes, be 
located at the edges of ihe affected pl;U'ks .and open spaces. Gi'v-en the limited incroo.se in. shadow 
size and duration, the proposed height increase fiom 30G to 400 feet wo14d. not create new 
shadow in a mmmer that substanti.ally affects outdoor :re~a.tion facilities or ofb.e:r public .are1.11>. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project -Changes would not result in any n.ew o:r mor~ severe s.ignificant 
impacts compared to those identified in the EIS/EIR,. and. no- new mitigation measures would be 
required. - · . 

B.ased on the foreg\>:ing, itis concluded that the analyses conducted and the c01'l.clusions reached 
fu the Final E.ISJEIR cerfifred on April 22:, 2004: remarn:va:lid. The propos~d rf;!visionB to the project. 
would not i::ause new- sigtrifi~t impacts n0t iden±llied m fu~ EIS-/E~ nor would the project 
cause s:ignificant :impacts ptevio®Jy identified :in the EIS/EIR to becon:ie iiubstanl:ially more 
sevei~, No new mitigation measures would be nece1l:>llly to_ reduE::e significant ¥npacts-, No 
changes have ocrurred With respect to circrllliSfa:rtces su:rrounding the Proposed Project that 
would cause sigrri,ficant eriv:ironmerttal bnpacts to which the project would, contribute 
considerahlyr end P.O new infonuation fom· become <1.vailahle that shows that th~ project wo.uld 
cause significant environmeti:tal impacts. Therefore, no supplemen.W envirQtlmenW. :review is 
required beyond thiS Add-endum. 

Date of Deterrninatio1); 
I d~ h~by cat:ify that ihe above determi:natl.on has 
beenm~e pursuant to Si:lrle and Local req:uireni.ents. 

Bulletin Boat~/ Master Declsion File 
Dlst.r:ib~tio,n List 

r 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. LLP 

Delivered Via Messenger 

Kimia Haddadan · 
San Francisco ~lanning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Transbay Block 1 

February 17, 2016 

Case No: 2015-012730GPR 
Hearing Date: February 25; 2016 
Our File No.: 6250.26 

Dear Ms. Haddad.an: 

Our office represents Tishri:J.an Speyer, the sponsors of the proposed residential 
development on Block 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area. Enclosed, please find 
15 copies of th~ 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. Reubf\n i Andr~w J Junius I Kevin H. Rose I Daniel A. Frattin I John Kevlin 

Jay F. Drake I Lindsay M. Petrone I Sheryl Reuben' I Tuija I. Catalano I Thomas Tunny 

David Sitve.-man I Melinda A. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody.Knight f Stephanie L Haughey 

CM"e V. Angells I Louis J. Sarmiento ! Jared Eigerrnan'-' I John Mclneroey 1112 

1 Also admitted ir New York 2. Of Counsel 3, Also admhted in Massacnusetts 
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One Bush Street, Sui'.e 60G 
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tel: 415-567-9000 
fax: 4i 5-399-9480 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

Delivered Via Messenger 

President Rodney Fong 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
SanFrancisc;o, CA 94103 

February 17, 2016 

Re: Trans bay Redevelopment Project Area, Block l 
Planning Department Case No. 22015-0l2730GPR 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 
Our File No.: 6250.26 · 

Dear President Fong and Commissioners: 

We are working with Tishman Speyer, sponsor~ 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 1'). '. 

The Office of ·Community fo.ves1m.ent and Infrastructure · ("O<:;II'.'), which is the 
successor to the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, maintains exclusive jurisdiction 
over the design approval for development on Block I." OCII recently proposed an amendment to 
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan that would raise the maximum height limit on Block 1 from 
300 to 400 feet (the "Redevelopment Plan Amendmenf'). 

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 substantial increases in development impar:;t 
fees and taxes; 

James A Reutien I Andrew J. Junius I Kevin H. Rose I Darnel A. Frattin I Johr Kevlin 

Jay F. O.-,ke I Lindsa)' M. Petrone I Sher>'! Reuben' ! Tuija I. Catalano I Thomas Tunny 

Gavid Sir1errna1: I Melinda A_ Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper ! Jody Knight I Stephanie L. Haughey 

C1'loe V. Ange!is. I Lo'-'IS J. Sarmiento I Jared Eig_erman"' I Joh11· Mcinerney Ill' 

AlS-o admnte.d 1n f.iew York 2. Ot Couns-e1 ?. Ais:'l adm!Ued in Massac~usetts 

2714 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco. CA 94104 

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

www.reubenlaw.com 



President Rodney Fong 
San Francisco Planning C~mmission 
February 17, 2016 
Page2 

2. The General Plan Amendme11t is necessary to correct an existing error in Map 5 
of the Downtown Area Plan, and will not change height limits in the Transbay 
area. 

A. BACKGROUND 

The Transbay Redevelopment Plan, ·adopted in 2005, divides the Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Area into two subare~s: 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 arid Deveiopment Controls and Design Guidelines 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area ("Development Controls"); and 1Zone Two, in 
which the San Francisco Planning Code applies .. 

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

lANDUSEZONES 'j ;,,,.o,,,,r,...b.y • 00W111X1"1<Yn l\o:sldenil~I 

zP-teT~Tr.qJ,jh:>fCl 

""""'"""""'"' 

o250U\R.cdovclopmonl Pl•n Amondment\Gencool Plan Ref'enal\LTR-P!aunlng Commission_l.17.16 REUBEN, JUN.US & ROSE, UP 
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Block 1 is located within Zone One of the Trans bay Project Area. Accordingly, design 
approval and development of this site are within the exclusive jurisdiction of OCII. 

Tue· Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls authorize residential development 
on Block 1. In November 2014, the OCII Commission, also known as the Commission on 
Commµnity Investment and Infrastructure ("CCII''), 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 o"Wned by OCII; and (b) the development of a combined affordable and market-rate 
homeowneishlp 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, whi9h W<?~ raise the maximmJ?, height limit on 
Block 1 from 300 to 400 feet. By allowing an additional 100 feet of development on Block 1, 
the Redevelopment Plan AID.en~ent 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 all dwelling units as affordable to low-to-moderate income householCis 
- an increase of 5% over the 35% in the 300-foo1: Tower (with 44, or 60%, of 
the additional 73 homes affordable); 

• Additional 'impact fees, real estate taxes, Mello-Roos taxes, and Community 
Benefit District fees over ryhat the 300-foot tower 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 for the land, and $1. 72 million less in subsidy 
required for the podium (i.e.: $6..J2 million benefit to the city). 

On Januaty 19, 2016, CCII recommended approval of the Redevelopment Plan 
Amendment to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, which will consider the Redevelopment 
Plan Amendment later ~is year. 

B. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION REQUESTED 

Because Block 1 is located within Zone One, the Commission's jurisdiction is limited to 
(a) consideration of the proposed Redevelopment Plan Amendment's consistency with the 
General Plan, and (b) recommending approval to the Board of Supervisors of associated minor 
amendments to the General Plan. 
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At the February 25th hearing, the Commission will be asked to take the following a9tions: 

1. Issuance of General Plan Referra/for the Redevelopment Plan Amendment 

. Section 4:105 of th~ City Charter requires' that the Redevelopment Plan Amendment be 
referred to the Planning Department f'?r written report to the Board of Supervisors regarding its 
conformity with tlle General Plan ("General Plan Referral"). Further, California 
Redevelopment Law provides that following CCII's recommendation of the Amendment, it shall 
submit 1he Amendment to the Planning ·Commission for its report and recommendation to the· 
Board of Supervisors within 30 driys. If the Planning Commission does not report on the 
proposed Amendment within 30 days after submission by OCII, 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 1he area. The General Plan envisions a development of a 
compact downtown core, well-served by public trmisit In addition, the Transbay 
Redevelopment Plan, as amended, would remain in conformity with the Eight Prioritj Policies of 
Planning Code Section 101.1. 

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

Ordinances adopting the Trans bay' Redevelopment Plan in 2005 and 2006 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 suys 'See Redevelopment Plan Development Controls. "' This language 
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. 

625026\RedevelopmontPlan AmcndmenL\Gcller"1Pl40RefcrnllLTil.-l'!anning C<>mmi.,lon_:t.17.16 REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE,t.U-
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However, Map 5 was never updated to reflect the change, and is currently inconsistent with the 
· existing Redevelopment Plan. 

Plarining staff discovered this error during its review of .General Plan Referral 
application. The Dep~ent is now recommending a General Plan Amendment, .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. BLOCK 1 PROJECT 

The Redevelopment Plan Amenc:b;nent would facilitate development of the Block 1 
Project, a brief description of which is provided herein for context. However, the Commission 
is not being asked to review design of the Bloc:k 1 Project at the February 25th hearing. OCII 
retains exclusive jurisdiction over the :firui1 design 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 adoption 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 courtY.ard and additional open 
spaces consistent with all requirements of the Development ~ontrols. 

The 400-foot tower wdtild complement the evolving downtown skyline. It would 
incorporate an innovative design, wl_tlch evolves th,e classic bay windoww a fapilliar architectural 
fea:ture 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 Soc.ial Justice Leadership in Kalamazoo;· and the City Hyde Park_re~idential 
building in Chicago, among qthers. 

The :Slock 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 Block 1 Project would provide 40% of its on­
site units as affordable. 
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President Rodney Fong 
San Francisco Pianning Commission 

·February 17, 2016 
Page6. 

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 tlie Transbay 
Redevelopment Plan, and the San Francisco 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. 

Enclosures 

cc: Vice President Dennis Richards 
Commissioner Michael Antonini 
Commissioner Rich Hillis 
Commissioner Christine Johnson 
Commissioner Kathrin Moore 
Commissioner Cindy Wu . 
John Rahaim - Planning Director 
Shane Hart - OCII 
Jonas Ionin- Commission Secretary 
Kim.ia Haddadan - Project Planner 
Carl Shannon - Tishman Speyer 

Very truly yours, 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNIN.G DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Draft Motion No. 
. Date: Feb 25, 2016 

Case No. Case No. 2015-012730GPR 

Block/Lot No.: 

.(ipplicant: 

Staff Contact: 

Trans bay Redevelopment Plan Amendment 

3740/Lots 027,029,030,031, and 032 

Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
Jose Campos · 
One Soufu Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Kimia Haddadan - ( 415) 575-9068 
kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORN(A 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING THE AMENDMENT TO 
TIIE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE TRANSBA\' REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT AREA TO INCREASE TIIE MAXlMUM 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 TIIE TRANSBAY 
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FOR APPROVAL. 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

fax: 
415.558..6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6371 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors of the Gty and County of San Francis<;o ("Board of Supervisors") 
approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area by Orclin:mces No. 124-
05 O'une 21, 2005) and No. 99-06 (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance No. 84-15, (June 18, 2015) 

("Redevelopment Plan''). The Redevelopmer:it Plan establishes fhe· land use controls for the Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Area, an~ divides the Project Area into two sub-areas: Zone 1, in which the 
Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay Redevelopment Project ("Development 
Cohtrols") define the development standards, and Zone 2, in which the San Francisco Planning Code 
applies. . 

1 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Charter and 2.f,..53 of Administrative Code reqllire General Plan 
referrals to the Planning Co~sion (hereinafter "Commission') for certain matters, :fucluding 
determination as to whether a Redevelopment Plan amendment is in-conformity with the General Plan 
prior to consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 

vifWW.sfplanning.org 
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GENERAL. PLAN REFERRAL 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

WHEREAS, On September 23, 2015, the Office of Community fuvestment and Infrastructure, Successor 
Agency to the Redevelopment Agency (OCII) s~bmitted a General Plan Referral application for the 
Redevelopment Plan Amepdment for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to increase the maximum height 
limit for Block 1 from 300 feet to 400 feet. 

· WHEREAS, Transbay Block 1 is located on Folsom Street between M;lln and Spear Streets in Zone 1 of the 
Transbay Redevelopment Area, and is comprised of Assessor Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, Q30, 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.TransbayRedevelopmentPlan and the Development Controls specify a300-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. 

WHEREAS, 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 cb) the development of a combined affordable and market-rate 
homeownership projec~ consisting of a residential tower, two residential podium buildings, antj. 
townhouses surrounding open space on Block 1. 

WHEREAS, 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 ID.eludes 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 s~ Memorandum to the OCII Commission. 

WHEREAS, 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). · 

WHEREAS, On January 19, 2016 at a public hearing the OCII Commission adopted Resolution No. 2-
2016, which approved the proposed amendm~t 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 Californi~ Health and Safety Code regarding California 
Redevelopment Law, the Redevelopment Plan must be submitted to the Plarming 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. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

OCII, as 'f:he Successor Agency to the Former Redevelopment Agency, has land use and. 
California Envirc;mmental Quality Act ("CEQA") review authority of the Project .f\rea. OCII 
and Planrung share S:EQA review responsibilities for Redevelopment 'Plan amendments. 

SAN FRAHGISC:O 
PL.Alli.NIN(!; PEPARTME'.NT 2 
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CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

Consequently, on January 14, 2016, OOL in conjunction with the Plannin.g Department, 
prepared an addendum to the Final Environmental Imp~ct 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· OCTI 
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 mitigation 
measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts. 

In regard to the environmen~ re:view for the Transbay Rede:velopment 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 certµi~ation of 
the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downto~ 
Extension/Redevelopment" Project ("FEIR") in compliance with the California En'Vironmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") (California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.) A copy of said 
Motion is on file with the 9erk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 040629 and is 
incorporated herein by reference.· 

The Board of Supervisors in ~esolution No. 612-04, adopted environmental findings in 
relation to the Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Downtown Extension, a:qd Transbay 
Redevelopment Plan. Copies of said Resolution and supporting materials are in the Oerk of 
_the Board of Supervisors FiJe No. 041079. Tue Board of Supervisors in Ordinance No. 124--05, 
as part of its·adoption of the Tr~bay Redevelopment Plan, adopted additional environmental 
findings. Copies of said Ordinance and supporting materials are in the Oerk 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, comm.only l<Ilown as the Office of Community Inveshnent and Infrastructure, 
("Successor Agency" or "OCII") jn conjunction with the Planning Departnlent prepared an 
Addendum ~o the FEIR in accordance With CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 ·(the 
"Addendt~"). 

On January 19, 2016, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Community Investment 
and Infrastructure Commission ("CCII") in Resolution No 2-2016, approved d~velopment 
actions for Block 1 and adopted th~ Addendum ?Jong with other environmental review 
findings pursuant to CEQA A copy of the Addendum. and ccrr Resolution are on file with the 
Secretary of the Plamring Com:mission and are incorporated herein by reference. 

3 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Trans bay Redevelopm~nt Project 

CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

Based on this Commission's re~ew of the FEIR and the Addendum, the Commission 
concurs that the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and 
the prqposed Block 1 height amendment will not cause new significant impacts not identified 
:in the FEIR, ?Ud 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 environmentcl impact to which the height amendment will contribute conside~ably; 
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 :infelli?ible ~e feasible, or that hew 
mitigation measures. -or alternatives considerably different from those in the J!EIR: would 
substantially reduce ·· significant impacts. Therefore, the Commission finds that no. 
environmental review is required under CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby a~opts 
CCII' s environmental find:ings 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 Policie~ Findings 

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

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

The Proposed Plan Amendment will not result i"n ·change in neighborhood-:serving retai1 
businesses. The project will include street level retail to enhance the neighborhood commercial. 
environment and the residential units in the proje~t will provide more customers for neighborhood 
retail. 

2. That existing hous:ing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected :in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. 
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CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

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 betwe__en 80% to 120% of AMI. 

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 tl:tat 
would not otherw.ise be provided under the existing height limit. of 300'. The additional 44 BMR 
units would be affordable to households earning 100% AMT or 120% AMI. 

4. That colll.IIluter 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 
$$500,000 in lldditiolJlll 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 LumiM, the two 
residential towers at 201 Folsom. 

6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect againSt injury and 
loss of li!e 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. 
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CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

The site of Block 1 proj~ct does not incl1:1-de 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 ~e 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 lim#. As a part of the environmental review requirements, a 
thorough shadow study was conducted to evaluat~ the significance of the additional shadow on six 
existing and proposed public open spaces inc~uding 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 (ROPOS) east of Spear Street north of the Gap Buil.ding. 
Rincon Park, along the waterfront, is the second park with the highest Additional Annual Shading, 
which only would increase by about tliird of one percent. This additi?nal 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 ~xisting restfi;urant 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 ~hadow. TIJ.e additional shadow would occur after the peak 
hour of lunch time in the afternoon and would mostly. occur ori a snJ.all portion of the San 
Francisco Bay Trail near t~ 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 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 Recreaf;ion and Parks Department and therefore not subject to this requirement. 

General Plan Policy Findings 

Staff ari.alyzed the Proposed Amendm~nt with regards to conformity to the 9eneral Plan under 
three major topics: urban form, affordable housing, and shadow analysis. 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 13 
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CA.SE NO. 2015·012730GPR 

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

POLICY13.l 
Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of 
existing and proposed development. (See. Map 5) 

Discussion 

'[he Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development, completed in 2003, envisions transforming an 
area formerly containing the Embarcadero Freeway, its remaps and Terminal Separator s'tructure into a transit­
oriented residential district in the heart of downtown. The Development Controls for this area, adopted in 2005, 
called f9r Zone 1 to "become a complementary and exciting addition to the downtown skyline, designed as designed 
as a grouping of slender towers that would visually extend the Downtown high-rise office skyline." (For further 
discu~sion See Exhibit A, page 4: Community Identity and Built Form) · 

Tire propol)ed 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 Francisc~'s future skyline. The city's 
skyline consists of tall towers immediately south of Market Street peaking with .the 1,070'-tall future Transit Tower 
(under coristruttion) at the Transit Center Terminal. South of Folsom Street the skyline consists of residential 
towers of 350' or 400' in the Rincdn 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 Blade 1, with two towers of 350 feet and 400 feet. The 400Joot 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 Streets, 
also 1.ndude.s 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 Hz'U, 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 eonformance with the Downtown Plan and Map 5 as proposed for amendment in 
Case No. 2016.000003GPA Map 5 .was amended .irt 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 currently not consistent with the 
Zone 1 Plan Map in Transbay Redevelopment Plan. On January 14th, 2016, in Resolution No. 19549, the Plam;i~g 
Commission. initiated "the airtendments to Map 5 to reference th:e Redevelopment Plan for all of the lots in Zone 1. 
For further discussion, see the case report for 2016.000003GP A on the Planning Commissions agenda for January 
14th for initiation, and Fibruary 25th for adoption. · · 

Policyl3.2 

Foster sculpturing· of building form to crE!ate less overpowering buildings and more interesting building 
tops, particularly th~ 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 striation5 contribute to a sense of slenderness. Furthe"rtf!ore, the fafade balances 
the faceted glass with a ~ight color cladding to reduce the appearance of a dark, monolithic, and over powering 
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CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

building. The top of the building will be crowned with a similarly sculptural, screened mechanical enclosure that 
would be illuminated at 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 with.Out calling undue attention tQ itself. 

TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT 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 DfilECTIONS. · 

OBJECTIVE 2.4 PROVIDE DISTINCT TRANSIDONS 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 to 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. T1iis 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 ht7ls 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." T1ie 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 Lumina buildings. 

Urban D!?sign Element 

OBJECTIVES 
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 to its visibility in the cityscape, to important naturai 
features and to existing development determines whether it will have a pleasing or a disruptive 
effect on the image and character of the city. · 

***** 

SAN FRANCISCO 
P~NlNG DEPA.aTMJ;t« 
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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 th.e 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 wat~. At 400 feet, the buz1ding would maintain a tapering down pattern Jr.om the 550 foot One Rincon tower on 
top of the Rincon Hill, W?wn to the Block 1 site and further down to the Gap Building at 289 feet along the west edge 
of Embarcadero Blvd, 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. -
Discussion 
A thorough analysis of shadow impacts of the proposed Plan Amendment wa.s conducted. The full 
analysis is included in Exhibit A of Attachment D to the Memorandum. The additional shadow impact1; 
would not affect any parks and open spaces under the jurisdic~on of the Recreation and Parks 
Department subject to Planning Code Section 295/P.rop 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 percei:t 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 Building. The primary use of this park is during lunch· time. Rincon Park, 
along tfl.e wa~erfront is the second park with the ~ighest 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 strudures. 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, 
bo~h with not more than O.Oq% TAAS in the early morning hours. Staff finds this additional shadow is 
111Jt 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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None 28 

1Binins 18 mins 

CASE NO. 2015·012730GPR 

. . 
·.t/J.mins 44inins 

Table 1- Shadow Impact of the Proposed additional 100 feet on Parks and Open Spaces. 
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HOUSING ELEMENT 

Opeo Spac;ea Analyzed for Shadow Impact 
Im Proposed Project @: 160 Fol~om I Transbay !llotk 1 

;~~; Affected Open Spaces 

(J~ «lJ! Rlnr.on Park 

'!:i~ @ Trnnsbay Park 
o!:~~t 

t~i @ Spear S!reel Terracfr 
· ;;;~ (!J) How~rdfFremool Plaia 

::\~[ @ Main Street Plaza 
!W ® Transbay Terminal Park 

Are~ I.lap I Study Scope 

OBJECTIVE 1- IDENTIFY AND MAKE A. VAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE sri'Es TO 
MEET THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORPABLE 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. 
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POLICY 12.1 Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of 
movement. 

Discussion 
~ 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% wo~ld be designated as BMR including 30 more 
units affordable to households earning 120% of AMI and 14 more units affordable to households earning 
100% of AMI. 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 lipe 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 ar~a of Downtown first because of the 
convenient access to public transit. The proximity to a variety 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 fqr 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. 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Rec(evelopment Project 

CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

.. 
Table2 

.J~~~~J.;c:r . __ : , ~- ~~;st~~( ·-0· ~~~~4f ~b' ·;;:·;:~ ~r~~?:I;;,_r!:: 
Tower Height 300 feet 400 feet 100 foot increase 

Stories 30 39 Additional 9 stories 

Total um.ts 

. TotalBMR Units 

Overall Project Affordability 

Level of Affordability 

Podium --

Tower 

Location of Tower BMR Units 

318 Units 391 Units 

112 BMR Units 156 BMR Units 

35% 40% 

80% AMI {25 units) 80% AMI (25 units) 
90% AMI (26 units) 90% 4M1 (26 units) 

100% AMI (25 units) 100% AMI (25 units) 

100% AMI (36 units) . 100% AMI (50 units) 
120% AMI (30 units) 

Floors 1-3 Floors 1-26 

73 more Units overall 

44 more BMR Units 

5% more overall affordability 

No change 

120% AMI tier added for 
30 additional units in tower 

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 CAPITAL. 

POLICY 7.5 Encourage the production of C;lffordable housing through process and zoning accommodations, 
and prioritize affordable housing 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 
.be included in the existing 300' height limit. The affordable units in the proposed Block 1 project would provide 
homeownership options to households of moderate income as described earlier in this report. The proposed 
Amendment presents an innovative approach in securing funding for permanently affordable housing without 
traditional government subsidies1• 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 ioas 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 af construction. In the 
proposed terms, the developer would not pay cash for the lattd which would bring 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 !he Caiifornia 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 denwlition of the Transbay Terminal and construction of a 

1Examples: CDLAC or TCAC. 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

CASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

new terminal. This state law requires that at least-35% of al.l 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 are(J. median income, tind 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 ta meet the State required average 35% of all dwelling units within both Zones. The proposed 
Amendment would help the City achieve this State requirement. 

O~JECTlVE 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 · 

Zoning changes in the City occur through a community planning process for a neighborhood or sub-set of a 
neighborhood. The proposed·Amendment Was discussed with the .OCII's Transbay Citizen's Advisory Committee. 
and other outreach events in the community. In [uly 2014, the TCAC approved the terms of the ENA (or the Block 1 
Project, which included the proposed hei~ht increase. In 2014 and 2015, the Developer also sponsored four 
community and town hall meetings in the neighborhood CTuly 2014, August 2014, November 2015, Tanuary 2016). 
Stafffinds the proposed height change to serve the public good through additional affordable housing unit~ and 
transit-oriented development. 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

CASE NO. 2015-01213.0GPR 

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 TIIBREFORE BE IT. RESOLVED, That the Commission hereby finds the proposed amendment to 
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, as descnoed 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 ~d Open Space Element, Transit Center District Plan, arid is con8istent 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. 

Jonasionin 

Acting Planning Commission Se~etary 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Executive· Summary 
Adoption of General Plan Map· Amendment 

HEARING DAT~: FEBRUARY25TH, 2016 

Project Name: 

Case Number: 
Initiated by: 
S i:aff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

Adoption of General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the 
Downtown Plan 
2016-000003GPA 
Planning Commission 
Kimia Haddadan, Citywide 
Kimia.haddada~@sfgov.org, 415-575-9068 
Joshua Switzky, Senior Plaru;.er 
J oshua..Switzky@sfgov.org, 415-575-6815 
Adoption· 

The Proposed Ordinance would amend the General Plan by revising Map 5 of the Downtown 
Area Plan to 4iclude a note ptating that the proposed height and bulk diptricts on Assessor Block 
3740, lots 027, 029, 030, 031~ and 032 (collectively referred to :in the Redevelopment Plan as ..... 
"Transbay Block 1") and Assessor Blocl< 3739, lot 004 womon of Transbay Block 2) within the 
Transbay Redevelopment Proje~t Area shall be.consistent with those provided in the Transbay 
Redevelopment' Plan development controls. For the location of these parcels see two maps in 
ExhibitB. . 

Tlie 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 Trarubay 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 Pl~ in 2006. A notation was added -to Map 5 of the Downtown Plan :in 2006 to 
defer the zpning 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 located within Tranbay Block 2. 

The Way it Would Be 
Map 5 of the Downtown Plan will be corrected and cleaned 'up. A new notation will be added to 
Map 5 to fulfil the intention of the original amendment to this Map in 200~ to defer the height 
and zoning designation of ~l parcels within.Zone 1 to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Executive Summary 

Hearing Date: FEBRUARY 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2016-000003GPA 

General Plan'Amendmentfor Map 5 of the 

Downtown ~Ian 

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 parceis 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 fuvestment and Infras.tructure ("OCII", 

the former Redevelopment Agency). Jurisdiction over Zone 2 remains with the Planning 

Department and is subject to th~ Planning Code and Zoning Maps. 

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 amende';i with a notation: 

'Remove 80-x label from free:wa:y lands in Transbay and re:place with notation "that says "See 
Redevelopment Plan Development Cpntrols.' (See Exrubit E & F) . . 

With this notation the General Plan defers the zoning and height desigriation 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 ~£the Transbay R~development Plan. Prior to the 

adoption of the :rransbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006, the lots within the botindary 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 F & G). However, the notation added to Map 5 in 2006 inadvertently excluded six 

lots that a;re 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 lot in Trans1:iayBl6ckZ (block3739, lot004). Exhibit 

C & D show the Zone 1 Plan Map in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan adopted in 2006. This 

map shows f.he 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 Pian is currently out of synch 

with the adopted Redevelopment Plan. 

The proposed amendment would correct and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan by adding 
another notation 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 re:place it with a notation that states "See Transbay 
Rede:velopment Plan Development Controls." . 
This notation would fulfil the intention of the original 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, (June 18, 2015) 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: FEBRUARY 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2016-000003GPA 
General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the 

Downtown Plan 

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

Issues and Considerations: 

The Departm~t identified the inconsistency between the existing height limits of these six 
parcels with th~ Map 5 of the Downtown Plan upon reviewing a recent General Plan Referral. 
In September 2015, OCII 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 confonnity for OCJI's new 
propos~d 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 OCII Commission adopted the proposed new· amendments ~o the 
Trans1:iay Redevelopment Plan t~ change the maximum height 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 25th (See Case No.2015.012730GPR) · 

In order to find General Plan conformity for !:he new amendments to 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 T_ransbay Redevelopment Plan in 2006. The one lot in the 
Transbay Block 2 (Block 3739, lot 004) also is being included in the amendments to Map 5 of the 
Downtown Plan to dean up and fix this map for the entirety of Zone 1 so that it conforms with 
the intei:t 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 fo:r the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was certified by 

· the Pla:rµrlng 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 Downtown Plan and original Transbay Redevelopment Plan 
actions from 2005 and 2006 is ~overed by the abovementioned 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 pn;>Vided at .the Initiation hearing at the Plannlp.g 

Commission on January 14th, 2016. 

SANffiANGISOO 
PL,Al\ININ"' D~T 
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Executive Summary 

-Hearing Date: FEBRUARY 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2016-000003GPA · 

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 G~eral Plan Amendment 
Exhibit C: Zone 1 Plan Map from the Transbay Redevelopment Plan 
Exhibit D: Development Controls and Design Guidelines for Tr;µisbay Redevelopment Project 
Exhibit E: Existing Map 5 of the Downtown Plan 
Exhibit F: Map 5: Location of Parcels Subject to the Proposed G~eral Plan Amendment 
Exhibit c: Amendmen_!s 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 Resolutio~ Nos. 16906, 16907 in 2006 
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Zone Two: Tran.shay C-3 

P~oject Boundary 



Exhibit B: Six Parcels Subject to the General Plan Amendment 

._;':•:· '•.' 

.·.·, 

.··· 

.. ·· 

,.· 

;.:·. 

'·. 'r.•: 
'·'::.:::-· 
:.· .~ -~ 

. .... ·· 

~~.: ..... ···.·~·~.. :·~ ~ . 

.. ,',· .. :·::-:":·' 

. . .:.:. 

2740 

.. 
;~ ' 

. · ~ . 
·, 

: ... 

, . .: ... ~. 

.. •·. 

~~-3740-027 

3740-031 
. 3740-032 

. ·. 3740-029 
--'-'-'---37 40-030 

·.· ,, 
··,:·:. 

;.· .... 

TRANSBAY PLAN ZONE 1 • 
·ocn JURISDICTION 

TRANSBAY PLAN ZONE 2 • 
*PLANNING DEPT. JURISDICTION 



GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT SUBJECT PARCELS 
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Exhibit C- Zone One Plan Map from the Transbay Redevelopment Plan 

Th~ existing adopted maximum height limit for B!ock.1 p~rcels is 300 :feet in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. 
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o:xhibit D- Developmnet Controls an~ Design Guidelines forTransbay Redevelopment Project 

The Transbay Development Contorls shows the mp.ximum allowed height for Block 1 Parcels as 300 feet 
for the tower parcel within Block 1 . 

Rfock 1 'K . . , 
.~-----~-~-~------~--<-·_·'-_-....,::,c,:·-·----·~---~--

I 

ZONE ONE HEIGHT RANGES 

Zone One 

Tower Parcels 

Height Ran.ges (Min.-Max.) 

Townhouse (35-SOft.) 

Podium 1 (40-65 ft.) 

Podium 2 (50.-85 ft.) 

, ...... .... 
: : ......... r 

~-__,______._ ~ 
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EXHIBITE· 
EXISTING MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN PLAN 

...... • 

PROPOSED HEIGHT .. AND BULK DISTRICT$ . . . 
·1 

MAP TO BE EDITED 

• Remove 80-X label from ti'eeway lands in TJ'ansbay 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. 

' • Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 006 in Assessors Block 031, currently zoned C-3-0 at tha comer 
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geary Avenue (690 Market St) to 285-S. 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lais 039, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor's Black 3702, as well as tr 
part/an of the farmer Jesse Street, from 120-X. 150-S and 240-S to 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343) 

• Reclassify height and bulk Hmits of Lat 047 in Assessors Black 3735 from 150-S to 250-S. (2004.0852) 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lat 003 in Assessors Block 0312 from 80-130-F to 150-X (2004.0165) 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lat 066 In Assessor's Block 3724 from 160-F ta 320-S. (2000. 790) 

• Reclassify height and bulk Jim/l,s of the west comer of Lat 063 In Assessor's Black 3735 from 150-S to 
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lat ' 

NOTE: The notations shown in italics represent recent amendments 1o the General Plan. Thls map ts Intended.only as a temporary placeholder; 
and will be replaced by fin Ill ma2 '1'21.8~g these a~endments In graphic fonn. ' 



EXHIBIT F: MAP 5 LOCATION OF I ::ELS SUBJECT TO PROPOSED GENERA AN AMENDMENT 

~ROPOSED HEIGHT . .AND BULK DJt!TRlCTS 

I' MAP TO BE EDITED 

• Remove 80-X label from treeway 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. 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 006 in Assesspr's Black 031, currently zoned C-3-0 at the _comer 
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geaiy Avenue (690 Market St) to 285-S. 

ent 

Map 5 

• Reclassify height ahd bulk limits of Lats 039, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor's Block 3702, as well as a 
portion of the fonnerJesse Street, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S to 160-X, 180-Xand 240-S. (2006.1343) 11111 200-s Height Zorye in Map 5 . . 

• 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 oflai003 In Assess.or'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 3735 from 150-S to 
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lot 

.~~:~~; .. _::;·. 80-x Height Zone in Map 5 

NOTE: The notations shown Tn italics represent recent amendments-to the General Plan.. This map is intended only as a temporary placeholdelj 
and will be replaced by final maps illustiating these amendments In graphic form. 
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Exhibit G: Amendments M< to the Map 5 of the Downtown P'. in 2006 Related to 
the Transbay Redevelopment Plan 

·'\. 'I\.\ The notation added in 2006 (see below) 
::i..\, \\ . inadvertely failed to include six parcels 
\. \~ from ~one One of.the Transbay Plan. 

NOTATION ADDED IN 2006 AS PMT OF THE 2006 
IB(\NSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT 

I 

MAP. TO BE EDITED 

• Remove 80-X label from freeway /arids fn Transbay and replace with notation that says 'See Transbay 
Redev,efopment Plan Development Controls" · 

• Rer;/assify height and bulk limits of Lot 063 In Assessor's B/or;k 3701 from 120-X to 200-S. 

• Reclassify-height and bulk limits of Lot 00$ In Assessor's Block 031, r;urrently zoned C-3-0 at the comer 
of Malket Street Kearny Street and.Geary Avenue (690 Market St) to 285-S. 

• Reclassify height and bulk fimlts 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 to 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343) 

• Reclassify heigh! and bulk limits of Lot 047 In Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S to 250-S. (2004.0852) 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits ofLoto03 in Assessor's Bloc{( 0312 from 80-130-Fto 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 3735 from 150-S ta 
350-S, consistent with the rest,of the Lot 

~ \.~\'\ These six parcels are in the 209-s 
·•. '· ·\ '\ height zone of Map 5. 

~I !·~ 

0 4U:OfT 

Transbay Zone One 
Boundary 

200-s Height Zone in Map 5 

\:: ::~ ;'. 80-x Height Zone tn Map 5 

NOlE: The notatlons shown in Italics represent recent amendments to the General Plan. Thls map is intended only as a temporaiy placeholder. 
and will be replaced by final maps illus11t4'l)'mendments in graphic fonn. 



EXHIBITH 
PROPOSED REVISION TO MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN.AREA PLAN 

~ROPOSED HEIGHT .AND BULK DISTRICTS 

MAP TO BE EPITED 
~ ~ 
• Remove the 200-S label from Assessor's Block 37 40, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, 032 and Assessor's Block 

3739, Lot 004 and replace It with a notation that states "See Transbay Redevelopment Plan Development 
Controls" · 

• Remove 80-X label fmm fi'eeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says "See Transbay 
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls" · 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits oflot. 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-3-0 at the comer 
of Market Street"Keamy Street and Geary Avenue (690 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 
portion of the former Jesse Street, 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-S lo 250-S. (2004.0852) 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits oflat 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 ta 320-S. {2000.790} 

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

.. 

l"""L.J 
0 400FT. 

Map& 

NOTE! The notations shown 1n Italics represent recent amendments to the General Plan. Th ts map is Intended only as a temporary placeholder; 
and will be replaced by final maps illustrating these amendmenls in graphic form. . . 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ·· 

Draft Planning C.ommission Resolution 
HEARING DATE:FEBRUARY 25, 2016 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulle 401) 
San Franclscn, 
CAS4103-2.479 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown Plan 
. 2016-000003GP A 
Planning Commission 
Kimi.a Haddadan, Citywide 
Kimia.haddadan@sfguv.org-, 415-575-9068 
Joshua Switzky, Senior Planner 
J oshua.Switzky@sfgov.org, 4~5-575-6815 
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 
GENERAi..: PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING.CODE SECTION 
101.1. 

PREAMBLE 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnformallon: 
415.5511.6377 

"'WHEREAS, The Transbay Redevelopment Plan ("Plan") adopted in 2005 and. amended in 2006 laid out 
devefopment 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-de_molished Embarcadero Freeway; and 

"'WHEREAS, The Final Environmental 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 -µi.e final environmental impact report for · the Transbay 
Temrin.al/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment J,'roject ("FEIR.") m 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 li!ld is 
incorporated herein by reference; 

11014.001 3146781v2 wyvw.sfplanning.org 
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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 ~e in the Oerk 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 Oerk 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 Ordlnance and supporting materials are incorporateP, 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 Reuevelopment 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 Guideline(' 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 envirorunental review findings pursuant to CEQA. 

· A copy of the Addendum and CCII ~esolution are on file with the Secretary of the Planning Commission 
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 conducte4 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 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 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 c;ommission 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 free:way lands in Transbay and re-place 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 an:i.endment 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 2009, 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~, 03~, 031, and 032) and one lot in Transbay Block 
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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 Redevel9pment Plan currently in effect. 

WHEREAS, The proposed amendment would correct and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan by 
adding another notation to Map 5: Remove th!! 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 complete the intenf;ion of the original 
amendment to the supject General Plan Map in 2006 to defer thf1 height and zoning designation of all 
parcels within Zone 1 to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan. · 

WHEREAS, On January 14, 2016· the CoIDIIlission adopted a Motion of futent to Initiate the proposed 
am~dments 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 

FINDINGS 

The proposed General Pian Amendment would correct and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan to 
reflect the existing adopted heights for Transbay Block 1 (Block 3740, fots 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 Redevel~pment 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 Resolutions are incorporated herein by reference (See Exhibit K). 
fu aaaman, 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 Priority Policies set forth in Section 
101.l(b) of the Plamring Code in that 

1 That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be pr~served and enhanced and future 
· opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of 8'.lch businesseS enhanced; 

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

. . 
2. That existing housing and neighborhpod character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

TIU: proposed General Plan Amendmerz.t to clean. up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the 
existing housing and neighborlwod character. 

3. Thatfue City's supply of affordable housing be.preserved and enhanced; 
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The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the 
supply of affordable housing . 

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

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

5. That a diverse economic base be mamtained by protectip.g our industrial.and service se0:ors 
from displacement due .to. commercial office development, and ihat future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in. these sectors be enhanced; 

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

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 affect the 
City's preparedness for earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The propos~ General Plan Amendment to clean up M.ap 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the 
landmarks and historic buildings. 

8. That our pa;rks 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 Plan would not affect 
parks and open space. 

G~neral Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance and the Commission's recommended modifications 
are is consistent wit4 the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

Planning Code Section ~40. Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented ihat the 
public necessity, convenience and general welfare r~quire the proposed amendments to the Plauning 
Code as set forih in Section 340. 

I hereby certify. that the foregoing RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San F:r;ancisco Plauning 
Commission on February 25, 2016. 
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AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 
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Exhibit K: 

• Resolution 16906: General Plan Amendments related to the 

Transbay Redevelopment Pla.n in 2006 

• Resolution 16907: General Plan Consistency for the Transbay 

Redevelopment Plan, the Development Controls and Design 

Guidelines in i006 
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. PLANNING COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION NO. 1_6906 

WHEREAS, on December 5, 1994, by Resolution No. 1022-94, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
designated the Transbay Area as a Redevelopment Survey Area pursuant to Califonlia Health and Safety 
Code Section 33310. · 

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 Terminallocated south of Howard Street between Main and Beale Streets. In 2001, the 
Metropolitan Transportatipn Commission published the Tr.ans bay Terminal Improvement Plaii, 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 

· 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 
:Eram'eworks for land use, urban form, and public spaces within the proposed Transbay Redevelopment 
Project Area. Also in 2003, the Redevelopment Agem;y 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 Development Controls and Design Guidelines. 
Further, an Amended Preliininru:y Plan for the Trans bay 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. 

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

Although the proposed RedeveloP.nient 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 ame,ndments to the General Plan that are required for consistency between the Redevelopment Plan and 
the San Francisco General Plan; and · 
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Pursuant to Section 33346 of the California Health and Safety Code regarding California Redevelopment 
Law, tliy Redevelopment Plan must be submitted to the Planning Commission for its re.port and 
recommendation concerning the redevelopment plan and its conformity with the General Plan. 

An ordinance amending the Transportation and Urban Design Elements, and Downtown.,. South of 
Markt~t, and Rincon Hill Area Plans of the General Plan has been drafted to accomplisl). consistency with 
the proposed Redevelopment Plans and which is attached hereto Exhibit A. 
The City Attorney'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 inconsistencies 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 TransEay 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 ch~cter 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 adverse effect on existing 
housing and neighborhood char.acter. While the.neighborhood character would change from the 
proposed redevelopme~t 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 Trans bay Redevelopment Plan would add to the City's 
supply of aff<?rdable housing through adherence to the Community Redevelopment Law that 
requires at least 15% of all new and substantially rehabilitated dwelling units developed within 
the PrqjectArea by public or private entities or persons other than the Agency to be available (lt 
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 ofhou.Sing 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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The proposed amendments would not adversely impede MUNI transit service or overburden city 
streets and neighborhood parking. The Redevelopment Plan encourages the use of public transit 
by.providing/or the construction of an enhanced and: enlarged Transbay Terminal and Caltrain 
extension to the downtown area, as well as providing/or a large amount of transit-oriented 
housing adjacent to these facilities. The proximity of this developme~t 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 transit-only lanes on streets in the area to 
facilitate transit movement. 

5. That a diverse economic base be l!laintained 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 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 do'wntown, 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. 

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 buildi:ilgs be preserved. 

The proposed amendments would adversely affect landmarks and historjc buildings. The Ca/train 
extension proposed as part of the Redevelopment Plan might unavoidably require the removal of 
designated historic resources in the New Montgomery-Second Street G_onservation 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 an~ 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 Trans bay Redevelopment Plan calls for incr~asing open 
space in the project area and siting new development so as not to shade existing public spaces or 
block key public views. 
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The Planning Commission, at a duly advertised public hearing on January 22, 2004 pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 302(b) and 340, determined by llesolution No. 16716 that it is appropriate to initiate those 
amendments to the General Plan in order to facilitate the policies, location, design, and layout of the 
proposed Transbay Redevelopment Plan. · 

On April 22, 2004·by Motion No. 16773 the Commission certified the Final subsequent Environment81 
Impact Report and Environmental Impact Survey as accurate, complete and in compliance 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. Said Motion is incorporated herein by 
reference. · 

The Planning Commission, at a duly advertised public hearing on December 9 2004 pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections ~02(b) and 340, having considered oral and written testimony and reports, determined that 
it is appropria~e to amend the Transportation, Recreation and 9pen 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 Trans bay Redevelopment Plan and believes it is 
appropriate to adopt the attached amendments to the General Plan. 

The Commission finds that the public 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 draft ordinance attached hereto as Exhibit A and 
recommends approval of these amenc4nents tci the Board of Supervisors. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission adopted the foregoing Resol?-tion on December 9, 2004. 

. . 

Bean L. Macris 
Director of Pianning 

AYES: C~mmissioners ·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 Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the 
Pianning 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 Trans bay 
Redevelopment Project Area. On December 5, 1994, by Resolution No. 1022-94, the San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors designated fue Transbay Area as a R~evelopment Survey Area pursuant to . 
California Health and Safety Code Section 33310. 

The Redevelopment Plan (the "Plan") for the Trans bay Redevelopment Project (the "Projecf') 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 
Committ.ee ("CAC"), the City Planning Commission, with other Departments of fue City and County of 
San Francisco, and with affected State Agenci~s. · 

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 wifu the proposed new Trans bay Terminal located south of Howard Street between Main 
and Beale Streets. The decision to site a new Transbay Terminal on the ~xisting 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 Trans bay Terminal Improvement Plan, and a regional 

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

In 2003, the Redevelopment Agency and the Planning Department developed the Tr~bay Development 
Controls and Design Guidelines, a detailed set ofland use regulations and urban design standards based 
on th~ Trans bay Design for Development. Later that year in December 11, 2003, the Transbay Citizens 
Advisory Committee endorse~ the Transbay Development 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 inResoiutionNo. 16774. OnApril22, 2004 byMotionNo. 16773 the Commission certified the 
Final subsequent Environmental Impact Report Environmental Impact Survey as accurate, complete and 
in compliance with the Californi;:i Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

As part of the actions 9ontemplated 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 inc.orporated herein by reference: 

Pursuant to Section 33 346 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 Trans bay Redevelopment Plan on 
December 9, 2004 by Resolution No. 16906 the Planning Commission adopted amendments to the 
Trarisportation, 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·Boar<;l of Supervisors 
approval of those amendments. 

In analyzing the Trans bay Redevelopment Plan to Planning Code Section lOLl (b) that establishes eight 
priority planning policies and requires the 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 opportunities 
for resident employment in and o~ership of such businesses enhanced. 

The Trans bay Redevelopment Plan would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail 
uses or opportunities for employment in or oWnership of suc,h businesses. As currently proposed the 
Redevelopment Plan would increase the amount of neighbor.hood'serving retail for future residents 
in its project area. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preser:e the cultural and economic diversity of our neig~borhoods. 

The Redevelopment Plan would h~e 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 
ajfotdable, 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 af_fordable housing be preserved and enhanced . 

. The Redevelopment Plan would have no adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 
As currently proposed, the Tran.shay Redevelopment Plan would add to the City's supply of 
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affordable housing through adherence to the Co~munity 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 Resour-ces Code Section 
5027.1 (b) imposes additiona,l affordable housing requirements superficially on the Transqay 
Redevelopment Plan. This State law requires that within the Transbay Project area at lea.st 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 
more than 120% of the area median income. 

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

The Transbay Redevelopment Plan would not adversely impede MUNI transit service or . 
overburden city streets and n~ighborhood parking. The Plan encourages the use of public transit 
by providing for the construction of an enhanced and enlarged Transbay Tenninal and Ca/train 
extension to the downtown area, ·as well a.s providing for a large amount of transit-oriented 
housing adjacent to.thesefacilities. 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 transit-only lanes on streets in the area to 
facilitate 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 :future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Redevelopment Plan would not adversely affeqt the maintaining of a diyerse economic base, 
spedfically the industrial or service sectors. By improving ihe provision of regiona~ transit 
service to the downtown, the proposed Trans bay Redevelopment Plan helps maintain a diverse 
economic base through improving the accessibility of the city's cor.e 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. 

6. 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 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. 
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The Transba:y Redevelopment Plan would qdversely 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 [1.ddition, as 
part of the project approval, the Trans bay Joint Powers Authority selected the alternative track 
construction method-most protective of historic structures south of Folsom Street. This 
alternative, )Vhich involves tunneltrig under historic structures rather than using the. cut and cover 
construction method, results in the ability to retain JO historic structures. Even in the area.of the 
New Montgomery-Second Street Conservation District, the Trans bay Joint Powers Authority may 
be able to preserve some of the historic structures currently identified for removal if tunneling is 
economically and techn~cally 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. '.fhat 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 Trans bay 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 applicablt: land-use, development, construction, improvement, infrastructure, occupancy 
and use requirements relating to the plan area is tlllder consideration. Should such an agreement be · 
:finalized; the Planning staff would bring it to the Commission for its review and approvaf at a later date. 

The Board of Supervisors may modify the General Plan amendment ordinance prior to final ac1io:ri. 
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 
implem~ntation Of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and companion documents, the Design for 
Development and the Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Trans bay Redevelopment 
Project, are consistent with the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended, and to Planning Code 
Section 101.l. 

··. 
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 h?S 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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· PLANNING COMMISSION Case No. 2004.0055R 
Establishing Findings .of Consistency 
With the General Plan and Section 101.1 
of the Planning Code for the Transbay 
Redevelopment Plan and its companion 
docUrn.ents, the Development Controls and 
Design Guidelines an\f the Design for 
Development 
-5-

Redevelopment Project, 1s 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. · 

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

Dean L. Macris 
Director of Planning 

A YES: Commissioners Alexan~er, Antonini, Bradford-Bell, Hughes, Sue Lee, William Lee, 

NOES: Olague 

EXCUSED: None 

ADOPTED: December 9, 2004 
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Recommendation: 
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HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY25,2016 

· · General Plan Ain.endment for Map 5 of the Downtown Plan 
2016-000003<:;P.A. 
Planning Commission 
Kimia Haddadan, <;:::itywide 
Kimiahaddadan@sfgov.org,415-575-9068 
Joshua Switzky, S~or Planner 
Joshua.Switzky@sfgov.org, 415-575-6815 
Recommend A:pproval 
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Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·24'7~ 

Receplion: 
415.558.6378 

• Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

. 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 

WHEREAS, The Transbay Redevelopment Pl~ ("Plan") adopted :in 2005 and amended :in 2006 laid out 
development controls for parts of downtoWn adjacent to the Trans bay Terminal witl:rin two major zones: 
Zone 1 and Zone 2. The Plan. changed the development controls, mcludjng height limits, on several 
parcels within Zone 1 of the Plan area. Zone 1 consists of prin:J_arily publicly-owned parcels along F~lsom 
Street thafformerly housed the now-demo~hed Embarcadero Freeway; and · 

. . 
WHERE.AS, The Final Environmental Impact Report for the Tr~bay Redevelopment Plan was certified 
by the Planning Commission Motion No. 16733 on .A.pril 22, 2004. 

WHERE.A.S, On June 15, 2004,L~ Board of Supervisors ~proved Motion No. M04-67. affirming the 
Plannilig Commission's certification 'of the final environmental impact report for the Transbay 
Tecininal/Caltra:in J?owntown Extension/Redevelopment P~oject ("FEIR") in compliance wifu the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQ.A'') (California Public·Resomces Code sections 21000 et seq.) 

·11014.001 3146781v2 www.sfplan~ing.org 
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Resolution No.19572 
Hearing Date: February 25th, 2016 

2016-D00003GPA 

General Plan Amendment for Map· 5 of the Downtown Plan 

A copy of said Motion is on file with the· Oerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 040629 and is 
incorporated herein by reference; ·. · · 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 612-04, adopted environmental findings in 
relation to the Transbay Terminal, Caltrajn 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. 12;4-05( as pa:i:t of its adoption of the Transh?-Y 
Redevelopment Plan, adopted adc:Utioilal environmental findings. Copies of said Ordinanc~ and · 
supporting materials are in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 050184. The FEIR analyzed 
developp:i.ent on Transb~y R~evelopment Project Area Block 1 of a project ex~ding up to 300 feet in 

. height. Said Resolution and Ordinance and supporJ:ing materials are incorporated herein by :reference; 

WHEREAS, On J anu~ 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.Addend11Ill. to the FEIR in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 (the "Addendum"); 

WHEREAS, On January 19, 2016, after a duly noticed public 4earing, the Community Invesbnent and 
Infrastructure Commission ("CCII") in Resolution No 2-2016, approved development actions for Block 1 
and adopted the Adden~um 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 Plaruririg Commission 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 c;onclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and the 
proposed Block 1 height amendment will not cause: new significant impa¢ts not identified in the FEIR, 
and no new mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts. Further, other than as 
described iri. .the .Addendum, no Block 1 changes have occurred, and no changes have occurred with 
respect to circumstances surrounding Block 1 ~t will cause significant env:ii:onmental hp.pact to which· 
the height amendment will contribute considerably; and no new information has becolI).e available that 
shows the height amendment will cause significant environmental impacts not previously disc:uSsed in 
the FEIR, that signific~t effects previously examined will be substantially more ~evere than shown in the 
FEIR, or that mif:!.gation measures or alternative~ pr<7viously found infeasible are fe~ble, or tl_i.at ·new· 
mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the FEIR would substantially 
redu~ significant impacts. Therefore, the C~mmission finds that no environmental review is re.quired 
rmder CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby adopts CCIT' s ~vironmental findings as its own. 

WHEREAS; The Ordinances adopting th~ Redevelopment Plan in 2006 included relevant General Plan 
Amendments that reflected the height and zoning changes. Map 5 of the Downtown Plan, which 
identified rec~mn;iended height and .bulk limits in the DowntoWIJ, was amended ~th a notation; 'Remove 
80-x label fro1J! free:way lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says "See Redevelopment Plan 
DevelopmentControls. 1 With this notation the General Plan defers the zoning and height designation for · 
Zone 11 parcels to the Tr~bay 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 m 2006, the lots within the boundary of Zone 1 wen~ 
mostly zoned for SO~X height zone,, ~ong with six lots that :-vere 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 

SAN FRANGISCO • 
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Resolution No. 19572 . . 
Hearing Date: February 25th, 2016 

201.6-000003GPA 

General Plan Amendment for Map 5 o~ the Downtown. Plan 

within the original 200-J:C height zone and for whicl;t the Redevelopment Plan ip_cluded dilierent 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 Downt~wn Plan illustrates that 
the General Plan is currently out of synch with the adopted Redevelopment Plan currently ill effect. 

WHERE.As, The proposed amendment would correct and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan by. 
adding another m>tation to Map 5: ·Remove the 20D~S label from Assessor Block 37 40, 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 Contrpls." This notation 'would ~omplete the illtention of the original 
amendment to the subject General Plan Map in 2006 to defer the height and zoning designation of all 

· parcels withln Zone 1 to the Tralli?bay 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 (Resolution No. 19549); 

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

FINDINGS 

The proposed General Plan Amendment would. c~rrect and clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan to 
reflect the existing adopted heights for '.fransbay Block 1 (Block 3740~ lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032) and 
one lot in Transbay Block 2 (Block 3739, lot 004). For ori~ Planning Code Section 101 Filldlngs ~f the 
Transbay Redevelopment Plan ill 2006 See Exhibit xx, Resolution No. 16906 for the General Plan 

· Amendments related to the Trfiltsbay Redevelopment Plan and 16907 for G~eral Plan ConSistency of the . 
Trans bay Redevelopment Project. These Resoluti.011:8 are illcorporated herein by reference (See Exhlbit K). 
In addition, fue proposal is consistent with the General Plan· and Planning Code Section .101.1 for fue 
following reasons. 

Planning Code Section 101 ll'indings. · 

The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in' Section 
101.l(b) of the Planning Code in that 

1 That existing neiih.borhood-servmg retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
. opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such busmesses enhanced;· 

The proposed Genera.I Plan Amendment tp clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect 
. neighborhood-serving retail uses. 

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

The proposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 oft~ Downtown Plan would not affect the 
existing housing and neighborhood characte:. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution No. 19572 2016-000003GPA 

General Plan Amendm~t for Map 5 0£ the DowntoW!l .Plan Hearing Date: February 25th, 2016 

3. That the City's supply_ of affordable housing be preserved ~d enhanced;. 

The praposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the 
. supply of affordable housing. · 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI tranSit service or .overburden ~ur streets or 
neighborhood parking; . 

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

5. That a diverse economic bas.e be maintained by protecting om :industrial and service sectors 
from displacement d~e to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment_ and ownership in these sectors be' enhanced; · 

The p~aposed General Plan Amendment to clean up Map 5 oj the Downtown Plan would not affect the 
diverse economic base of the city. · · · 

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 cli;an up Map 5 of the Downtown Plan would not affect the 
City's pr.epa~edness for earthquake. · · 

7. That the landmarks and bistori~ 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. Thaf our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

The proposed G'flle:ral Plan Amendment to clean up Ma:p 5 vf ~he Downtown Plan would not affect 
parks and open space. 

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

Planning Code Section 340 Findmgs. The Plamring Commission finds from the.facts present~d that !he 
public necessity, convenience ·and general welfar~ require the propo~ed amendments to the Plaillrlng 
Code as set fqrth in Section 340. 

6AN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution No. 19572 
Hearing Date: February 25th,°2016 

20.16-000003-GPA 

· General Plan Amendment for Map 5 0£ !he Doj\7lltown Plan 

I hereby certify that the foregomg RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Plamring 
Comrltlssion on Februipy 25, 2016. · · 

Jonas P. forrin · 
Planning Commission Secretary 

AYES: Antonini, :frill.is; Fong,..Richards, yYu 

NOES: Moore 

ABSENT: Johnson 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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·SAN FRANCISCO 
·PLANNING ·DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19.573 
Date: 
Case No. 

Block!Lot No.: 

Applicant: 

Staff Contact: 

Feb25,2016 
Case No. 2015-012730GPR 
Trans bay Redevelopment Plan Amendment 

3740/Lots 027,029,030,031, and 032 

Office of C~mmunity Investment and Infrastructure 
Jose Campos· 
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Kimia Haddadan - (415) 575-9068 
ki.mia.haddadan@sfgov.org · 

1650 Mission St. 
Suile400 

. San Franc!Sco, 
CA94103-Z479 

Reception: 
. 415.558.6378 

fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnation: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINIHNGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND RECOMMENDING APPROVAL UFTHE 
AMENDMENT TO THE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FQR TIIE TRANSBAY 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT LIMIT 
FROM 300 FEET TO 400 FEET ON BLOCK 1 . OF ZONE 1 OF THE TRANSBAY 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, ADOJ:'TING GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING 
CODE SECTION 101.1 FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDING - THE TRANSBAY 
REDEVELOPMENT P.LAN AMENDMENT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FOR 
APPROVAL. 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco ("Board of SuperVisors") 
approved the Redevelopment Plan for fue Transbay Redevelopment Project Area by Ordinances No. 124-
05 Q"une 21, 2005) and No. 99-06 (May 9, 2006), as amended by Ordinance No. 84-15, ijune 18, 2015) 
("Redevelopment Plan''). The Redevelopment Plan establishes the land use controls for the Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Are~, and divides fue Project Area into twp sub-areas: Zone 1, in_ which the 
Development Controls. and Design Guidelin~s 'for the Transbay Redevelopment Project ("Development 
Controls") 'define the development standards, and Zone 2, in which the San .Francisco Planning Code 
applies. 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the City Ch~er and 2A.53 of Adnrinl,strative Code require General I:lan 
referrals to fue Planning . Commission (hereinafter "Commission") for certain matters, including 
dete:rm:ination as to whefuer a Redevelopmen,t .Plan amendment is in-conformity with the General :r:'lan 
prior to consideration by fue Board of Supervisors. 

www.sf~g.org 



· GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL· 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

, .. 

.:ASE N0-.2015-012730GPR 

WHEREAS, On September 23, 2015, the Office of Cornmuclty Investment and Infrastructure, Successor 
Agency to the Redevelopment Agency (OCII) submitted a General Plan Referral application for the 

· Redevelopment Plan Amendment for the Trans bay Redevelopment Plan to 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 37 40, Lots 027, 029, 03Q, 031, and 032. 
Lot 021 is owned by OCII and the remaining lots are owned by Block 1 Property Holder, L.P., an affiliate 
of Tisbman Speyer ("Developer"). 

WHEREAS, The Transbay Redevelopment Plan and the Development Controls ·specify a 300-foot 
.maximum height limit on Block 1. The proposed Plan Atnendment would provide.for a maximum P.eight 
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 OCII Commission authorized an Exclusive Negotiation 
Agreement (the "ENA'') with the Developer for (a) the sale to fhe Developer of fhe 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 s;urrounclin:g open space on Block 1. 

WHEREAS, The ENA contemplates two project alte:rriati.ves, one wifh a tower height of 300 feet, as 
allowed by ~e Red~velopment Plan, ~d fhe second wifh a tower height 9£ 400 feet, which would require 
the Plan Amendment The term sheet for the Block i project negotiated to d11te by OCII staff and the 
Developer includes the 4;00-foot project alternative (fhe "Block 1 Project"). The specifics of fhe Block 1 
Project are shown in Attachment B to 'Exhibit A: OCII' s staff Memorandum to the' OCII,Co~sion. 

WHEREAS, OCII mamtains land use· and California Enviroru:Ilental Qualify Act ("CEQA") review 
aufhority of fhe Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, including the site of the proposed amendment · 

-- - __ @J9-<;k.J)_,_ .. . . 
WHEREAS,· On January 19, 2016 at a public hearing the OCII Commission adopted Resolution No. 2-
2016, which approved fhe proposed amendment to the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to increase the 
maximum height limit of fhe lots in Block 1 of Zqne 1 from 300' to 400' along with an Acldendum to fhe 
Final FEIR/FEIS or the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Dow;ntown Extension/Redevelopment Project . . . 

. . 
WHEREAS, Pursuant to Section 33346 of the California Health and Safety Code regarding Califoinia 
Redevelopment· Law, .the Redevelopment Plan ~ust be -~rnitted to fhe Planning Commissio:O: for its 
report and recoD'.lillendati.on concerning fhe Redevelopment Plan ·and its conformity with the &m.eral 
Plan and SectioJ.1. 101.1 of the Planning Code. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

OCII, as the Successor Agency to the Former Redevelopment Agency, has land use and 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA'') review authorl.ty of the Project Area. OCII iffid 
Planning share CEQA review responsibilities for Redevelopment Plan amendments. 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Trans bay Redevelopment Project 

1;ASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

Consequently, on Janu~ i4, 2016, OOI, :in conjunction with the Plann:ing Department, 
prepared an addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmenta1. Impact: 
Report ("FEIS/EIR") for the Transbay Term:inal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment 

· Project ("Addendum") for purposes of the subject Redevelopment Plan amendment. (See OOI . 
C~rOmission Resolution No.2-2016, Exhibit "B: Addendum to Enviro:rllnental Impact Report). ' 
Overall, the Addendum detern:Pned the Plan Amendment would not cause riew significant 

. impacts not identified :in the FEIS/E~ 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 ~ignificant impacts. 

In regard to the environmental review for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, the F:inal 
F;nvironmental Impact Report for the Transbay Redevelopment Plan was certified by the 

. Plamring 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 certificatiol;l of 
the F:inal Environmental Impact Report· for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Dowp.tbwn 

> Extension/Redevelopment Project ("FEIR") :in compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA"Y (CalifQrnia 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 SuJ?erv'isors in Resolutio:r;t No. 612-04, adopted environmental findings in 
relation to the Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Downtown Extension, ~d 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 

. Stpervisors File No. 050l84. The FEIR analyzed development.on Transbay Redevelopment 
Proj~ct Area Block 1 of a project extending up to 300 feet in hei~f. 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 Redev~opment Agency of the City and County of San 
Francisco; commonly known 'as the Office of Commµnity Investment and Infrastructure, 
("Successor Agency" or "OCJI") :in conjtln.ction with the ~lanning Department prepared ~ 
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 an~ adopt~d the Addendum along with other environmental revie~ 
findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of the Addendum and COI Resolution are on file with the 

·Secretary .of the Planning Commission and are incorporated herein by reference. 

Based on this Commission's review o~ the FEIR and the Addendum, the Co~ssion 
concurs that the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached :in the FEIR remain valid and 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERR!-..L .. 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelopment Project 

vASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

the propos~d Block 1 height amendment will not cause new significant impacts not identified in 
the FEIR, ~d no new mitigation ineas~es will be necessa:ry to reduce significant impacts. 

·Further, other than a8 described in the· Addend~, no Block 1 chang~s 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~ contribute considerably; 
and no new information has be~ome available that shows the height amendment will cause ' 
significant environmental impacts not previously discussed in the FEJR, that significant effects 
previously examined will be· substantially more severe than shown m 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 signi#cant iinpacts. Therefore, the Co~sion finds that no 
environmental review is required under CEQA other than the Addendum and hereby adopts 
COI' s environmental findings as its own. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

As described below, the Project. is consistent ~th the Eight Priority Policies of Pla:ri.ning Code 
Section 101.1 and is, on balance, in-conformity with the General Plan a8 further described in 
the analysis of the following Objectives and Policies of the Generai Plan: 

Eight Priority Policies Findings 

. . . 
The subject project is found to be consistent with the Eight Priority Policies of Planning Code 
Sedion ioi.1 in that · · · 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail -rises be preserved and enhanced and .future . 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanc~d. 

The Proposed Plan Amendment will not result in change in neighborhood-seroing retail ~usinesses. 
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 neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
:preserve the ~tural and economic diversity _of our neighborhood. . . 

. . 
The Proposed Plan Amendment will 'f?Ot affect existing housing and will help add to the City's 
housing stock. The P'.oposed residential tower will transform former· Embarcadero Freeway land 
into 391 dwelling units ineluding 156 Below Market Rate Units ajfordab!e to households with 
income rangi.ng between 80% to 120% of AMI. 
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GENERAL-PLAN REFERRAL 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Transbay Redevelop'!'ent Project 

vASE NO. 2015·012730GPR 

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

The Proposed Plan Am~ndment would increase the supply of affordable housing in San Francisco. 
The proposed incre~e in height would re.sult 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 oe affordable to households earning 100% AMI or 120% AMI. · 

4. That commuter tr9-ffi,c not impede MUNI transit ~ervice or overburden our sb:eets or 
neighborhood parking. 

The Proposed Plan Amendment would not impede MUNI transi_t service or overburden the streets 
or neighborhood parldng. The site of Block 1 Project is located very close to significant transit 
access1 specifically withi'.1' one block of the Transit Center and within three blocks of the Market 
Street transit corridor and the Ferry Building .. The proposed additional height wt1l res_ult in 
$$500,000. in . additional fees. in transportation impact fees resulting to $2.4 mt1liqn in 
Transportation. Sustainabz1ity Fees. · 

5. That a diverse economic base be m~talned by protecting our :indusb:iai and service 
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future 
opportunities for res~dential employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanc~d. 

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 _'l{Sed as a sales center for Lumina, the tw9 
residential towers at 201 Folsom. 

6. That the City ~chieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss 
of llie in an earthquake.· 

The Proposed Plan Amendment wi1l not affect the City1s preparedness. The proposed Block 1 
Project residential tower would be but1t to the current building· code and seismic standard.s and 
ot~erwise·will not affect the City's preparedness. · 

7. That lan?marks and historic build:ings be preserved. 

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 acces~ to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development 
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The Proposed Plan Amendment would .allow a taller residential tower to be built an the site of Block 
1. This tal.ler alte;rnative would cast additional shadow on parks and open spaces compared ta the 
existing 300~ allowable· height limit. ~ ·a p~rt of the environmental revie:w requirements, a 
thorough shadow study was conducted to evaluate the significance of the at!-ditianal shadow·on six 
existing and proposed public open spaces including Rincon Park,· the proposed Transbay Park on 
the site of the current Temporary Transbay Termina~, and the Transit Center's rooftop· City Park. 
No public parks subject ta Section 295 of the Planning Code· (i.e. under the jurisdiction of the 
R.ecreati~n and Parks Deparf:ment) would be affected. While the most increase in Aqditional 
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 Pq.rk, along the waterfront, "is the second park with the highest Additional Annual Shading, 

. which only would increase by about third of one perGent. This additional shading would last abrJUt 
45 minutes on the days with the; maxim.um shadow. The ,additional shadow would occur after the 
peak hour of lunch time in. the afternoon and would mostly occur on· a. small portipn of the S!Jn 
Francisco Bay Trail ne(J.r 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 incre11tfe by about thfrd of one percent. This additional shading would last about 45 . 
minutes on the days with the maximum shado'fl. The additiorial. shidow 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 cent.er of the park and over existing restaurant s.tructures. This additional 
shadow was deemed not to be a significant environmental impact. The methodology used to 

evaluate ·fh.e additional shadow mirrors· the requirements of .Section 295 of the Planning Code, 
otherwise known as the "Sunlight Ordinance" while the aJ!ecfed parks. are not under the 
jurisdiction of Recreation and Parks Department and therefore not subject ta this requirement. 

General ~Ian Policy Findings 

Staff analyzed the Propos~d Amendment with regards to conformity to the Gener~ Plan ~der 
three major topics: urban form, affordable housing, and shadqw analysis. · 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 
QBJECTIVE 13 

l 
CREATE AN .URBAN FORM FOR DOWNTOWN THAT ENHANCES SAN FRAN~ISCO'S 
STATIJRE AS ONE OF THE WORLD'S MOST VISUALLY ATTRACTIVE CITIES. 

POU CY 13.1 
Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of 
existing and proposed development. (See Map 5) · 

Discussion 
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vASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

The Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development, completed in 2003, envisions transfonning an 
area formerly containing the Embarcadero Freeway, its remaps and Terminal SqJarator Structure into a transit­
orieJ:ited residential district in the heart of downtown. The Develop1f1ent Controls for this area, adopted in 2005, 
called for Zone 1 to "become a complenientary and exciting addition to the downtown skyline, designed as designed 

· 'as a grouping of slender towers that would visually extend the Dcramtown high-rise 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 Block1, an additional 100' from ~hat 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 Street peaking with the 1,070'-tall future Transit Tower . 
(under construction) at the Transit Center Terminal. South of Folsom Stretd the skyline consists of residential 
towers of 350' or 400' in the Rincon Hill area, rising up to a peak of aPP.roxi.m.ately 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 400foot 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 bui1ding on Folsom Street between Main and Beale Streets, 
also ,includes two towers of 350 feet and .400 feet; These bufldings were built aftti the Transba:y ".Qesign for 
Development was completed and introduced a new context for the city's skyline south of Folsom Street. Folsom 
Street weaves the skyl!ne of Rincon Hi1l 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 fhe proposed 400 feet on Block 1 blends with the city's skyli1J.e 
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. 2016.000003GP A. Map 5 was amended in 2006 to ~eference 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 Ddwntown Plan is currently not consist~t with the 
Zone 1 Plan Map in Transbay Redevelopment Plan. On January 141h, 2016, in Resolution No. 19549, the Planning 
Commission initiated t~ 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 2016.000003GPA on the Planning Commissions agenda for January 
1411t for initiation, and February 25th for adoption. 

Policy13.2 

. Foster sculpturing of building form to create less overpowering buildings and more interesting building 
top:5, particularly the tops of towers. 

Discussion . 
The prop@sed building creates a sculptur!fl form of undulating bays that' vertically articulate and break down the 
scale of the facades. These vertical striations contn'bute to a sense of slenderness. Furthermore, the fafade balances 
the faceted glass with a light color cladding to reduce the appearance of a·dark, monolithic, and over po.w,ering 
btfilding. The top of the building will be crowned with a simi1arly sculptural, screened mechanical enclosure that 
would be t1lumfnated at night and refer_ences 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 itself. 

TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT PLAN: A SUB~AREA PLAN OF 1HE DOWNTOWN PLAN 
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OBJECTIVE 2.2 CREATE AN ELEGANT DOWNTOWN SKYLINE, BUILDlNG ON EXISTING 
POUCY TO CRAFT A DISTINCT DOWNTOWN "IDLL" FORM, WITH ITS APEX AT THE 

· TRANSIT CENTER~ AND TAPERING IN ALL DIRECTIONS. . 

OBJECTIVE 2.4 PROVIDE DISTINCT •TRANSITIONS. TO ADJACENT NEI~HBORF.IJ)ODS AND 
TO TOPOGRAPiflC AND MAN-MADE FEATURES OF' THE CITI'.SCAPE TO ENSURE THE 
SKYLINE ENHANCES, AND DOES NOT .DETRACT FROM, IMPORTANT PUBLIC VIEWS 

THROUGHOUT THE CITY AND REGION. 

POLICY 2.4 Transiti~n 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 to the 
southwest and west in the lo:wer scale South of Market areas aild 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 a sense of place and orientation of 
the neighborhoods when lonld.ng aJ 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 s'fcyline, 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 ketq'.!ing the height nn taller than 400 

· feef:, the pre:uai1ing height <?f nearby buildings, such as the InfinitJ( and Lumina but1dings. , · 

Urban Design Element 

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

Fundamental Principles £or Major New Development 

1. The relationship of a building's size and shape to its vi~ibility 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 ~haracter of the city. · · 

***** 
. 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 tlie 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 

SAN FRANGISCO 
PLANNING t>r;p.ARTll/leNT 8 

2777 



GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL· 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Trans bay Redevelopment Project 

oASE NO. 2015·012730GPR 

The Urban Design Element calls for low buildfngs along the waterfront and gradual 'tapering of height from hilltops 
to water. At 400 feet, the building would maintain a tapering down pattern from fhe 550 foot One Rincon tower on 
top of the Rincon Hill~ down to the Block 1 site and further down to the Gap But1ding at 289 feet along the west edge 
of Epibarcadero Blvd. From the north side, with the Transit Tower at over 1000 feet down to 181 Fremont at 700 
feet, and further down ta the proposed 400 jaot tower on. Black 1 would also maintain a tapering down pattern. 

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

****** 

·Discussion 
A .thor~ugh analysis of shadow 'impacts of the propesed Plan Amend111;ent WfJ!3 conducted: The full 
analysis is·included in Exhibit A of Atta,ch.ment 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 f3Ubject to Planning Code Section 295/Prop K, the "Sunlight Ordinanceu. Despite this, the 
study evaluated potential shadows on other parks and publicly-accessible ·spaces NOT owned by the 
Recreation a.nd Parks D?]Jartment to assess conformity with this Policy in the General Plan. Table 1 
below illustrates- that the most increase in Additional Annual Shading ~ccurs on Spear Street Terrace. 
This increase is only less than half of one percent an~ would only last 18 minutes .on the days TJ?ith the 
most shadows_. Spear Str.eet· T~ace is a Privately Owner Public Open· Space '(''POPOS") on east of 

··Spear Street, north of the Gap Building. The primary use of this park is .during lunch time. Rincon Park, 
along the ".w.aterfront is the second park with the highe~t"Additional Annual Shading, ·which only would 
increase by about third of on_e 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 9n a small portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail near tk center of the 
park and,o.ver existing restaurant structures. The two other spaces with increase just over a tenth of one 
perc~nt are also POP.OS: Howard and Fremont Plaza, and Main Street Plaza. The additional shadow on 
thise 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 limi~ed, both 
with not n:r.ore 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 Elem.ent of the General Plan as the policy 
specifically calls to '1to 1'11:aintain sunlight in these spflces during the hours of their most intensive use 
while balancing this with the need for .new· rJ.evelopment to accommodate a growing population in the 
City." .' . 
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Table 1-Shadow Impact of the Proposed additional 10~ feet 011 Patks and Qpen SP.aces. 
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Open Spaces Analyzed for Shadow impfl.ct 
It Proposed PtQject@ 16-0 Fotsoni-/ Transbay Blocll 1 

HOUSJNG ELEMENT 

~1~ Affected Open Spaces 
f!~ @!> Rlncoo Pad\ 
i @ T.ransbay P:;ik 
I~ :ij @ Spear StreetT~rrace . 
If @) Howard/Fremont Pim 

"'!~!ii @ Main Street Plaza •" ~ @) Trensbay Terminal Park 

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 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 PO:PULATION. 
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Pl.ANNING PEP.IUrrMENT 11 

2780 



GENERAL PLAN REFERRA~ 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Trans bay Redevelopment Project 

.;ASE NO. 2015-0j2730GPR 

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

Discussion 
The proposed Pi11;n .{imendment 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 affo:dable 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 is BMR including 30 more 
units affordable to hnusehalds earning 120% of AMI and 14 more units affordable to households earning 
100% oJ.AMI. At 1~0% of AMI, a. household of jour 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 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·variety oj transit options within the dty 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 h6meownership 
in a tran~it-friendly neighborhooil.. 

Secondly the location _is suitable for additional height due to the dense context of t~e neighborhood. Yfie 
residential neighborhood~ near Downtown and in Rincon Hill include dense tall residential towers. After 
th~ Transbay Redevelopment Plan was adopted in 2006 additional towers were but1t in the Ri:icon Hill or 
are currently under construction in the Transif 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. 

Table2 
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Stories 

Total Units 318 Units 

TotalBMR Units i 12 BMR Units 

Overall Project Affordability 35% 

Level of Affordability 

Podium 80% AMI (25 units) 
90% AMI (26 units) 

. 100% AMI (25 units) 

Tower 100% AMI (36 units) 

Location of Tower BMR Units Floors 1-3 

vASE NO. 2015-012730GPR 

100 foot increase 

39 Additional 9 stories 

391 Units 73 more units overall 

156 BMR Units 44 more B:MR Units 

40% 5% more overall affordability 

80% AMI (25 units) No change 
·90% AMI (26 units) 
10~% AMI (25 units) 

100% AMI (50 l!flits) 120% AMI tier added for 
120% AMI (30 units) 3 0 additional units in tower 
Floors 1-26 BMR units interspeJ:sedm tower 

OBJEq'lVE 7 SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY .!:FFORDABLE 
HOUSING, INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS 1HAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TRADIDONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL .. 

POLICY 7.5 Encourage the production of affordable housing through process and zoning accommodations, 
and prioritize affordable housing in the review <Jnd appro.val proces~e~. 

Discussion 

The proposed.Amendment would result in a 40% increase in the number of affordable units provided in the 
proposed Block 1 residentidl tower by providing 44 more BMR units °Cfor a total of-1.56 BMR units) that would· 
otherwise not. be included in the existing 300' height limit. The affordabie units in the proposed Block 1 project 
would provide ~omeownehhip opti.o~s to households of moderate income as described earlier in tliis report. The 
proposed Amendment presents an innovative approach in securing funding for permanently affordable housing 
without traditional government subsidies1• 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 subsitly to the developer for the dffordable units in podium, over the co~rse of construction. 
In the proposed terms, the developer would not pay cash for the land which would bring a saving of $1.7 m£llion to 

the City. 

The proposed Amenifment 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 witb._ San Fran<;fsco relate~ to the dem~liti.On of the 'Transbay Terminal and construction of a 

1£xamples: CD LAC 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 o.ccupied by, persons 
m_id families whose incomes do not exceed ~0% of the area median· income, and that an additional 10% of 
all dwelling units developed within t~lj! 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 Z~ne 
2, the Below Market Rate requirement is only 15% and therefore in Zone 1 rates higher than 35% is 
necessary to meet the Sta~e required average 35% of all dwelling units within both Zones. The' proposed 
Amendment would help the ·city achieve this State requirement. 

OB~CTIVE 11 StJl'PORT 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 

Zoning changes in the. City ocr:ur through a community planning process for a neighborhood or sub-set of a 
. neighborhood. ·The proposed Amendment was discussed with the OCII's Transbay Citizen's Advisory Committee 
and other outreach events in the community. In [uly 2014, the TCAC approved the terms of the ENA for the Block 1 
Profect, which included the proposed height increase. In 2014 and 2015, .the Developer also sponsored four 
community and town hall meetings in the neighborhood (Tuly 2014, August 2014, Nov'ember 2015, Tanuary ~016). 
Stafffinds the proposed height change to serve the public good through additional affordable housin;t units and 
transit-oriented development. · . 

,-
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. . 
The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider 
th~ proposed environmental finclings·and finclings of General Plari conformity on February 25, 2016. 

NOW TIIBREFORE BE IT RESOLvEo, That the Commission hereby finds the proposed amendment to 
the Transpay Redevelopment Plan, ·as described ~bove, to be on balance con~istent with the General 

"Plan as. proposed-for amendment, :inclucling, but not limited to the H~using Element, Urban Design, 
Recreation and Open Space Element, Transit Center District Plan, and is consistent with the eight Priority 
Policies :in City Plamring Code Section 101.1 for reasons set forth in this resolution.. 

;~'.'1'1 certify fhatthe foregoing Motion wru; adopted ~~eetin9 on February 25, 

Jonas P. Ionin 

Planning Commission Secretary 

AYES: · Antonini, Hillis, Fong, Richards, Wu 

NOES: Moore 

ABSENT: Johnson 

ADOPTED: February 25, 2016 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNllllG J:>J;:PAmlVIEl'iT 15 

2784 



·: .· .. ··· .· ·! .·:. . I 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19549 
HEARING DATE: JAN 14, 2016 

Project Name: 

Case Number: 
Initiated b-lj: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

Initiation of General Plan Amendment for Map 5 of the Downtown 

Plan 
2016-000003GP A 
Planning Commission 
Kimia Haddadan, Citywide 
Kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org,415-575-.9068 
Joshua Switzky, Senior Planner 
JoshuaSwitzky@sfgov.org, 415-575-6815 

Initiate the General Plan Amendment and Adopt the Draft Resolution 

MOTION OF INTENT TO INITIATE AN AMENDMENT 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 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 

1650 Mission St 
SUl1e400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax; 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

WHEREAS, The Transbay Redevelopment Plan (''Plan") adopted in 2005 and amended in 2006 laid out 
development co_ntrols for parts of downtown adjacent to the Transbay Terminal within two major zones: 
Z~ne 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 Environmental Impact Report for the 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 appea;rs to have inadvertently excluded Zone 1 blocks that are 

within the 200' District in Map 5: 3740/029-31and3739/004 (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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the Redevelopment Plan changed the allowable height of these blocks to 300', the added notation in Map 
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 aforemention~d parcels that were missed in the General Plan Amendm~ts 
in2006. 

MOVED, That pursuant to Plannmg Code Section 340, the Commission Adopts a Motion of Intent to 
Initiate amendments to the Gen~al Plan; 

AND BE IT FURTHER MOVED, That putsuant to Plaiming Code Section 306.3, the Planning 
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 Francisco Planning 
Commission on Jan 14, 2016. 

Jonasionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Rich~ds, 

NOES: Moore, Wu 

ABSENT: 

SAN fl!ANOISCO 
PLANNINO DIEPARTMENT 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Supervisor Aaron Peskin, Land Use and Transportation Committee Member 

Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 

Shane Hart, Transbay Project Manager 

April 8, 2016 

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 Community Investment and Infrastructure considers the sale 
at a future meeting. 

In the case of Transbay Block· 1, the Owner ParticipationfDisposition and Development 
Agreement ("OP/ODA") between the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCH) 
and Block One Property Owner, LP., an affiliate of Tishman Speyer, for the sale of an OCll­
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 
being 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 Commission on 
Com.mission Investment and Infrastructure. · · 

Attachment: Draft Block 1 33433 Report 
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TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Supervisor Scott Wiener, Land Use and Transportation Committee Member 

Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 

Shane Hart, Transbay Project Manager 

April 8, 2016 

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 assoeiated with the sale. However, as further explained below, 
this rep<;>rt and the detennination are not currently before the Board of Supervisors, but will be' 
scheduled after the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure considers the sale 
at a future meeting. 

In the case of Transbay Block 1, the Owner Participation/Disposition and Development 
Agreement ("OP/DOA") between the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCll) 
and Block One Property Owner, LP., an' affiliate of Tishman Speyer, for the sale of an OCll­
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 i~ in draft fonn. It is 
being 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 Repor:f 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/DOA by the Commission on 
Commission Investment and Infrastructure. 

Att?chment: Draft Block 1 33433 Report 
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INTRODUCTION 

DRAFT 33433 Report 

Transbay Block 1 
May _,2016 

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 Jor purposes of Section 33433. · 

On. , the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCll 
Commission") approved ·an Owner Participation/Disposition and Development Agreement 
("OP/ODA") with Block One Property Owner, LP., 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/ODA, the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure ("OCll"), 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 OCll, as Successor Agency t6 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 to meet the 
Trans bay 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. 

. l 
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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 legal parcels: Assessor's Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, and 032. Lot 
027 ("OCll Parcel") is owned by OCH, having been acquired by the Former Agency in 2003 in 
furtherance of the Transbay Affordable Housing Obligation. The remaining parcels are privately 
owned by the Developer. · 

The Exclusive Negotiations Agreement 

The Redevelopment Plan and Development Controls and Desigry Guidelines for the Transbay 
· Redevelopment Project specify that the OCll Parcel be aggregated with the private parcels for 

suitable for residential development on Block 1. To that end, the Developer ?Pproached OCll 
about a possible purchase ofthe OCll Parcel. In November 2014, OCll 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 OCll Parcel to the Developer and {b) the 
development of a combined affordable and market-rate homeownership project. The ENA 
induded two project scenarios: 1) a project with a 300-foot tower that was compliant with the 
height limits 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/DOA, 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 affordability level of 
40%. Overall, the Project includes: 

• A 400-foot residential tower and adjacent townhomes with 315 for-sale units. Of those 
315 units, 235 units (75%) will be market-rate u'nits. 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 earnirig no more 
than 100% of area median income ("AMI") and 30 will be affordable to households 
earning no more than 120% of AMI; · · . 

• An OCll-subsidized affordable housing component consisting ·of. 76 for-sale units 
affordable to households earning between 80% and 100% of AMI (with an average of 
90% AMI) in two 65-85 foot podium buildings ("OCll Affordable Prefect"); 

• Streetscape 'improvements including the extension of Clementina Street on ·the northern 
edge of the site and sidewalks along Folsom, Main and Spear Stri;iets; 

• Grbund-floor retail space along Main, Folsom, and Spear Streets; 
• Shared amenity spa~es (for all residents), including an outdoor courtyard on Levei 2 of 

the podium, an outdoor terrace on the roof of the townhomes, and an adjacent lounge 
space; and 

• A shared underground parking garage with approximately 334 stalls. 
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In order to help preserve the affordability 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 illustrated 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 balded and italicized text is 
excerpted from Section 33433.) 

a}(2)(A) A copy of the proposed sale or lease. 

Pursuant to Section 33433, a copy of the OP/ODA is included with this report as Attachment 2 
and both the OP/DOA and the 33433 Report: were submitted to the Clerk of the BOS and made 
available for public inspection and copying in advance of , 2016, the date of the first 
publication of the notice for the 2016 BOS public hearing to consider approval of 
the 33433 Report. 

(a)(2)(B)(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 Joans or bonds to finance the agreement. 

Under the ENA, the Developer agreed to pay OCll $19,180,000 million for the OCll Parcel. In 
return, OCll agreed to contribute $20,900,000 to fund a portion of the production cost of the 76 
units in the OCH Affordable Project, or $275,000 per unit. Under the OP/ODA, 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 OCH Affordable Project without the OCH subsidy" of $20,900,000 agreed 
upon in the ENA. With this structure, OCll is effectively still providing a subsidy for the OCH 
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 to be conveyed or leased, determined at 
·the highest and best uses permitted under the plan. 

The OCll 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, OCll entered the ENA with the Developer based on the 

. appraised value. · · 

(a)(2)(B)(iii) The estimated value of the interest to be conveyed or leased, determined 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 term of the /ease. 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 OCll is receiving under the OP/DOA for the OCll 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; 

• 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 perqentage 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 th.e 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 OCll 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/ODA, 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 OCll Affordable 
Project without the OCll subsidy of $20,900,000 agreed upon in the ENA. With this 
structure, OCll is effectively still providing a subsidy of $19,~80,000 fo·r the OCll 
Affordable Project, but this subsidy is not sufficient to cover the gap between the cost of 
constructing the OCH Affordable Project and anticipated sales revenues. The 
development cost is estimated to be approximately $50,500,000. The sales revenue from 
the units in the OCH 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 OCH 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 OCll is appr~ximately 
$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 Developer for construction of the OCH Affordable Project. Therefore, the 
consideration being received by OCll 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 consideration of $253,440 per tower unit. This 
per unit consider;:ition is substantially higher than the consideration that OCll 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 201~. · 

(a)(2)(B)(iv) 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 OCll 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 OCll 
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 pait 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, surfac~ parking lots do not maximize the economic and development potential 
of the lot or area.• The OCll Parcel 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 su'rface 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 determinant 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 
develop_ers 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 OCll'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-Income Housing Tax Credits), State .(Multifamily 
Housing Program [MHP] or Affordable Housing & Sustainable Communities [AHSC]), and City 
(Local Operating Subsidy Program [LOSP]) financing too.ls non-profit developers rely on to build 
affordable 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 ver}i 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 ser,ving 
households earning 60% or less; very few resources exist to induce developers· to construct 
middle income housing. Therefore, a project like this Block 1 Project that is providing 156 
homeownership units for middle income housing for households earning between 80% - 120% 
AMI 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) 
Attachment 2: Owner Participation/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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DRAFT 

MEMORANDUM 

Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 

Attachment 3 

Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as Successor Agency to 
the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco 

SAN FRANCISCO 

A.JERRYKEYsER From: 
TIMOTHYC. KELLY 

KATE EARLE FUNK 

Tim Kelly 

DEBBIE M. KERN 

REED T. KAWAHAl\A 

DAVID DOEZEMA 
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GREGORYD. Soc-Hoo 

KEv!N E. ENGSTROM 

JULIE L. RDMEY 

S.ANDn;Go 
PAUL C. MAilM. 

Date: April 6, 2016 

Subject: Transbay Block 1: Section 33433 Land Consideration 

Executive Summary 

Keyser Marston Associate::s, Inc. (KMA) has prepared this memorandum for the Office of 
Community Investment and Infrastructure as Successor Agency to the Redevelopment 
Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (OCll, or Successor Agency) With 
respe.ct to the consideration being paid to OCll for the portion ofTransbay Block 1 owned 
by OCll (referred to as the OCll Parcel) under Section 33433 of the former Community 
RedeVf?lopment Law. Section 33433 states that the consideration paid for land 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 Tralisbay Redevelopment Project 
Area ("Project Area"), located on the north side of Folsom Street between Spear and 
Main Streets. Block 1 consists of two parcels: the OCI I-owned parcel (Block 37 40, 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 OCll Parcel is 
approximately 33,782 sq. ft. The privately owned parcel is approximately 19,840 sq.ft. 

The OCll Parcel was appraised by Cameghi-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, 

OCll entered into an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (ENA) with the Developer for (a) 

160 PACIFIC AVENUE, SUITE 204 >SAN FRANC!SCO, CALIFORNIA 94111}>PHONE:415 398 3050). FAX: 415 397 5065 

KMA Memo 4_06_ 16; Jf 
WWW.KEYSERMARSTON.COM . 19066.012 
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the sale to the Developer of the OCll Parcel and (b) the development of a combined 
affordable anq 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 for the OCH 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, OCll 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 to 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 OCll subsidy of $20,900,000 agreed 
upon in the ENA. 

T~e owner Participation Disposition and Development Agreement (OP/DOA) incorporates 
OCll realizing the appraised value of $19.18 million for the OCll Parcel. Thus, the 
consideration offered by the Developer is not less than the fair market value of the. OCll 

. parcel in 2014 as determined by an independent appraisal. In fact, the businesE; terms 
exceed the conditions in the appraised value. The conditions in the OP/ODA 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 OCll 
contribution. The combination of the appraised value plus the incremental Developer BMR 
obligations results in the Developer consideration of $50.18 million for the OCll Pareel. 
The 25% on-site developer obligation in the tower is the highest to date as a condition of 
sale of an OCll Transbay parcel. 

This memorandum discusses the consideration offered by the Developer for the OCll 
parcel and the BMR requirefT!ents. · 

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. 
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Block 1: Land Area 
Block 1: Tower 
Block 1: Podium 
BMRUnits 

OCll Parcel 
33,782 (63%) 

Private Parcel 
19,840 (37%) 

Total 
53,622 
315 units 
76 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% qf the ·podium project. The BMR units will be 
affordable to households earning from 80% to 120% of AMI. 

Typically sales prices are stated as a price "per door." The price 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.1 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 ~y public 
sources of funding, including OCll funding, while the tower, including the inclusionary 
BMR units, is privately financed by toe project developer. Each of the Trans bay 
resi~ential blocks has been required to provide BMRunits 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% OCll 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 result.ed in a land payment of approximately $150,00~ per tower unit1 

as well as private financing for the inclusionary BMR units in the tower (OCll financing is 
used to fund a portion of the cost of the podium portion of t~e project). 

• Transbay Block 8 - Located on the north side of Folsom between First and 
Fremont streets. In 2014, The Related Company and Tenderloin Neighborhood 
Development Corporation '.'!greed 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 OCH units, such as the 76 BMR podium unifu, are not considered because these units have a financing 
gap and do not support a price per door. Therefore, the price per door is based on the tower units only, 
including the BMR units in the tower. 
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To: Tiffany Bohee 

Subject: Transbay Block 1: Section 33433 Land Consideration 

April 6, 2016 

Page4 

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 47 4 tower units, of which 404 are market-rate units and 70 units are 

afforclable to 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 . 

component of the project will be separate from the tower and will be all BMR 

units. The podium will have 80 units affordable to hous~holds earning up to_40% 

and 50% of AMI and will be subsidized by OCH funding. The project also 

includes, among other things, ground-floor retail space along Folsom 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 OCll 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 unifproduction that is greater than other Transbay parcels. The additional 

BMR production obligation includes: 

1. Podium BMR Construction: The Developer is required to 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, OCll ls 

contributing the $19, 180,000 land payment to the cost of the podium 

buildings, still resulting in OCll financial assistance but in an amount that is 

less th~n the orginal $20,900,000 agreed to at the time of the ENA, ·a net 

savings of $1, 720,000 to OCH. 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 Constmction 

Development costs (excluding land)2 

<Less> Average Podium Sales Revenue3 

<Less> OCll Land Value Offset 
Developer Podium Net Development Costs 

76 Units 

$50,540,000 
($17,310,976) 

($19, 180,000) 

$14,049,024 

Rounded $14,000,000 

2 Source: OCll estimates the podium development cost to be approcimately $50.54 million. All estimates are 
rounded. 
3 Source: OCll estimates the BMR average podium sales price to be approximately $227,nB 

2798 
KMAMemo 4_06_16;jf 

19066.012 



To: Tiffany Bohee 
Subject: Transbay Block 1: Section 33433 Land Consideration 

April 6, 2016 
Page5 

2. Developer BMR Requirement Increase from 20% to 25% in the tower and BMR 
dispersal through Floors 1 O - 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 to 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 
B~R units within the tower. It is recognized that sales revenues on Floors 1 O -
26 will decrease with the BMR dispersal. The estimated cost to the Developer is 
approximately $17 million. 

In summary, the agreed upon consideration paid by the Developer under the terms and 
conditions of the OP/DOA is sumr:narized in the following table. The additional BMR 

, obligations are a condition of sale for the OCll Parcel. Therefore, the consideration 
under the OP/DOA Terms and Conditions for the OCll parcel includes the increased 
costs funded by the Developer for the additionc:il BMR obligations. 

OCII Parcel: 
Consjderation under DDA Terms and Condjtjons 

(Allocated over 198 tower units which is a proration of 315 tower 
units based on OC/I share of Block 1 land area) 

Lan·d 'Appraised Value 
Podium Housing Net Development Costs 
(net after BMRpodium sales revenue & OCll land value offset) 
BMR incremental requirement to 40% 
Total Consideration 

IgtU E~c Uait 
$19,180,000 $96,8704 

$14,000,000 $ 70,710 
~·11,000,000 ~ 85,860 
$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 OCll realizing substantially more 
than the appraised value for the OCll 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 OCll Parcel in 2014 
as determined by an independent appraisal. The consideration that OCll 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 $96,870 per tower unit is derived using the proportionate share of the Block 1 OCll·parcel land area. 
The OCII parcel is 63% ofBlock 1 land area and 63% of 315 tower units is 198 units. $19, 180,000 
allocated over 198 units is $96,870 per unit. 
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Today's Presentation 

1. Transbay Red-evelopment Plan Block 1 Bac_kground 
(Informational) 

2. Gen~ral Plan Amendment to Map 5 of the Downtown 
Plan (Action Item) 
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Transbay Background 

1994 

·2002 

2003 

2004. 

2005-

2005 

2012 

Board of Supervisors establishes Transbay 

Redevelopment Survey Area 

Transbay Proiect Draft Environmental Impact 

Report published. 

SFRA published Transbay Design for ·Development. 

Transbay Pro.iect EIR certified . 

Transbay Redeve~opment Plan adopted 

Rincon· Hill Plan adopted. 

Transit Center District Plan adopted. 
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•.• ! Affordability Requirements '···-.. 
•. 

-
·;1 

.· 

· AB 812 ·and Trarisbay Redevelopment Plan require 
35o/o of all units buil-t in Zone 1 & 2 be affordable 

~ Redevelopment Plan requires individual proiect~ within ~ 
. 0 

Zone 1 & 2 t<;:> provide 15% ·affordable on-site · ~ 



Transbay Development Program 
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Publicly-Owned Parcels 

Over 3,200 new residential 
units (including over 1,300 
affordable units) 

Over 2.6 million s.f. of new 
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 

0 Nearly 4 million ·s.f. of new 
office development 

flllT.lllSt 

~~ I ~ 

--'JBWM:,;1. 

=ist 

~ i J
r-

.. . ! 
·--oouRAaj 

;_I C§1;i) ;y·· ·-··-~:·-·i J==d\\ 

~lil 
~ § ··----· EL T ~~-~==i'-~~-,_--·1z~gr--~ 

:-1 i ~:· i:~ G 

"' . ; ~Q .g·'!oG 
===--------- -==-- -~ , . ·~, . G ! 

:8 . 
00 .... OQI 
0<> 

:i 
i ~ 

f, 

~ 

:_: _____ J 
k====='-'i . '--- -·-·-.. ----,; 

~r 
~I 

! 

l 

"'... 1~1n
1

~ 



l 

=·=-=-·.-.::.. ·~-

. ' 1 
' 
). ... ,." .. -----,tB1 

m 
r 
0 
0 

" 

I • • 

2806 

::1 

' 

I 
·: .· . ~ . 

i 

-I 
I --( 

0 
! 

::::s 
tn· 

a-
·Q 
'( 

O:J -0 
0 
~ 
__. 



Proposed Development Program 400 feet 

• 

OCll Pa.reel 
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00 
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Main St. 

Developer· 
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Private Open 
Space 

Spear St. 
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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 proiect housing units 

• 44 more affordable units in tower 

· 40% of total project units affordable -156 Units @ 80% to 120% AMI 

• Affo,rdable units dispersed in first 2-6 floors of tower and in podium building 

• Separate HOA for BMR residents 

• Amenities shared by all .residents · 

• Insignificant shadow impact on parks 

• EIR addendum: Less than 0.5% additional shadow impact. 
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OVERALL ·PROJECT 

Tower Height 

Stories 

T o·ta I Units 

Total BMR Units 

Overnll Project Affordability 

Level of Affordability 

Podium 

Tower 

Location of Tower BMR Units 

. ,,,. .. . .. 
.. 

ENA 
(with· 300' Tower) 

300 feet 

30 

318 Units 

112 BMR Units 

35% 

80%AMI (25 units) 
90% AMI (26 units) 

1 00% AMI (25 units) · 

100% AMI (36 units} 

Floors 1-3 

... 
. ·. ... . ' . . '' -· ' ~· .. ·~·:·::. ~:':·. i' ··:; ;:=\· ,' 
Proposed 

., 

·Benefit 
(wit,h 4PO' To~~r) '• .. .. . ., ·: . ·:··.'. ::·:':'.. ·: :;- .:._ ~ '· . :; ... . ·-

400 feet 1 00 foot increase 

39 Additional 9 storie~ 

391 Units 73 more units overall 

l 5 6 BMR Units 44 more BMR Units 

40% 5% more overall affordability 

80% AMI (25 units) No change 
90% AMI (26 units) 

1 00% AMI (25 units) 

1 00% AMI (50 units) 120% AMI tier added for 
120% AMI (30 units) 30 additional units in tower 

Floors .1-26 BMR units interspersed ih tower 
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EXHIBITE 
EXISTING MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN PLAN 

. . . . . . . ~ ·. ··.· .... :: · ...... . 

~RO POSED HEIGHT .. AND BULK DISTRICTS 

MAP TO BE EDITED 

• Remove 80-X label from treeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says •see Transbay 
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls" 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 063 in Assessoi-'s Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S. 

o Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lot 006 in Assessor's Block 031, currently zoned C-3-0 atthe comer 
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geary-Avenue (690 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 
portion of the former: Jesse Street, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S to 160.X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343) 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lpt 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.P 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 Omits of the west comer ofLot 063 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S fa· 
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lot. 

.... : ..... '.: ~-~ ... · . 

FU 
-0 400H 

Map$ 

, 

NOTE: Tue notaUons 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 muslratlng these amendments In graphic form. 
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EXHIBIT F: MAP 5 LOCATION OF PARCELS SUBJECT TO PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

J:'ROPOSED HEIGHT .AND BULK DISTRICTS 

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 ofLot 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-3-0 at the comer 
of Market Street Kearny Str:eet and Geaty Avenue (690 Market SQ. to 285-S. 

ent 

• ReclassifY height and bulk limits of Lois 039, 051, 052 and 053 Jn Assessor's Block 3702, as well as a 
portion of the former Jesse Street, from 120-X, 150-S and240-Sto 160-X, 180-Xand 240-s. {2005.1343) ~ 200-s Height Zone in Map 5 

• ReclassifY height and bulk limits ofLot 047 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S lo 250-S. {2004. 0852) 

• Rec/assifY height and bulk limits of Loi 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) 

· • Rec/assltY height and bulk limits of the west comer ofLot 063 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S to 
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lot. 

80-x Height Zone in Map 5 

NOTE: The notations shown in italics represent recent amendments to the General Plan. This map is intended only as a temporary placeholder, 
and wlll be replaced by final maps Ulustratlng 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 
t_he Transbay Redevelopment Plan 

. r ~A! _T~ ~':.. i:..o~T=i: _ - - - - - - - - - _ 1 _ ---------------------• 
1 • Remove 80-X label from freeway lands iri Transbay and replace with notation that says •see Transbay 1 
I Redevelopment Plan Development Controls" I ·--------------------------------------------· Reclassify height and bulk Omits ofLol 063 in Assessor's Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S. 

• Reclassify height and.bulk limits of Lot 005 in Assessor's Block 031, currently zoned C-3-0 at the comer 
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geary Avenue (590 Market St) lo 285-S. 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits of Lots 039, 051, 052 and 053 in Assessor's Block 3702, as we// as a 
portion of the formefJesse Street, from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S to 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2005.1343) 

• 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 ofLot 003 in Assessor's Block 0312 from 80-130-F to 150-X (2004.0155) 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits ofLot 066 In Assessor's Block 3724 from 160-F lo 3W·S. (2000. 790) 

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

The notation added in 2006 (see below) 
inadvertently failed to include six parcels 
from Z.one 1 of the Transbay Plan. 
These six·parcels are in the.200-5 
height zone of Map 5. · 

r 
·~ 

~ 
0 400.F'T 

Transbay Zone One 
Boundary 

200-s Height Zone in Map 5 

80-x Height Zone in Map 5 

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 flnal maps mustraUng these amendments In graphic form • 
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Exhibit B: Six Parcels Subject to the Genera[ Plan Amendment 
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GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT SUBJECT PARCELS 
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ZONE ONE HEIGHT RANGES 

Zone One 

Tower Parcels 

Height Ranges (Min.- Max.) 

Townflouse (35-50 ft.) 
Podium I (40-65 ft.) 

Podium 2 (50-8~ ft.) 

Mid-Rise (65-165 ft.) 

.......... 
'11Hlll~ 
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ZONE ONE HEIGHT RANGES 

Zone One 

Tower Parcels 

Height Ranges (Min.- Max.) 

Townhouse (35-50 ft.) 

Podium 1 (40-65 ft.) 

Podium 2 (50- 85 ft.) 

Mid-Rise (65-165 ft.) 

~---

-28-18 . 
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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 

r~A!!~~~~D~=~-----~-----1----------------------• 
1 • Remove 80-X label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says "See Transbay 1 
1 Redevelopment Plan Development Controls" •· 

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

• Reclassif)r height and bulk limits ofLot 006 in Assessor's Block 031, currently zoned C-3-0 at the comer 
of Market Street Kearny Street and Geal)' Avenue (690 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 
portion of the former Jesse Stree~ from 120-X, 150-S and 240-S to 160-X, tBO-Xand 240-S. (2006.1343) 

• Reclassify height and bulk limits ofLot 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 3735 from 150-S to 
350-S, consistent with the rest of the Lot. 

The notation added in 2006 (see below) 
inadvertently fail~d to include six parcels 
from Zone 1 ofthe Transbay Plan. 
These six parcels are in the 200-S 
height zone of Map 5. 

~ 
0 4no· r=r ··::: • 1v .:r : 

Transbay Zone One 
Boundary 

200-s Height Zone in"Map 5. 

80-x Height Zone in Map 5 

NOTE: The notations shown in ilallcs represent recent amendments to the General Plan. Thls map is intended only as a ternporaiy placeholder, 
and will be replaced by final maps IJlustrating these amendments in graphic form. 
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EXHIBITH 
PROPOSED REVISION TO MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 

MAP TO BE EDITED 

·----------------------~----------------------~ 1 • Remove the 200-S label from Assessor's Block 3740, Lots 027, 029, 030, 031, 032 and Assessor's Block 1 
1 3739, Lot 004 and replace it with a notation that states 'See Transbay Redevelopment Plan Development I 
I Controls" I 

~---------------------------~-----------------~ • Remove 80-X label from freeway lands in Transbay and replace with notation that says •see Transbay 
Redevelopment Plan Development Controls" 

• Rec/assit}' height and bulk limits of Lot 063 In Assessor's Block 3701 from 120-X to 200-S. 

• Reclassity height and bulk limits of Lot 006 in Assessor's Block 031, cwrenlly zoned C-3-0 at the comer 
of Market Streat Kearny Street and GeaJy Avenue (690 Market St) to 285-S. 

• Reclassit}' 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 and240-S to 160-X, 180-X and 240-S. (2006.1343) 

• Reclassity height and bulk limits of Lot 047 In Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S to 250-S. (2004. 0852) 

• Reclassity height and bulk limits of Lot 003 in Assessor's Block 0312 from 80-130-F to 150-X (2004.0165) 

• Rec/ass/fY height and bulk Rmifs of Lot 066 in Assessor's Block 3724 from 160-F to 320-S. (2000. 790) 

• Rec/assffY height and bulk ffmlts of the west comer of Lot 063 in Assessor's Block 3735 from 150-S to 
350-S, consistent with the restofthe Lot. 

...... 

"' '% 
0 
.U, 
·.(;> 
.o 

~ 

'l> ...... 

FW 
0 400FT 

Map S 

NOTE: The notaUons shown In Italics represent recent amendments lo the General Plan. This map Is intended only as a temporary placeholder, 
and w111 be replaced by final maps Illustrating these amendments In graphic form. 
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Transbay Development Program . 

Publicly-Owned Parcels 

Over 3, 100 new residential 
units (including over 1,300 
affordable units) 

Over 2:6 million s.f. of new 
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 

PrivateJy.;.Qwned Parcels 

Over 1,300 new residential· 
units 

Nearly 4 million s.f. of new 
office development 
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Transbay Zone 1 Proiect Status 

Block 11 Rene Cazenave Apartments 

Developer: BRIDGE_ Housing 
& ·CH.P 

· Architect: Leddy Maytum 
Stacy Architects 

· • 120 units supportive housing 

· Status: Complete and 

occupied· 

Photo by Tim Griffith 
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Transbay Zone .1 Proiect Status 

Blocks 6/7 

· Developer: .Golub/ Mercy 

• Architects: Solo.men Cordwell Buenz (SCB), 

Santos Prescott & Associates 

· Market-Rate Units: 409 

• Affo·r~able Units: 1 80 (30%) 

· Total. Units: 599 · 

• Status: . B6 Podium complete and ·occupied 

B6 Tower complete spring 20.1 6 

B7 Begin Construction Spring· 2016 
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Transbay Zone 1 Proiect Status 

Block 5 

· Developer: Go·lu.b/ John Buck Company 

· Architect: G'oettsch Partners & SCB 

· Office Sq. Ft.: 7 67r000" 

· Status: Under Construction 
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.. Transbay Zone 1 Project Status 

Block 8 

• Developer: Related/TNDC 

Ar:chitect: OMA·& Fouge·ron · 

Architecture 

• Market-Rate· Units: 396 

• Affordable Units: 150 (27%) 

• Total .Units: 546 

• Status: Begin construction Spring· 

2016 
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Transbay Zone 1 Project Status 

Block 9 

· . Devel.oper:: Essex/BRIDGE 

• Architects: Skidmore Owings & Merri.II, 

Fougeron Architecture 

· Market-rate Units: 436 

• Affordable Units: 1 09 (20%) 

· Tota I Units: 54·5 

· Status: Beg.in Construction Spring 2016 
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.. Transbay Zone 1 P rolect Status 

Future Proiects: Blocks 2, 4, 1 2 

· Potentially. 81 0 Total Units 
1-mmst 
--- ~ ~ 

I 
~ r--- --~-·- ··-

i 
i 

lt:M'.'JDst 

__ _I 

WJ=ftD)r.;t.I -· ·-····----·· -.--: ! ... _:_ \ 

11 
f 
( 

t 
r 

I 
L----·-· ,, __ .,,,.-J 

7 
/ 

-~=~~~--:~:~tii:r~~~~~-

14»r".a.1 ;t 
!J~11J 
Q Qj#"> 
' :1 g:. 
iii 
'1r1-j :'2! 

"===~11 if"""""""""··--

~ I' 
II 1l 

.J,. 

L. -r 
~ I 
~ I 

J 
i 

···-· _ __..1 .::= 

1
··
1 

[-r==,, .. = .. ==~1 re-· I , ; ;·· 

1111 

LO 
(I') 

00 
N 



I .,, -I 0 ..., 
(/) Q 0 

·i 3 :J 
§ Vl 
I 'loi OJ 0-~ 0 i ~· O· I £ c 

§ - '< "' CD 
.-T- -·; ••· < ·1 ---"\ 0 N , 

a.. 0 
I :J· 

(/') CD 
-+ 
0 ...... , 

: -+ 

I ~ -0 
~ 0 

..., 
0 .,,, __. 

"' -· CD 
0 
-+ 
(/l 

!9 -+ 
<!. Q ·i 

-+ c 
Vl 

2836 



I 
c -I 
:s , 
0.. Q 
CD :l --~ tn 
Q 0-
3· 0 
'U '< 
-0 
Q N 
-- 0 ii\ 

I :l 
(J) CD 
-+ 
Q ...... 

l ---+ 
(J) \J 
c , 
3 ·o 
3 -· CD CD 

-- n 
~ 

-+ 

0 (/) ...... -+ 
Q .... 
c 
tn 

2837 



Transbay Zone 1 Project Status 

Transbay Park - Anticipated Construction Start 201 8 
•. ' • ' ••·.• . . •. '· . .:1 ·:--: ·-··· .... . -:-·~.... •. . ': 
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3/912016 

TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTAREA 

~=i 
-·-i 

I 
Block9 
500 Folsom Street / 

Developer(s): Essex/ BRIDS~ 
Market-Rate Units: 436 
Affordable Units: 109 
AMI: 50% and below 
Total Units: 545 
Construction Start: 2016 
Completlon:2019 

Block11A 

,---! 
L ________ J 

A"m:.tiST. 

25 Essex Street-··-·---

1 J _~; -r--,1-----r--··-·1 
I I '·: J~ L... i l. LLJ I I 

,:",\'!',~:-f.1<~,:P.~~1···••H• .. 0M•O• 
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ParcelT 
101 RISI Street 
Salesforre Tower 

Developer(s): Boston 
Properties/Hines 
Office Sq. Ft.: 1.4 Million 
Construction Start:2014 
Completion: 2017 

Blocks 
250 Howard Street 
Park Tower 

ij 

:.

1

- Developer(s): 
Golub/ 

i John Buck 
Office Sq.Ft.: 
767,000 
Construction 
Start:2015 
Compfetion:201S 

TRANSBAY REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT AREA 

r::::::J ZONE1 ~ ZONE2 

Rene Cazenave Apartments E"" 
Developer(s}fBRlDWCA)>"" ··.·.--··-·! 

a ~AL•""* • ~~.e.a.r.;..,.1/* Jjjl ~ 111 ,au:q,;uu... 4 ~ a··+m·"•• ;.J r--; ~HM!~:; -~' •1/ 1 ; ' ! LAND USE(SUBJECJ''TO CHANGl:J 

%::;'~ AFFORDABLEHOUSING 

c::::J MARJ<ETRAlEHOUS/NG 

c:::J COMMERC1AL 

Affordable Units: 120 i ~ 
AMI: 50% and below i i .. >! i 
Total Units: 120 

Blocks 
400 Folsom Street 
250FremontStree·~r=--~---~---=--=···-=· ~ ... ·· 

'"""'· ~~~~~~:~:i~:~!~~:c ............ ·"", ~l~=~=:·=·-;=e:=~~--.-n-~1;-;-'-' · ... ·, , 
I Market-Rate Units: 396 l ! 1 )~LU IJ ·' \ \ '•

1
. ·, .. 

AffordableUnf~~~o __ J I J! .'·/\··. ) , ··-..'-'-
AMI: 70 lncluslol'lai:Y units @90%/ . ·~ ,. -~-_.,;-...., · (_ ·-...:---

ao ocu units@ 50% ,I f: ~---~.------....... -·-.. ' 
Total Units: 546 ' '· 
Construction Start: 2016 
Comoletion: 2019 

! 
Bldck 1Cw/400'neightl 
160Folsom5treet i · j 

i i ! 
De'/eloper:Tishmatj Speyer 
Mafket-Rate Units: ;?.35 ! 
Aff~rdable Units: 1~6 l 
AMi:S0-120% i l 
Total Units: 391 i i 
.Corlstru.ct~s.tart:&.o161 ....... - .•..• _ 

Comoletlon: 2019 
·r--~ '!, 

OPEN SPACE 

- OPENSPACE 
(PUBUCLYOWNEDJ 

~ OPENSPACE 
(PRIVAlELYOWNEO) 

PROPOSED HEIGHrUMITS {MIN ANO MAX) 

: .'" .. Townhomes:3S.-SO' 
i:=ai Podium 1:40-65' 

- Pod!uml:S0-85" 

-M!d-ruse:6S-165' 

-Towers{HelghtV.11rf~) -------,·, '[·--
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

CityHall . 
1 Dr. Cai'lton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. N.o. 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: Monday, April 4, 2016 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodie~ Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: 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 Redevelopmen(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, Section67.7-1, 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 th~ 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 

DATED: March 23, 2016 
PUBLISHED/MAILED/POSTED: March 25, 2016 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

1 Dr. Ca... ,.a B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 

Tel. No 554-5184 
Fex:No. 554-5163 

TI'D!ITYNo. 5545227 

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA 

JUNTA DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO' 

COM ITE SOB RE USO DE TERRENOS Y TRANS PORTE 

Fecha: 

Hora: 

Lugar: 

As unto: 

Lunes, 4 de abril de 2016 

1:30 p.m. 

Alcaldia, Camara Legislativa, Sala 250, 1 Dr. Carlton 8. 
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102 

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 
tamaiio dentro de la Cuadra 1 (Lotes Nurns. 027, 029, 030, 031, y 
032 de la Parcela Num. 3740 del Tasador), sabre la Calle Folsom 
entre las Calles Main y Spear, y una parte de la Cuadra 2 (Lote 
Num. 004 de la Parcela Num. 3739 del Tasador), sabre las Calles 
Folsom y Main, del Area del Proyecto de Redesarrollo Transbay 
deberan ajustarse con los Controles 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 polfticas prioritarias de la Secci6n 101.1 del C6digo de 
Planificaci6n. 

~-Q_~-JI~ 
. { Angela Calvillo, Secretaria de la Junta 

FECHADO: 23 de marzo de 2016 
PUBLICADO/ENVIADO/PUBLICADO: 25 de marzo de 2016 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

1 Dr. Ca.. _,n B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 

-3Wmrttrulttm~jl'Wt 
±:lfil~ffl Wx}m}jtfrr~ ~1! 

2016~4~ 4 E£WJ­

~lf 1 ~307} 

Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TID!ITY No. 5545227 

m~ ' ft~~-- 250 ~ ' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 

m~51Jf~ 160188 ° ~r~1~19rr1~¥n~'1R§tl!J , w~~~i:&mt?1t,W:Igtz§t 
IIT~\W!f:Ellili5 , ~J[~:f=Emff~*~JE:~~£~§tlITW8'g~i!~~~!Hl 
W ' ~P{ir:U~Main1;1?J~Spearf;IITL.Fa5B'gFolsomJJ J:8'g1:f?JW1 ( m:ft:Efilf;IITW 
No. 3740 ' :ffil~ Nos. 027 ' 029 , 030, 031W 032) ' JjJ5Hir~FolsomJJ 
~Main1;i?JJ:8'g1;i?JW2:Efil,EJt cm:ft:EtM!.TWNo. 3739 • :ffil,EJtNo. 004) , JJ!W 
~~£~§tfIT~B~1MfiJTmf~8'g1§-~; :MLf'FtB~~ • ffi:f=E{1Xfit 1 1Jn 
f['f:fi~jf 1[$ J (California Environmental Quality Act) J'iJTff lliB'g~§~M 
~IT· tJJstW$J!!if§tfrr · .&mtrr$mm10i.11~srg;v~115fGl0c~if!3-
¥5<:1¥J~~ 0 

B:Jt§: March23,2016 
0tf!J/!1!~~8lHli5: March 25, 2016 
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AdTech Advertising System . 

New 
Order 

Your order is sent!! 

Customer Information 

Customer Name 
S.F. BD OF SUPERVISORS (NON­
CONSEClJTIVE) 

Master Id 52704 

Address 

City 

1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Phone 

Fax 

4155547704 

4155547714 

State - Zip CA - 94102 

Ad Placement Infor:mation: Section of Newspaper and Type of Notice 
Legal GOVERNMENT - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Order Information 

Attention Name AA 

Ad Description LUT General Plan 160188 04/04/2016 

Special 
Instructions · 

Orders Created 

Order Newspaper 
No. Name 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHRONICLE-
CITY&CO. 

\ 10%, CA 
Billed 
To: CCSFBD 
OF 

2860629 SUPERVISORS 
(OFFICIAL 
NOTICES) 
Created 
For: ccs~ BD 
OF 
SUPERVISORS 
(OFFICIAL 
NOTICES) 

Order No. I 

Publishing 
Ad Dates 

03/25/2016 -

Newspaper 

Billing 
Reference 
No. 

95441 

Save 

Sale/Hrg/Bid 
Date · -

Price Description Price 

Pricing 
will be 
done 

byDJC 

I View 

Ad 
Status 

Sent 

2860629 I SAN FRANCISCO CHRONICLE-CITY&CO. 10% I View Ad In PDF 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING BOARD OF SUPERV.ISORS OF THE CITY 
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION 
COMMITTEE APRIL 4, 2016 - 1:30 PM LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER, ROOM 
250 1 CITY HALL 1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, SF, CA 
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: 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 Control.s; and 
making findings, including findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, and findings of consistency with the General Pian, and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. In accordance with 

2843 "') /1")1 /r"\.f\.1 L 



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 brough_t 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 
!!OARD 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 1 DR. CARL· 
TON B, GOODLETT PLACE, SF, CA 
NOTICE lS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the 
Land Use and Transportafion Commit .. 
tee will hold a public hearing lo consider 
the following proposal and said public 

~~~rina~l "f~\.!;:~=~d ~:J~~a:t ~~~ 
end be heard: File No. 160188, Drdi· 
nance amending the General Plan by 
revising Map 5 of the Downtown Area 
Plan to Include a note staling that the 
proposed Height and Bulk Districts on 
Bloi:k 1 (Assessors 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 (Assessors Parcel Block No. 
3739, Lot No. 004), on Folsom and Main 
Streets, of the Transbay Redevelopment 
Project Area shall be consistent v.ilh 
those provided in the Transbay Rede­
velopment Plan Development Conlrolsj 
and making findings, including findings 
under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, and findings of consistency 
v.ith the General Plan, end lhe eight pn-

1g7, n~c!~~~~~~~n~ll, ~~~~i~~~~~ 
Code, Sectlon 67.7-1, persons who are 
unable to attend the hearing on this mat· 
ter may submit written comments to Iha 
City pnor to the time the hearing begins. 
These commants will be made part of 
the official public record In this mailer, 
and shall be brought lo the atlenUon of 
the members of the Committee. Written 
comments should be addressed lo An­
gela Calvillo, Cieri< of the Board, Clly 
Hall, 1 Dr. Cartton Goodlett Place, 
Room 244 1 San Francisco, CA 94102. 
lnfonnalion relating to this matter Is 
available in the Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda information relating to 
this matter will be available far public re­
view on Friday, April 1, 2016. Angela 
Ca!vi1101 Clerk of the Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

· .... ) 
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~~ z:; ~' ~ ~'3 
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PROOF OF MAILING 

City Hall 
l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Lc.legisf&i.tiv File No. 160188 
·~·~ ;;_; I -------------------------
:.') l'."-·J 

9Jescriptidh 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 document(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: 

- - - -- ---=-- --

r'I 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed i ~ 
. ru 
·' 

i:o 
['-­
er 

: i:o 

. Cl 

. Cl 

. Cl 
Cl 

Cl 
Cl 
III 
Cl 

rn 

U.S. Postal Serv1cerr.1 
CERTIFIED MAIL,., RECEIPT 
(Domestic Mail Only: No Insurance Coverage Provided) 

-"""., .. ,. -"'•II ' . . ., IL-.Mt 

r ,~ 
,,.,J FFmC.~Al us . E 

Postage $ 

Certified Fee 

Return Reclept F.ea ·-~1 (Eni:lorsement Required) Here. 

Restricted Delivery Fee 
(Endorsement Required) 

Total Postage & Fees $ 
.. Cl "'s=en"'t11=a--l!>----------. ----
~ a.-;--t,-,-.,N---.---~i-~!?..f.._~.o_,;d, __ _rr;:$;_~_:!"!'._t._: _____ _ 

.;Ju ee np1. o., · · l". ·· .. • · 
orPOBoxNo. · 
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L,f'} 

1WARD of SUPERVISORS 

P'ROOf OF MAlllNG 

160188 

Description of ltem(s): 

City Hall 
l Dr_ Carlton J3. Goodlett Place, Room 144 

San FnrnCisco 94l.02-4689 
Tei. No. §5-4-5184 
Ji'ax ~h. 554-5] 63 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

General Plan Amendment - Downtown Area Plan Map 5 - Portions of T ransbai 
Redevelopment Plan Blocks 1 and 2 

!, ~nc!Iea_Ausberry . __ , an employee of the City. and 
County of San Francisco, maiied the above described document(s) by depositing the 
se9led items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully· 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: March 24, 2016 

Time: 

· USPS Location: Repro P.ick-up Box in th? Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244L. 

Mailbox/fVlailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A 
---------~· 

Signature: ---------1-d~-+6H4"*""~~~~-. -+\---------------

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 

12·34 284'7 



<Yf<I C1 •. C'O B 

L lA c l-etf.1 ~ °'"P. 
Member, Board of Supervisors 

District 10 

MALIA COHEN 

N©f!Lsli ~~ 
DATE: April 5, 2016 

TO: Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Supervisor Malia Cohen 

RE: 

City and County of San Francisco 

t:.-
-r: a .... _, 

("'".'1 

~ 
(_,") c. 

;:t -- ' 
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·--" .. 
, .. 
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1·1· 

.- : -tt Land Use and Transpo_rtation Committee 
COMMITTEE REPORT .... · 

Ul 
I \.C: 

Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land Use and Transp~rtation Corrlmittee, I 
haye 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 P.lan 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. 

This matter will be heard in the Land Use and Transportation Committee Regular 
Meeting on April 11, 2016, at 1 :30 p.m. 

Sincerely, 

11(~ 
Malia Cohen 
Member, Board of Supe~isors 

City Hall• 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place• Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • (415) 554-7670 
Fax (415) 554-7674 • TDD/fTY (415) 554-5227 •E-mail: malia.cohen@sfgov.org · 
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