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FILE NO. 0A1%5 T RESOLUTION NO.

[Earthquake Safety, and Emergency Response General Obligation Bonds.]

Resolution determining and declaring that the public interest and necessity demand
the construction, acquisition, improvement, and retrofitting of Neighborhood Fire and
Poiicé Stations, the Auxiliary Water Supply System, a Public Safety Building and a
Forensic Sciences Center, and other critical infrastructure and facilities for earthquake
safety and the payment of related costs necessary ér convenient for the foregoing
purposes; finding that the estimated cost of $652,070,000 for such improvements is
and will be too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the
City and County and will require incurring bonded indebtedness; finding that a portion
of the proposed bond is not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA") and adopting findings under CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco
Administrative Code Chapter 31 for the reinaining portion of the proposed bond;
finding the proposed bond is in conformity with the priority policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1(b) and with the General Plan consistency requirement of Charter |
Section 4.105 and 'Administrative Code Section 2A.53; and waiving the fime limits set

forth in Administrative Code Section 2.34.

"WHEREAS, The Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (a collaborative
effort of the United States Geological Survey {the "U.S.G.S."), the California Geological
Society and the Southem California Earthquake Center) esﬁmates a 63% chance that one or
more earthquakes of a magnitude of 6.7 or larger will occur in the Bay Area before the year

2038, and,
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WAHEREAS, The U.S.G.S. predicts that a magnitude 7 earthquake occurring today on
the Hayward Fault would likely cause hundreds of deaths and almost $100 billion in damage;
and, .

WHEREAS, A large rﬁagnitude earthquake would damage critical City and County of
San Francisco (the "City") facilities and infrastructure, thereby compromising the capacity of
first responders, including fire and police p_érsonnel, to respond effectively; and, '

WHEREAS, With adequate funding the City can construct,‘acclg.uire, improve, refrofit

and complete critical firefighting facilities and infrastructure for aaﬁhquake safety and

. emergency response not otherwise specifically enumerated in this resolution, including

without limitation, ne;ghborhood fire stations and such facilities as cisterns, pipes and tunnels

for the water system for firefighting (cot!ectwely, the "Critical Fzref‘ ighting Facilities and

Infrastructu re") and,

WHEREAS Wlth adequate fundtng the City can renovate arid seismically upgrade the
Auxiliary Water Supply System (the "AWSS") core facilities consisting of a reservoir, two
storage tanks and two pump stations (coliectively, the "AWSS Project"); and,

WHEREAS, With adequate funding the City can construct in Mission Bay (1) a Public
Safety Building consisting of é- new police department comrﬁand center, a southern district‘.
police station, and a neighborhood fire station in a se.ismicalty secure facility to serve Mission
Bay to accommodate safety needs in a growing comrﬁunity and (2) a new seismically secure
Forensic Scaences Center to consolidate the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner and the
Police Department's Forensic Services Division (coltectweiy, the "Public Safety Building and
Forensic Sciences Center"); and, ’

WHEREAS, The Eérthuake Safety and Emergency Response Bond (the "Bond") will
provide funding for Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure, the AWSS Project and the
Public Safety Building and Forensic Sciences Center; and, '
Mayor Newsom, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Campos, Dufty, Msrkarims, Mar .
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WHEREAS, The Bond is recommended by the City's 10-year capital plan, which is
approved each year by the Mayor of the City and the Board of Supervisors of the City (the
"Board"); and,

WHEREAS, The Board recognizes the need to safeguard and enhance the City's
earthquake and emergency response and recovery by rehabilitating critical facilities that
support the City's first responders; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, By the _Board:

Section 1. The Board determines and declares that the public interest and necessity
demand the rehabilitation and seismic upgrade of Critical Firefighting Facilities and
Infrastructure and the AWSS, and the construction of a néw seismically secure Public Safety
Building and a Forensic Sciehceé Center, and the payment of related costs necessary or

convenient for the foregoing purposes.

" Section 2. The estimated cost of $652,070,000 of the Bond is and will be too greatto. | ..

be paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City, will require an expenditure
greater than the amount allowed by the annual tax levy, and will require the incurrence of
nonded indebtedness in an amount not to excee;i $652,070,000.

Section 3. The Board, having revieWed_ the proposed legislation, makes the following
ﬁndings in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), California |
Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guidelines, 15 Cal. Administrative
Code Sections 15000 et seq., ("CEQA Guidelines"), and San Francisco Administrativ;/e Code
Chapter 31 ("Chapter 31").

) Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure. For the reasons set forth in the

‘letter from the Planning Department, dated \]“1\ {Q , a copy of which is on file

It with the Clerk of the Board in File No. _ 041491 and incorporated by reference,

the Board finds that the bond proposal as it relates to funds for Critical Firefighting Facilities

Mayor Newsom, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Campos, Dufty, Mirkarimi, Mar
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ma S|gn1f' icant effect on the ‘environment.

and Infrastructure is not subject to CEQA because as the establishment of a government
financing mechanism that does not identify individuat specific projects to be constructed with

the funds, it is not a project as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The use of bond

proceeds to finance any project or portion of any project with funds for the Crttical Firefighting

Facilities and Infrastructure portion of the Bond will be subject to approval of the Board upon
completion of planning and any further required environmental review under CEQA for the

individual Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure projects.

(i) AWSS Project. On _Desewmbes 1O 2009, the Planning Department
issued a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration ("FMND") for the AWSS Project, San Francisco
Planning Department Case No. 2009_0568E, which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

No. _oa\S ] and which is incorporated into this resolution by this reference. in

issuing the FMND the Planning Department determmed that the AWSS Project could not have

(a) The Board hereby adopts as its own the CEQA findings for the AWSS Project
rnade by the Planning Department in the FMND.

(b) The Board has reviewed and considered the 1nformatlon contained in the FMND
and all information pertaining to the AWSS Project in the Department‘s case file and all’
documents referenced in this resolution are either on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

No. 06 145 T or may be found in the files of the Planning Department, as the

custodian of records, at 1660 Mission Street in San Francisco.

(c) The AWSS Project as reflected in this resoluﬁon is consistent with the project
described in the FMND and wouild not result in any significant impacts not identified in the
FMND nor éause significant effects identified in the FMND to be substantially more severe.

(d)  !naccordance with CEQA, the Board has considered the mitigation .measures
described in the EMND and hereby requires the mitigation measures and the mitigation
Mayor Newsom, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Campos, Dufty, Mirkarimi, Mar _ - -
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monitoring and reporting program ("MMRP") denoted as Exhibit A to this resolution and on file

with the Clerk of the Board in File No. _064L ¥ %71  to be imposed as conditions on the

implementation of the AWSS Project approved by this resolution.

()  With the implementation of the mitigation measures required in Exhibit A to this
resolution, the environmental impacts resulting from AWSS Project on cultural resources,
biological resources and from releases of hazardous materials or creation of hazards would
be reduced to a less than significant level as described in the FMND.

(fy  Based upon the whole record for the FMND, including all written materials and
any oral testimony received by the Board, the Board hereby finds that the FMND reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the Planning Department and the Board, is adequate
and compi'ete and there is no substantial evidence that the proposed AWSS Project, given the

implementation of the mitigation measures as stated in the FMND and the adoption of the

MMRP, could have a significant effect on the environment as shown in.the analysis ofthe . |

FMND. The Board hereby adopts the FMND and the MMRP on file with the Clerk of the

Board as Exhibit A to this resolution. '

(i)  Public Safety Building and Forensic Sciences Center. The Public Safety
Building and the Forensic Sciences Center are proposed to be constructed within Mission
Bay. On September 17, 1998, the Redevelopment Agency Commission by Resolution No. |
190-98 and the San Francisco Planning Commission by Resolution No. 14696 certified the
Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Mission Bay North and South
Redevelopment Plans ("FSEIR"). On October 19, 1998, the Board of Supervisors, by Motion
No. 98-132 affirmed certification of the FSEIR and by Resolution No. 854-98, adopted CEQA
findings, including a statement of overriding considerations and a Mission Bay mitigation
monitoring and reporting program ("Mission Bay MMRP"} in support of various approval
actions taken by the Board to implement the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans. Resolution
Mayor Newsom, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Campos, Dufty, Mirkarimi, Mar
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this resolutlon by this Teference. Hereafter in this fésolution, the' réference to the FSEIR -

No. 163-2005, adopted CEQA Findings and approved a Major Phase and a Revised Major

No. 19942000 No. 163-2005 and No. 149-2006 are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File (

No. 854-98 is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. bﬂi‘eg '7 and

incorporated in this resolution by this reference.

(a)  The Public Safety Building is pi‘oposed at Parcel 8 in the Mission Bay South
Redeveiopment Plan Area, bounded by Mission Rock, China Basin and Third Streets. The
Redevelopment Agency has issued several addenda to the FSEIR to address various issues
and most recently issued Addendum No. 7 to address the location of the Public Safety
Bu&lding at Parcel 8; Addendum No. 7 concludes that the proposed Public Safety Building is
within the scope of the projéct analyzed in the FSEiR and will not result i in any new significant
impécts ora substantial_ increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects that
alter the conclusions reachedl in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The Addendum No. 7 and any
supporting documents have been made available to the Board and the qulic, are on file with

the Clerk of the Board in File No. D‘%‘%‘GFI and Addendum No. 7 is incorporated in

include any addenda to the FSEIR.
(b)  The Forensic Sciences Center is proposed at 1600 Owens Street, also known
as Parcel 4 of Blocks 41-43 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The

Redevelopment Agency Commission by Resolutron No. 199-2000 and Resolution

Phase submission for Bi'ocks 41-43, finding the proposed Major Phase development and
Revised Major Phase development as within the scope of impacts analyzed in the FSEIR.
The Redevelopment Agency Commission by Resolution No. 149-2006 approved a combined
basic concept and schematic design for a proposed Jroject containing !aboratory, office, retai
and ancillary uses, finding the basic concept and schematic design within the scope of the

project analyzed in the FSEIR. Redevelopment Agency Commission Resolutions

Mayor Newsom, Supervisors Chlu Avalos, Campos, Dufty Mirkarimi, Mar _ : _
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No. Scwf%‘grl and incorporated in this resolution by this reference. The Forensic

Sciences Center will consist of laboratory, office and ancillary uses consistent with the uses

' approved for the 1600 Owens Street site and the uses analyzed in the FSEIR and is therefore

within the scope of the project analyzed in the FSEIR.

(c)  The Board has reviewed and considered the CEQA Findings and statement of
overriding considerations that it previously adopted, and reviewed and considered the above-
referenced CEQA Findings of the Redevelopment Agency Commission and the CEQA
Findings contained in Addendum No. 7 and hereby adopts these add itional CEQA Findings as
its own. The Board additionally finds that implementation of the Public Safety Building and
Eorensic Sciences Center in Mission Bay (1) do not require major revisions in the FSEIR due
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the

severity of previously ldentlf;ed significant effects, (2) no substantial changes have occurred

“Wwith Tespect to the circumstances under which-the- project analyzed in the FSEIR. will be

undertaken that would require major revisions to the FSEIR due to the mvolvement of new
significant environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the severity.of effects identified
.in the FSEIR, and (3) no new information of substantial importance to the project analyzed in
the FSEIR has become available which would indicate that (i) the Public Safety Building and
Forensic Sciences Center and will have significant effects not discussed in the FSEIR; (it}
significant environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (iif) mitigation measures or
alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects have
become feasible; or (iv) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different
from those in the FSEIR will substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment.

Section 4. The Board finds and declares that the proposed Bond is (i) in conformity
with the priority policies of Section 101.1 (b) of the San Francisco Planning Code, (i in
Mayor Newsom, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Gampos, Dufty, Mirkarimi, Mar
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accordance with Section 4.105 of the San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.53(f) of the
San Francisco Administrative Code, and (jii} consistent with the City's General Plan, and

adopts the findings of the Planning Department, as set forth in the General Plan Referral

Report dated *__\ ! d ) {0 2009, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the
Board in File No. _ 04149 7 and incorporates such findings by reference.

Section 5. The time limit for approval of this resolution specified in Section 2.34 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code is waived. | |

Section 6. Under Section 2.40 of the San Francisco Admihistrativé Code, the
ordinance submitting this proposal to the voters shall contain a provision authorizing landlords
to pass-through 50% of the resulting property tax increases to residential tenants in
accordance with Chapter 37 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

Section 7. Documents referenced in this resolution are on file with the Clerk of the

" Board of Supervisors in File No. ~ ALES | " which'is hereby déclared to bea part of |

this resolution as if set forth fully herein.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA
City Attorney

By: Yoot David Mu!\!\
KENNETH DAVID ROUX
Deputy City Attorney

Mayor Newsom, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Campos, Dufty, Mirkarimi, Mar -~~~ .
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

1390 Market Street, Suite 1025, San Francisco, CA 94102 (415) 554-7642
FAX (415) 252-0461

January 21, 2010
TO: Budget and Finance Committee
FROM: Budget and Legislative Analyst

SUBJECT: January 27, 2010 Budget and Finance Committee Meeting
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING JANUARY 27,2010

ltems #3,4,and 5 Department(s): - s
Files 09-1457, 09-1458, | Real Estate Division, Department of Pubilc Works Poilce
and 09-1460 Department, Fire Department, Office of Public Finance

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Legislative Objectives

e File 09-1457: Resolution declaring that public interest and necessity demand the
construction, acquisition, improvement, and or retrofitting of (a) the existing Fire
Protection Infrastructure including the City’s Auxiliary Water Supply System, (b) a new
Public Safety Building, and (c) a new Forensic Sciences Center. The proposed resolution
also finds that the $652,070,000 estimated cost of the proposed projects would be too great
to be paid out of the ordinary annual City revenue and will require the issuance of bonds.

o File 09-1458: Ordinance calling for a special election on June 8, 2010 for the purpose of
submitting to the voters a proposition to issue $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and
Emergency Response General Obligation Bonds to fund the construction, acquisition,
improvement, and/or retrofitting of (a) the existing Fire Protection Infrastructure including
the City’s Auxiliary Water Supply System, (b) a new Public Safety Building, and (c) a new
Forensic Sciences Center at 1600 Owens Street. The ordinance also authorizes landlords to
pass-through 50% of the resulting Property Tax increase to residential tenants.

o File 09-1460: Ordinance approving an Option Agreement between the City and ARE-San

purchase (a) vacant land at 1600 Owens Street, (b) a tenancy-in-common interest in a
parking garage adjacent to 1600 Owens Street, (c) existing building plans for the
construction of a new Forensic Sciences Center at 1600 Owens Street, and (d) rights to
existing contracts to build a new Forensic Sciences Center. The proposed ordinance would
also waive the competitive bidding requirements for public works projects established in
Chapter 6 of the City’s Administrative Code.

Fiscal Impacts

¢ The $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation
Bonds proposed to be submitted for voter approval would be repaid through an increase in
annual Property Taxes of approximately $0.0225 per $100 of assessed value, such that a
single family residence assessed at $500,000 would, assuming a home owners exemption
of $7,000, pay additional Property Taxes of $110.93 per year to the City.

« The proposed $1,100,000 Option Agreement, between the City and ARE-San Francisco
No. 15, LLC, would be paid from (a) $100,000 in General Fund monies previously
appropriated by the Board of Supervisors for the Real Estate Division in the FY 20069-2010
Amnual Appropriation Ordinance (File 09-0779), and (b) additional future appropriations
totaling up to $1,000,000, subject to Board of Supervisors approval, should the City elect to
extend the Option Period in which the City can exercise the purchase option. All Option
Agreement payments would be applied towards the purchase price of the optioned
property, such that as long as the City purchases 1600 Owens Street, the effective cost of

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING JANUARY 27, 2010

{ - -the payments made under the Option Agreement would be zero.

Key Points

» The proposed $652,070,000 General Obligation Bond would fund (a) $166,400,000 in Fire
- Protection Infrastructure Projects, (b) $238,600,000 to construct a new Forensic Sciences
Center, (c) $236,100,000 to construct a new Public Safety Building, and (d) $10,970,000
for bond oversight and bond issuance costs.

o Of the $166,400,000 provided for Fire Protection Infrastructure Projects, $132,000,000 is
for unspecified improvements to neighborhood Fire Stations, underground water cisterns,
and water pipes and tunnels. The specific projects would be identified after the bonds are
approved and funds are available to assess which potential projects are most cost effective
for the City. Because the specific projects would not be identified prior to the proposed
June 8, 2010 special election, the voters will not have clear expectations of what
infrastructure projects would be completed, nor would the City be accountable to the voters

- for the completion of specific projects.

e The proposed $652,070,000 General Obligation Bond includes $238,600,000 for a new
Forensic Sciences Center at 1600 Owens Street in Mission Bay. The Real Estate Division
previously planned to purchase a completed Forensic Sciences Center building from a real
estate developer, and the current owner of 1600 Owens Street, ARE-San Francisco No. 15,
LLC (ARE). However, ARE, after acquiring the property, contracting with Studios
Architecture for design services and DPR Construction for general construction contractor

~serviees;-decided not to-proceed with construction of the building: The Real Estate Bivision - mian s .

1s now requesting that the City functionally replace ARE as the developer of the Forensic
Sciences Center by purchasing the (a) vacant land, (b) design plans, and (c)} ARE’s rights to
its existing contracts for design and general construction confractor service. However,
because these contracts were not awarded according to the City’s competitive bidding
process required for City funded public works projects, the proposed legislation would
waive those requirements only for these existing contracts which were originally awarded
by ARE. Notably, these contracts would still be subject to the LBE subcontracting
requirements established by Chapter 14B of the Administrative Code, and any subsequent
award of contracts to subcontractors would be subject to the City’s competitive bidding
requirements.

Recommendations

¢ DBecause the proposed bond issuance would fund $132,000,000 of unspecified Fire
Protection Infrastructure projects, the proposed ordinance and resolution to request voter
approval for the issuance of $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response
General Obligation Bonds is a policy matter for the Board of Supervisors (Files 09-1457
and 09-1458).

» Because the proposed ordinance would waive the City’s competitive bidding requirements,
approval of the proposed ordinance is a policy matter for the Board of Supervisors (File 09-
1460).

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS _ BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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MANDATE S‘TATEMENT

Code Sections Relevant to Files 09-1457 and 09-1458

Sections 2.30 and 2.31 of the City’s Administrative Code state that in order to submit a
proposition to issue General Obligation Bonds to the voters of San Francisco, the Board of
Supervisors must approve (a) by resolution, that a public interest or necessity demands the
acquisition, construction, or completion of such municipal improvements, and (b} by ordinance,
call for a special election, to submit the proposition to issue such General Obligation Bonds.

Section 2.34 of the Administrative Code requires that (a) the resolution of public necessity as
described above, be adopted no less than 141 days prior to the election which includes the
relevant bond proposition, and (b) the subsequent ordinance ordering a special election, as
described above, be adopted no less than 99 days prior to the election.

Section 510 of the Municipal Election Code states that the general question posed fo the San
Francisco voters regarding the issuance of General Obligation Bonds cannot exceed 100 words.

The proposed resolution and ordinance (Files 09-1457 and 09-1458) would waive both (a) the
timing requirements of Section 2.34 of the Administrative Code, and (b) the word count limit
imposed by Section 510 of the Municipal Election Code.

Code Sectzons Relevam‘ to F zle 09—] 460

e R e S e e AT S x =

Chapter 6 of the Czty s Admlmstratlve Code estabhshed competltlve b1ddmg requlrements for
public works projects. The proposed ordinance (File 09-1460) would waive such competitive
bidding requirements only for the design and general construction contractor contracts for the
proposed new Forensic Science Center because such contracts were previously awarded by the
property owner at 1600 Owens Street prior to being subject to the City’s competitive bidding
requirements. ‘

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLAT%ON'

OVERVIEW

On April 7, 2009, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2010-2019 Capital Plan (File 09-0296),
which included a $580,000,000 Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General
Obligation Bond to fund the following three capital projects: (a) repairs to the existing Fire
‘Protection infrastructure including the Auxiliary Water Supply System, (b) the construction of a
new Public Safety Building, and (c) the construction of a new Forensic Sciences Center. The
proposed $652,070,000 General Obligation Bond measure would fund these three projects, as
shown in Table 1 below.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ) BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Table 1: General Allocation of Bond Proceeds

Project Costs

$166,400,000

Fire Protection Infrastructure Repair (see Table 2 for details)

Forensic Sciences Center (see Table 3 for details) 238,600,000

Public Safety Building (see Table 6 for details) 236,100,000

Project Subtofal _ $641,100,000
City Services Auditor and Citizens” Bond Oversight Committee 1,934,270
Costs of Bond Issuance 9,035,730
Total $652.,070,000

A detailed description and expenditure plan for each of these three projects follows.

FIRE PROTECTION INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR PROJECT

The proposed Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation Bonds include
$166,400,000 to make repairs and improvements to the City’s fire fighting infrastructure, as

shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Fire Protection Infrastructure Repair Project Expenditure Plan

Total Cost - 7 fommedeis s

Planning,
Engineering,
Project
e e PigReed et e e Mggigoemient - Constidetion”

Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) Improvements .

Twin Peaks Reservoir (above ground) $1,200,000 $3,100,000 $4,300,000

Ashbury Heights Tank (above ground) 1,600,000 4,300,000 5,900,000
" Jones Street Tank (above ground) 1,800,000 4,700,000 6,500,000

Pump Station No. 1 (above ground) 1,000,000 2,500,000 3,500,000

Pump Station Ne. 2 (above ground) 3,900,000 10,300,000 14,200,600

Subtotal of Specified Above-Ground AWSS Facilities $9,500,600 . $24,900,000  $34,400,000

To Be Determined Improvements to AWSS Pipes and Tunnels 9,000,000 23,000,000  32,000,000*

AWSS Subtotal 518,500,000  $47,900,600 366,400,000
To Be Determined Neighborhood Fire Station Improvements 18,000,000 46,000,000  64,000,000*
To Be Determined Cistern System Improvements 10,000,000 26,000,000 36,000,000
Total $46,560,000 $119,900,000 $166,400,000

*Total of To Be Determined Projects is §132,000,000

Auxiliary Water Supply System Improvements

The City’s Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) delivers highly pressurized water for fire
fighting independently of the Public Utilities Commission’s domestic water system. Although
this system is designed for the Fire Department’s use, maintenance responsibilities for the AWSS
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- were transferred frony the Fire Department-to the PUC during the FY 2009 --2010 budgeting= -

process. The original 77-mile AWSS was constructed in 1913 in response to the fires ignited by
the 1906 earthquake which destroyed approximately 22,000 buildings largely due to lack of a
reliable water supply. The AWSS has since been expanded to 135 miles. According to the
January 23, 2009 Auxiliary Water Supply System Study, conducted by the consulting firm
AECOM/Metcalf & Eddy for the Capital Planning Committee, all five of the above ground
AWSS facilities have exceeded their useful lives, and the original 77 miles of AWSS pipelines,
approximately half of the existing pipelines, have not been upgraded since their original
installation approximately 97 years ago. The study concludes that in order to maintain the
reliability of the AWSS, major improvements to the entire system are required.

The estimated cost of $34,400,000 to renovate the five above-ground AWSS facilities is shown
in Table 2 above. In regard to the $32,000,000 of improvements to the AWSS Pipes and Tunnels
which have not yet been determined as shown in Table 2 above, according to the Draft
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond Report provided by Mr. Charles Higueras,
Project Manager at the Department of Public Works, a Firefighting Pipes and Tunnels Capital
Improvements Plan will be developed by a working group comprised of the relevant

- Departments (the precise membership of this working group has yet to be determined), and
subsequently approved by the Capital Planning Comumittee, to assess the condition of the City’s

underground assets and prioritize the most cost-effective and beneficial repair projects. Mr.
Higueras estimates that such a Firefighting Pipes and Tunnels Capital Improvements Plan would
be completed by June of 2012, or approximately two years after the proposed special election.

Fire Station Improvements‘ o o ‘ s s

According to the Draft Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond Report, existing Fire
Stations throughout the City are in need of over $400,000,000 in seismic repairs and health and
safety improvements. As shown in Table 2 above, the proposed $652,070,000 in Earthquake
Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation Bonds would fund $64,000,000 of
tmprovements to neighborhood fire stations. Specifically the stations which would be improved
would be determined after a Fire Stations Capital Improvements Plan is developed by a working
group comprised of the relevant Departments (the precise membership of this working group has
yet to be determined), and subsequently approved by the Capital Planning Committee, to identify
the most cost-effective and beneficial repair projects. Mr. Higueras estimates that such a Fire
Stations Capital Improvements Plan would be completed by June of 2012, or approximately two
years after the proposed special election.

Cistern System Improvements

The Fire Department maintains 177 underground cisterns throughout the City, which store water
available for fire fighting in case the domestic water supply system and the AWSS are not
available. As shown in Table 2 above, the proposed $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and
Emergency Response General Obligation Bonds would fund $36,000,000 in improvements to the
Fire Department’s cistern system. According to the Draft Earthquake Safety and Emergency
Response Bond Report, a Firefighting Cisterns Capital Improvements Plan will be developed by
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......aworking group comprised of the relevant Departments (the precise membership of this working

group has yet to be determined), and subsequently approved by the Capital Planning Committee,
o identify the most cost-effective and beneficial repair projects. Mr. Higueras estimates that
such a Firefighting Cisterns Capital Improvements Plan would be completed by June of 2012, or
approximately two years after the proposed special election.’

FORENSIC SCIENCES CENTER PROJECT

The proposed $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation
Bonds would provide $238,600,000 for the construction of a new Forensic Sciences Center at
1600 Owens Street in Mission Bay. The new Center, which would be a total of 250,000 square
feet and ten stories, would serve as the new location for both (a) the Forensic Services Division
of the San Francisco Police Department (the Forensics Division) and (b) the Office of the Chief
Medical Examiner. ‘

Currently, the Forensic Division is divided into two locations: (a) the City-owned Hall of Justice
at 850 Bryant Street, which, according to Mr. John Updike, Assistant Director of Real Estate at
RED, is seismically unsound, and (b) a leased facility at Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard
(Building 606), which must be vacated when the Hunter’s Point Shipyard is redeveloped.

According to a report by Crime Lab Design, a consultant retained by the Department of Public
Works, a new Forensics Sciences Center would benefit the City by consolidating forensic
services provided by the Chief Medical Examiner and the Police Department’s Forensics
Division in the aging and overcrowded Hall of Justice. According to the report, the Hall of

~oJustive diid Builditip 606 at Hinitér's Point Waval Shipyard cannot support the ongoigg needy of == s

the Police Department’s Forensics Division and the Chief Medical Examiner because (a) space
constraints limit the ability to install new laboratory equipment as new technologies in forensics
emerge, and (b) the age of the Hall of Justice facilities threaten the ability for the Police
Department’s Forensics Division and the Chief Medical Examiner to maintain the national
accreditations of their respective laboratories.

The Real Estate Division previously planned to purchase a completed Forensic Sciences Center
building from a real estate developer, and the current ovwner of 1600 Owens Street, ARE-San
Francisco No. 15, LLC (ARE). However, ARE, after acquiring the property, contracting with
Studios Architecture for design services and DPR Construction for general construction
contractor services, decided not to proceed with construction of the building. The Real Estate
Division is now requesting that the City functionally replace ARE as the developer of the
Forensic Sciences Center by purchasing the (a) vacant land, (b) design plans, and (c) ARE’s
rights to its existing contracts for design and general construction contractor services.

The proposed new Forensic Sciences Center Project, a ten-story, 250,000 square foot building to
be located at 1600 Owens Street in the Mission Bay neighborhood, is currently estimated to cost
$238,600,000, as shown below in Table 3.
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Table 3: Estimated Costs for the Forensic Sciences Center Project

“Development Package” Cost $40,845,000
Closing Costs Related to the Purchase of the Vacant Land at 1600 Owens Street 1,845,000
Architecture and Engineering _ 14,430,600
Construction Management Services ' ‘ 14,900,000
Geotechnical Surveys and Other Environmental Work ' 630,000
City Staff Costs and Regulatory Agency Approvals 9,150,000
Construction 156,800,000
Total : $238,600,000

As part of the overall $238,600,000 General Obligation. Bond funds provided for the new
Forensic Sciences Center, the City would purchase a “development package”, at a cost of
$40,845,000, from ARE-San Francisco No. 15, LLC (ARE), the current owner of 1600 Owens
Street, which includes the following: (&) 72,199 square feet of vacant land at 1600 Owens
Street, (b) a 20.17 percent tenancy-in-common interest’ in an adjacent parking garage, (c)
existing building plans for the construction of a new Forensic Sciences Center at 1600 Owens
Street, and (d) rights to execute existing contracts to build a new Forensic Sciences Center
which were prev1ous}y awarded and negotiated by ARE.

The attached memorandum from Mr Updlke states that purohasmg the proposed construct;on—r |

ready “development package” represents the most cost-effective option for the Cxty to create a
consolidated modern forensic laboratory because (a) the subject land currently has many of the
permits necessary for constructing the proposed building and (b) the project has already
completed the environmental review required by the California Environmental Quality Act,
such that purchasing the proposed “development package” would allow the City to avoid the
costs of delays associated with permitting and environmental review at a different location. Mr.
Updike advised that a cost-benefit analysis to estimate potential savings, by comparing the

proposed approach to both (a) leasing laboratory space and (b) designing and constructing anew

laboratory building through the typical City public works construction processes (City awarded
confracts for building design and construction using corpetitive bidding processes), has not
been completed.

Table 4 below, based on data provided by Mr. Updike, compares the total area currently
occupied by the Chief Medical Examiner and the Police Department’s Forensic Services
Division (in both the Hall of Justice and Building 606 at Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard) with
the area proposed in the new Forensic Sciences Center.

! A tenancy-in-common interest is a method of owning a portion of real property without legally subdividing such
real property into independent parcels,
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Table 4: Gross® Square Feet of Space Provided in Current Location Compared-to
Proposed Forensic Sciences Center

Forensic Sciences
Current Center at 1600 Proposed
Function Location Owens Street Increase
Forensic Services Division 25,000 100,500 75,500
Chief Medical Examiner 20,126 59,100 38,974
Total Gross Square Feet - 45,126 159,600 114,474

According to the attached memorandum from Mr. Updike, this increase of 114,474 square feet,
or 254 percent, from 45,126 square feet to 159,600 square feet, is justified in order to (a) meet
accreditation standards, and (b) accommodate expected staffing growth in both the Chief
Medical Officer and the Police Department’s Forensics Division through 2020.

The proposed Forensic Sciences Center would also include 7,600 gross square feet of leasable
ground floor retail space, as required by the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and (b) 82,800
gross square feet of unimproved office space, which could accommodate other City agencies in
the future. According to Mr. Updike, the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan established the
overall size and shape of the building, such that, according to Mr. Updike, it is not possible to
simply exclude the construction of the 82,800 gross square feet of unimproved office space. Mr.
Updike advised that efforts are underway to secure additional City tenants for this space.

T CShstTicton of the proposed new Forensic Sciehles Cenfer i estimiated 6 begin i Aprl of

2011 and be completed in approximately two years, or by June of 2013.
Proposed Option Agreement and Waiver of Competitive Bidding Requirements

The Real Estate Division is requesting approval of the proposed ordinance (File 09-1460) which
would (a) authorize the purchase, at a price of up to $1,100,000, of an Option Agreement with
ARE to provide the City with the exclusive option to purchase the “development package” no
later than May 31, 2011, and (b) waive the competitive bidding requirements. for contracts for
public works projects established in Chapter 6 of the Administrative Code, because the
“development package” includes the right to execute contracts which were previously awarded
by ARE, which were not subject to the City’s competitive bidding requirements.

The proposed Option Agreement initially provides for the City’s exclusive option to purchase
the “development package” until July 31, 2010, with up to two extensions at the option of the
City, as shown in Table 5 below.

* “Gross” square feet includes common areas such as elevators, lobbies, restrooms, and haltways.
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Table 5: Option Periods and Cost

Option Period End Date Cost
Base Option Period July 31, 2010 : $100,000
First Extension of Option Period December 31, 2010 500,000
Second Extension of Option Period May 31, 2011 500,000

Total of Up To: : $1,100,600

According to Mr. Updike, the initial $100,000 cost of the Option Agreement would come from
General Fund monies previously appropriated by the Board of Supervisors for the Real Estate
Division on July 28, 2009 (File 09-0997). Mr. Updike advised that the remaining up to
$1,000,000 total cost for the First and Second Option Periods would be funded from future
General Fund appropriations, to be requested by the Real Estate Division in separate future
supplemental appropriation requests, subject to Board of Supervisors appropriation approval.
According to the terms of the proposed Option Agreement, all Option Agreement payments
made by the City to ARE would be applied as a credit towards the purchase of the $40,845,000
“development package” (as shown in Table 3 above), such that the cost of the proposed Option
Agreement would be effectively eliminated, unless the voters of San Francisco reject the
proposed issuance of General Obligation Bonds, to pay for such costs.

= Aecording to-Mri-Updike, such-an Option-Agreerment is necessary because-(a)-the-Real Estate swinvi e

Division considers the “development package” approach to construct a new Forensics Sciences
Center as the most cost-effective option for the City, and (b) the owner could otherwise sell the
1600 Owens Street property prior to the proposed June 8, 2010 special election. Therefore, the
Real Estate Division is now requesting approval of the proposed ordinance (09-1460) which
would provide the City with the exclusive option to purchase the “development package”.

PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING

The proposed $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation
Bonds would provide $236,100,000 for the construction of a new Public Safety Building on San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency-owned land at the intersection of Third Street and Mission
Rock Street, in Mission Bay. The proposed new Public Safety Building would provide (a) a new
Police Headquarters, including a new Southern District Police Station, which are both currently
located in the Hall of Justice at 850 Bryant Street, and (b) 2 new neighborhood Fire Station.

The estimated cost of the proposed Public Safety Building is shown .in Table 6 below.
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i - Lable 63 Estimated Costs for.the ?ubllc Safety Building Project. .

Architecture and Engineering $23,395,000
Construction Management Services 17,640,000
Geotechnical Surveys and Other Environmental Work 711,000
City Staff Costs and Regulatory Agency Approvals 10,754,000
Construction ' 187,500,000
Subtotal $240,000,600
Less: Contribution from Mission Bay Master Developer 3,500,000

Total $236,100,000

According to Mr. Updike, the estimated costs shown in Table 6 above include a contribution of
$3,900,000 from the master developer for the Mission Bay neighborhood towards the costs of the
proposed Public Safety Building. Mr. Updike advised that the master developer contract awarded
to Mission Bay Development Group, LLC by the San Francisco Redevelopment ‘Agency
requived a contribution of $3,900,000 in order to help defray the City’s cost to provide increased
Police and Fire protection in the area.

Table 7 below, based on data provided by M. Updike, compares the square footage currently
occupied by the Police Headquarters and the Southern District Police Station in the Hall of
Justice to the proposed square footage for these functions in the new Public Safety Building.

Table 7: Gross Square Feet of Space Provided in Current Location
Compared to Proposed Public Safety Building

, Proposed

Current | Public Safety | Increase
Fuanction Location Building (Decrease)
Police Headquarters 92,245 130,500 38,255
Southern District Police Station 33,134 27,0001 . (6,134)
Total Gross Square Feet 125,379 157,500 32,121

According to the attached memorandum from Mr. Updike, this net increase of 32,121 square feet
of area is necessary because (a) the 38,255 square foot increase in space for Police Headquarters
is a result of previous staffing increases at Police Headquarters without concurrent increases in
space, and (b) the more efficient design of the replacement Police Station, combined with
changes in the methods of delivering police services to the community, results in an expected
6,134 square foot decrease in space at the new Southern District Police Station within the Public
Safety Building.

The proposed new Public Safety Building would also include (a) 22,000 square feet for a new
Fire Station to serve the Mission Bay neighborhood, and (b} incorporate the existing 6,200
square foot historic Fire House #30, to provide conference rooms for the community, Fire
Department and the Police Department.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
: 3,4,8&5-10

193



BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING JANUARY 27,2010

| CénstmctiolnA of the prolpdls"ed“ new Pilbhc Safetmeldmg would begin m January 2012 and be
completed approximately 27 months later, by April of 2014.

FISCAL IMPACTS

According to Ms. Nadia Sesay, Director of the Controller’s Office of Public Finance, if the
proposed $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response General Obligation
Bonds are approved by the voters, the Office of Public Finance would provide five bond
issuances, beginning in August of 2010 and ending in January of 2015, as shown in Table 6
below: T

Table 6: Uses of Bond Proceeds by Bond Issuance Date

Ms. Sesay anticipates issuing bonds with a 20-year term at an interest rate of approximatéiy 6.0
percent, with total debt service payments of $1,129,771,572, including $477,701,572 in interest
and $652,070,000 in principal, with average annual debt service payments of $47,073,815°.

The debt service of the proposed bonds would be paid from an average annual increase in the
Property Tax rate of $0.0225 per $100 of assessed value over the life of the bonds, such that a
single family residence with an assessed value of $500,000, assuming a homeowners exemption
of $7,000, would pay average annual additional Property Taxes to the City of $110.93 per year
($500,000 - $7,000 + $100 x $.0225).

The proposed ordinance (File 09-1458) would authorize landiords to pass-through 50 percent of
the resulting Property Tax increase to residential tenants.

* The average annual debt service payment of $47,073,815‘ reflects the .av'erage over the 24 years which debt service
would be paid on some portion of the bonds.
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City Auditor
Project and Citizens’ Costs of
Issuance . Bond Total
Funds Oversight
. . Issuance
Committee
August 2010 $249,130,000 $751,175 $3,033,825 | $252,915,000
| Jauwary2011 | 204370000| 616305 2578695 | 207565000|
July 2011 1 103,300,000 311,765 1,553,235 | 105,165,000
July 2013 . 47,300,000 143,030 986,970 48,430,000
January 2015 - 37,000,000 111,995 883,005 37,995,600
~ Total $641,100,000 $1,934,270 $9,035,730 | $652,070,000
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The proposed issuance of $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and Emergency
Response General Obligation Bonds exceeds the $580,000,000 cost included in
the 2010-2017 Capital Plan.

According to Mr. Higueras, the cost of the proposed General Obligation Bond has increased by
$72,070,000, from $580,000,000 to $652,070,000, since the 2010-2019 Capital Plan was adopted
by the Board of Supervisors on April 7, 2009 primarily because (a) conceptual designs for the
Public Safety Building were completed after the Capital Plan was adopted, such that the
estimated cost increased by approximately® $40,000,000 and (b) increases of approximately
$30,000,000 to reflect the cost of the City constructing a new Forensic Sciences Center rather
than purchasing a finished building from a private developer as originally planned.

Currently, there is not a spécific expenditdre plan for $132,000,00{); or 20%, of
the $652,070,000 proposed General Obligation Bond

As shown in Table 2 above, a total of $132,000,000 of Fire Protection Infrastructure projects
have yet to be identified. According to Mr. Updike, these projects will be specified once the
General Obligation Bond measure is approved by the voters and funds are available fo assess the
conditions of the relevant infrastructure, to determine which potential projects are the most cost
effective for the City.

The Budget Analyst notes that regarding the $132,000,000 in unidentified projects, without a list

Y

of specific projects available to.the public prior to the proposed June 8, 2010.special election;dhe - - v wwmewie.

voters of San Francisco will not have clear expectations of what infrastructure projects would be
completed for this $132,000,000 amount, nor would the City be accountable to the voters for the
completion of those specific projects. However, the Budget Analyst was unable to identify any
guidelines or policies which establish the amount of expenditure information which is required to
be available to the. voters prior to a special election. Therefore, approval of the proposed
resolution and ordinance (Files 09-1457 and 09-1458) is a policy matter for the Board of
Supervisors.

The proposed legislation would waive the City’s competitive bidding
requirements for the existing design and general construction contractor
services mc!uded in the “development package” for the proposed new Forensics
Sciences Center.

As discussed above, the proposed “development package” to be purchased from ARE includes
(a) 78,199 square feet of vacant land at 1600 Owens Street, (b) a tenancy-in-common interest in
an adjacent parking garage, (c) existing building plans for the construction of a new Forensic
Sciences Center at 1600 Owens Street, and (d) the right to execute existing contracts between (a)
ARE and Studios Architecture for design services, and (b) ARE and DPR Construction for
general construction contractor services.

* The Budget Analyst was unable to determine the exact amount of the project increases due to the re-categorization
of bond issuance and oversight costs over time,
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- However, because these existing contracts were not awarded according to the.City’s competitive: ... .

bidding process required for City funded public works projects, the proposed ordinance (File 09-
1460) would waive those requirements only for these existing contracts which were originally
awarded by ARE. Notably, these contracts would still be subject to the Local Business Enterprise
subcontracting requirements established by Chapter 14B of the Administrative Code, and any
subsequent award of contracts to subcontractors would be subject to the City’s competitive
bidding requirements.

Mr. Updike advised that, as of the writing of this report, an estimate of the costs to be incurred
under the existing design and general contractor services contracts was not available. Mr. Updike
stated that such costs would represent only a minor portion of the overall project budget of
$238,600,000. Mr. Updike also stated an estimate would be available at the Budget and Finance
Committee Hearing of January 27, 2010.

The Budget Analyst notes that the City would not be obligated to use ARE’s existing contract
with DPR Construction for general construction contractor services, and could award a new
general construction contractor contract, including special consideration for those contractors
with experience in building laboratory space or other relevant qualifications, subsequent to the
competitive bidding process required by Chapter 6 of the Administrative Code. However,
according to Mr. Updike, use of competitive bidding would result in increased construction costs
due to delays caused by the bid and award period.

The seismic concerns regarding the Hall of Justice remain unaddressed by the
proposed bond lssuance

""Due to the seismic unrehablhty of the Hall of Justice Buﬂdmg, the FY 2010-2019 Cap1tain

Improvement Plan anticipates the following additional projects which would not be funded by
the proposed General Obligation Bond (a) the construction of new facilities to house County
Jails 1 and 2, which are currently located in the Hall of Justice, at an estimated cost of
$435,000,000, (b), interim seismic improvements to the Hall of Justice to allow temporary
continued occupancy by the Superior Court, District Attorney, and Adult Probation at an
estimated cost of $2,000,000, and (c) the ultimate replacement of the Hall of Justice (this project
is described as a deferred project in the Capital Plan such that there is no estimated cost
available).

RECOMMENDAT!ONS

1. Because the proposed bond issuance would fund $132,000,000 of unspecified Fire
Protection Infrastructure projects, the proposed ordinance and resolution to request voter
approval for the issuance of $652,070,000 in Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response
General Obligation Bonds is a policy matter for the Board of Supervisors (Files 09-1457 and
09-1458).

2. Because the pfoposed ordinance would waive the City’s competitive bidding requirements,
approval of the proposed ordinance is a policy matter for the Board of Supervisors (09-1460)
for the contracts prevmusly awarded by ARE for design and general construction contractor
services. -
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_.on the subject topics. Two areas required additional detadl. .

. . Attachment
Page 1 of 2

City and County of San Franciseo

Amy L. Brown

Director of Real Estate REAL ESTATE DIVISION
MEMORANDUM

DATE: Januvary 21, 2010

TO: Nathan Cruz, Budget Arialyst

Office of the Budget & Legislative Analyst

FROM:  John Updike
Assistant Director, Real Estate

SUBJECT: 1600 Owens Street Development & ESER G. O. Bond Initiative

You requested additional information to supplement your report to the Budget and Finance Committee

1. 1600 Owens Project Delivery Advantages

There are many advantages of a consolidated agreement for the purchase of not only developable land,
but also entitlements, design & construction documents, and securing the use of the design team and
the general contractor in one agreement Entitled land, ready for construction, adds value to the buyer
(the City) in reduced processing time for any femaining permits (some permits have already been
secured, some infrastructure work on site has already been completed), and in the savings of having
CEQA clearance. With this proposal, the time for the team to complete construction drawings is
substantially reduced.

The subcontractor selection process remains subject not only to standard City Public Works bidding
requirermnents, but also to those of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, insuring significant San
Francisco resident subcontracting and job production.

2. Changes in Square Footage from Existine Locations

The Forensic Services Division and Office of the Chief Medical Examiner will see substantial
increases in net and gross square footage from ex1stmg locations, by occupying the proposed facility at
1600 Owens. The drivers for this increase are:

CADOCUME~T\nereALOCALS~NTemplnotesE1 EF34\~692352 1.doc

Office of the Director of Real Estate = 25 Van Ness Avenug, Suite 400 - San Francisco, CA 94102
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Attachment
Page 2 of 2

- Office and lab space in existing locations are sub-standard in terms of size, and w111 not meet
~ anticipated accreditation standards.
- Forecasted staff grow[:h through at least 2020 must be met reqmrmg additional space
- The workload in these two fields is surging, due to demands of the criminal justice system,
legislative initiatives at local, state and federal levels, and increased jury expectations.

The functions relocating to the new Police Headquarters at 3" and Mission Rock from Hall of Justice
reflect a modest increase in space from existing. This is mainly due to the fact that prior staff growth
at the Hall of Justice hasn’t been met by an increase in the footprint of the Police Department at the
Hall of Justice, so a peat-up demand is being met through this design. Additionally, forecasted staff
growth is being accommodated. The Southern District Station footprint is actually lighter in the new
facility than exists at the Hall of Justice. That is a reflection of a more efficient design, as well as
changes over time in how police services are delivered to the community.

It should be noted that two nationally recognized firms were selected by the City to perform
programiming studies for the uses to be located at either 1600 Owens or 3™ and Mission Rock, and the
program presented here reflects their recommendations, based on national standards and accreditation

requirements where applicable.

C: Amy L. Brown, Director of Real Estate
Charles Higueras, DPW-BOA Project Manager
Brian Strong, Director of Capital Planning
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EPARTR

DATE:  December 29, 2009 éﬁig ;ngg%ﬂ St
, TO: ' 2009.11521311: Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond gingifg?.s;;}g
) (ESER) File -
Reception:

FROM: Devyani Jain, on behalf of Bill Wycko, ERO 415.558.6378

RE: CEQA Clearance for the Incorporation of Critical Firefighting Fax:
Facilities and Infrastructure in ESER Bond 415.565.6409

. Plannirg
. i iniformeation;

The Draft Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond (the "ESER Bond") Ordinance (the 415 558 6317

"Ordinance™) and Resolution (together with the Ordinance, the "Legislation") provide for allocating
a portion of the ESER Bond to Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure. The Legistation
states that a portion of the ESER Bond will be alfocated to the construction, acquisition,
improvement, retrofitting and completion of critical firefighting facilities and infrastructure for
earthquake safety and emergency response not ctherwise specifically enumerated in the
Legislation, including without limitation, neighborhood fire stations, and such facilities as cisterns,
pipes and tunnels for the water system for firefighting. As such, this portion of the ESER Bond
describes a financing mechanism within the ESER Bond that may be used for any of these general
purpeses but does not identify any specific projects.

According to CEQA Section 21065 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c)(3) and 15378(b), the
Critical Firefighting Facilities and Infrastructure financing mechanism component of the ESER
Bond is not considered a “Project” for CEQA purposes. This is because this component does not

" involve gny sufficiently specific’zctivitythat woukd result narphiysical chiange to'the enviforieng - i sl o

but instead involves the “creation of government funding mechanisms or other government; fiscal
activities which do not involve any commitment to any specific project which may resulf in a
potentially significant physical impact on the envirohment.” The use of these ESER Bond
proceeds in the future to finance any individual projects or portion of any project witl be subject
to CEQA review prior to City approval of such projects.

Memo
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ADDENDUM TO SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Date of Publication of Addendam: January 7, 2010
Date of Certification of Final Subsequent EIR: September 17, 1998
Lead Agency: "San Francisco Redevelopment Agmdy

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5* Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103

Agency Contact: " Stanley Muraoka . Telephone: (415) 749-2577

Project Title: Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97 Addendum #7
Mission Bay Public Safety Building

Project Spo:isorlContact: Charles Higueras, San Francisco Department of Public Works

Telephone: (415) 557-4646

Project Address: Block 8 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. Approximately 1.5 acres, located
south of Mission Rock, east of Third Street, and north of China Basin Street within the Mission Bay South

Plan area. Mission Bay South is south of China Basin Channel.

City.and County: San Francisco

Determination:

" “Based on the 4nalysis described in this addendum the proposed Mission Bay Publlc Safety Building does”

not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the 1998 Mission Bay Subsequent
Final Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay}, nor would there be new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.

Since certification, no changes have occurred in the circumstances under which the Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Plan would be undertaken, and no new information has emerged that would materially

‘change any of the analyses or conclusions of the Mission Bay SFEIR; therefore, no additional

environmental review is necassary beyond this addendum.

{The basis for this determination is ;}rovidéd on the following pagés. J

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to state and local requirements.

Sl — '///zafa

Stanley Muraoka . : _ Date of Determination
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency o

Mission Bay SFEIR Addendum ! _ ER-919-97 Addendum #7
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RESOLUTION NO. 149-2606 . - -
Adopted November 7, 2006

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE COMBINED BASIC CONCEPT AND
SCHEMATIC DESIGN FOR A COMMERCIAL BUILDING ON PARCEL 4 OF
BLOCKS 41-43 IN THE MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
AREA, PURSUANT TO THE OWNER PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT WITH
FOCIL-MB, LLC AND ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT
TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MISSION BAY
SOUTH REPEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION

1. On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Commission of the
Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (“Agency
Commission”) approved the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Project Area (“Plan™). On the same date, the Agency Commission
adopted related documents, including Resolution No. 193-98 authorizing execution
of an Owner Participation Agreement (“South OPA™) and related documents
between Catellus Development Corporation, a Delaware corporation (“Catellus™),
and the Agency. On November 2, 1998, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
(*Board of Supervisors™), by Ordinance 335-98, adopted the Plan. The Plan and its

. implenienting documents, as defined in the Plan, constitute the “Plan Documenis,” - == =

2. The Plan and the Plan Documents, including the Design Review and Document
Approval Procedure, designated as Attachment G to the South OPA (“DRDAP™),
provide that development proposals in Mission Bay South will be reviewed and
processed in “Major Phases,” as defined in and consistent with the Plan and the
Plan Documents. Submission of design plans and documents for any specific
building (“Project”) must be consistent with the requirements established for each
Major Phase. The DRDAP sets forth the review and approval process for Major
‘Phases and Projects.

3. On September 17, 1998, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 182-98
which certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report as a program
EIR for Mission Bay North and South pursuvant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. On the same
date, the Agency Commission also adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted
environmental findings (and a statement of overriding considerations), in
connection with the approval of the Plan and other Mission Bay project approvals.
The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning Commission”) certified the
FSEIR by Resolution No, 14696 on the same date. On October 19, 1998, the Board
of Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming certification of the FSEIR by
the Planning Commission and the Agency, and Resolution No. 854-98 adopting
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environmental findings and a statement of overriding considerations. Hereinafter,
the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, including any addenda thereto,
shall be collectively referred to as the “FSEIR.”

On October 10, 2000, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 199-2000,
which found that the potential environmental impacts of the Blocks 41-43 Major
Phase were within the scope of impacts discussed in the FSEIR and approved the
Blocks 41-43 Major Phase submission. On October 18, 2005, by Resolution No.
163-2005, the Agency Commission approved a revised Major Phase submission for
Blocks 41-43 and reconfirmed the previously made environmental findings.

Catellus, the original master developer of the Mission Bay North and South
Redevelopment Project Areas, has sold most of its remaining undeveloped land in
Mission Bay to FOCIL-MB, LLC, (“FOCIL-MB”), a subsidiary of Farallon Capital
Management, LLC, a large investment management firm. The sale encompasses
approximately 71 acres of land in Mission Bay, and the remaining undeveloped
residential parcels in Mission Bay South. FOCIL-MB has assumed all of Catellus’s
obligations under the South OPA and the Agency’s Owner Participation Agreement
for Mission Bay North (collectively, the “OPAs”), as well as all responsibilities
under the related public improvement agreements and land transfer agreements with
the City and County of San Francisco. FOCIL-MB will be bound by all terms of
the OPAs and related agreements, including the requirements of the affordable
housing program, equal opporfunity program, and design review process.

. As permitted under the South OPA, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“Developer™y

purchased a large number of parcels in Mission Bay South, including Blocks 41-43.
Developer will be bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA and related
agreements, including the requirements of the equal opportunity program and

design review process.

Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, mclﬁdmg the DRDAP, the Developer has
submitted a Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for Parcel 4 of Biocks
41-43 dated October 17, 2006 (“Schematm Design™).

Agency staff has reviewed the Schematic Design submitted by Developer, finds it
acceptable and recommends approval thereof, subject to the resolution of certain
conditions.

The FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and a
redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. Approval of the
Schematic Design is an undertaking pursuant to and in furtherance of the Plan in
conformance with CEQA Section 15180 (“Implementing Action™).

Agency staff, in making the necessary findings for the Implementing Action

contemplated herein, considered and reviewed the FSEIR and has made documents
related to the Implementing Action and the FSEIR files available for review by the
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. Agency Commission and the public, and these files are part of the record before the
Agency Commission.

11. The FSEIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in
accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution Nos. 183-98
dated September 17, 1998, 199-2000 dated October 10, 2000, and 163-2005 dated
October 18, 2005, were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and are
incorporated herein by reference as applicable to the Implementing Action.

FINDINGS

The Agency finds and determines that the Schematic Design submission is an
Implementing Action within the scope of the Project analyzed in the FSEIR and
requires no additional environmental review pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15180, 15162 and 15163 for the following reasons:

1. The Implementing Action is within the scope of the Project analyzed in the
FSEIR and no major revisions are required due fo the involvement of new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects.

2. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under
' which the Project analyzed in the FSEIR was undertaken that would require major

...Yevisions fo the FSEIR due to the involvement of new significant enviropmental =~

effects, ora substantial j increase in the severity of effects identified in the FSEIR.

3. No new information of substantial importance to the Project analyzed in the
FSEIR has become available which would indicate that (a) the Implementing
Action will have significant effects not discussed in the FSEIR; (b) significant
environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (¢) mitigation measures
or alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant
effects have become feasible; or {d) mitigation measures or alternatives which are
considerably different from those in the FSEIR will substantially reduce one or
more significant effects on the environment.

RESOLUTION

ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco (1) that it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR findings and
statement of overriding considerations and hereby adopts the CEQA Findings set forth in
Resolution Nos. 183-98, 199-2000, and 163-2005 incorporated herein and those set forth
above; and (2) that the Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for Parcel 4 of
Blocks 41-43 is hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation
Agreement with FOCIL-MB, subject fo the following condition:
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1.- The building materials, landscape design and additional finishes and architectural - -~ -

detailing are subject to further review and approval by Agency staff during Design
Development and/or in field mock-ups prior to construction.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

e}
_,__,,..».a-"""'

James B. Mot;alés
Agency Géneral Counsel
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RESOLUTION MO, 199-2000
Adoped CGetober 10, 2000 .
ADOPTH\G ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING
- THE BLOCK 41, 42, 43, AND 45 MAJOR PHASE SUBMISSION IN THE
MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA PURSUANT TH
AN OWNER PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT WITH CATELLUS
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, A DELWARE CORPORATION; MISSION
BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION

1. On Scpxember 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Redevelopment’
Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (¢ Agcncy”) approved a proposed
Redevelopment Plan for thie Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Plan™).
On the same date, the Agency adopted related documents, including Resolution No,
193-98 authorizing execution of an Owner Participation Agreement (“South OPA™) and
related doculmms between Catellus Development Corporalxon (“Catellus™) and the

Agmcv The Plan and its implementing documents, as dcf’ ned in thc Plan, constitute the
“Plan. Documents.”

2. The Agency and the Planning Department, togethcr acting as co-lead -
agencies for conducting environmental review for the Plan, the South OPA and other
permits, approvals and related and collatéral actions (“Project”), prepared and certified &
. Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("FSEIR”). On September 17, 1998, the

Agency adopted Resolution No. 182-98 which centified the FSEIR for the Project, and
adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted environmental findings (and a statement
of overriding conszderauons), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA") and Statc Guidelines in connection with the approval of the Plan, the South -
OPA and other Project approvals. The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the
"FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date, On October 19, 1998, the Board of
. Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming certification of the FSEIR by the
" Planning Commission and the Agency, and Resolution No. 854-98 adopting

environmentai findings (and a statement of overriding considerations).

_ 3. The Plan and the Plan Documents, including the Design Review and
Document Approval Procedure, Attachment G 1o the South OPA (“DRDAP™), provide
that development proposals in the Mission Bay South will be reviewed and processed in
cerlain development phrases defined as “Major Phases,” consistent with the Plan and the.

- Plan Documents. The DRDAP sets forth the review and approvai process for Major
Phases. :

4. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, Catellus
submitted a Major Phase application for the devclopxmnt of Blocks 41, 42, 43, and 45,
which was deemed coniplete on July 3, 2000, and which, as revmed to incorporate minor
changes, is dated October 10, 2000 (“Major Phase Submission’ '




5. The FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines Scetion 15168 and
a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. Approval of the
‘Major Phase Submission is an undertaking pursuant to and in furtherance of the: Plan in
conformance with Section 15180 (“Implcmenting Action™).

6. In accorda_ncé with the Pl'an and Plan Documents, Agency stéff has _
reviewed the Block 41, 42, 43, and 45 Major Phase Submission and found it acceptable.

" FINDINGS

The Agency finds and determines that the implementing Action is within the
scope of the Project analyzed in the FSEIR and no new cnvxronmemal documemauon 1s
required for the following reasons:

1.  Thelmplementing Action does not mcorpor'ue modifications into the
Project analyzed in the FSEIR, and will not require important révisions to the FSEIR due
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial i increase in
the sevérity of previously-identified significant effects. .

2. . No subslamiai changes have occurved with respect to the circumstances
under which the Project analyzed in the FIEIR was undertaken which would require
major revisions to the FSEIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the FSIER.

3. No new information of substantial importance to the Project analyzed in

the FSEIR has beconic available which would indicate (a) the Implementing Action will
have significant effects not discussed in the FSEIR; (b) significant environmental effects
jwill be sutstantially more severe; (c) mmgatmn measures or aiternatives found not
~ feasible which would reduce one or niore significant effects have become feasible; or (d)
- mitigation measures or alternatives which are co: ~iderably different from those in the
FSEIR will substanually reduce one or more significant effects on the envxronment

RESOLUTION

ACCORDII\GLY IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the
City and County of San Francisco that lhc Blocks 41, 42, 43, and 45 Major Phase
Submission is hercby appt oved. ~ .

APPROVED_ AS TO FORM:

o Mg Wit

Bertha A. Ontiveros
Agency General Counsel




RESOLU’I‘ION NO. 163-2005
Adopted October 18, 2005

ADOPTIN G ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND APPROVING
AMENDMENTS TO THE MAJOR PHASE FOR BLOCKS 41 - 43 IN THE
MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, PURSUANT TO
THE OWNER PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT WITH FOCIL-MB, LLC;
MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA

BASIS FOR RESGLUTION

1. On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Redevelopment Agency of
- the City and County of San Francisco (“Agency”) approved the Redevelopment

Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Plan”). On the same
date, the Agency adopted related documents, including Resolution No. 193-98
anthorizing execution of an Owner Participation Agreement (“South OPA™) and
related documents between Catellus Development Corporation, a Delaware
corporation (“Catellus”), and the Agency. The Plan and its implementing
documents, as defined in the Plan, constitute the “Plan Documents.”

2. The Plan and the Plan Documents, including the Design Review and Document
Approval Procedure, designated as Attachmiént G to the South OPA (“DRDAP”),
provide that development proposals in Mission Bay South will be reviewed and
processed in “Major Phases,” as defined in and consistent with the Plan and the
Plan Documents. Submission of design plans and documents for any specific
building (“Project”) must be consistent with the requirements established for each
Major Phase. The DRDAP sets forth the review and approval process for Major
Phases and Projects.

3. On October 10, 2000, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 199-2000,

- ——which-found-that-the-potential-envirommental-impacts-of the-Major-Phase
Application for Blocks 41 - 43 and 45 were within the scope of impacts discussed in
the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (including addenda thereto,
collectively referred to as the “FSEIR™) certified on September 17, 1998, by the
Agency (Resolution No. 182-98) and the San Francisco Planning Commission (San
Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No. 14696) and approved the Major
Phase Application for Blocks 41 - 43 and 45.

4. Catellus, the original master developer of the Mission Bay North and South
Redevelopment Project Areas, has sold most of its remaining undeveloped land in
Mission Bay to FOCIL-MB, LLC, (“FOCIL-MB™), a subsidiary of Farallon Capital
Management, L1.C, a large investment management firm. The sale encompasses
approximately 71 acres of land in Mission Bay. FOCIL-MB has assumed all of
Catellus’s obligations under the South OPA and the Owner Participation Agreement
for Mission Bay North (together the “OPAs”) as well as all responsibilities under
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the related public improvement agreements and land transfer agreements with the
City and County of San Francisco. FOCIL-MB will be bound by all terms of the’
OPAs and related agreements, including the requirements of the affordable housing
program, equal opportunity program, and design review process.

5. As penmtted under the South OPA, FOCIL-MB, sold all of Blocks 41, 42 and 43,
except for Parcel 4 (“Blocks 41 - 43”) to another developer, Alexandria Real Estate
Equities (“Developer™), which will develop the biocks. The Developer will be _
bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA. and related agreements including the
requirements of the equal opportunity program and design review process.

6. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, the Developer has
submiited a revised major phase application for Blocks 41 - 43 on August 26, 2005
and an edited major phase submittal on September 16, 2005 (together the
“Amended Major Phasc”) Block 45 is not mcluded in this Amended Major Phase.

7.. The Agency Commission previously adopted on October 4, 2005 by Resolution No.
154-2005, findings pursnant to California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™)
and the CEQA Guidelines, which findings are hereby mcorporated herein by this
reference as if fully set forth.

8. ‘The FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and a
redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. Approval of the
Amended Major Phase is an undertaking pursuant to and in furtherance of the Plan
in conformance with Section 15180 (the “Action”).

9. In accordance with the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, Agency
staff has reviewed and conmdered the Amended Major Phase as well as the FSEIR,
and otber information contained in the Agency’s files, finds them to be acceptable
and recommends approval of the Amended Major Phase for Blocks 41 - 43.

RESOLUTION

,ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and

County of San Francisco (1) that it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR and hereby
adopts the Findings set forth in Resolution No. 154-2005; and (2) that the Amended
Major Phase is hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation
Agreement with FOCIL-MB, LLC, a Deiaware limited liability company.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ales
g ncyG eral Counsel
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SAN FRANCISCO o
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

e

January 7, 2010

Mr. Charles Higueras
Department of Public Works

30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 4100
San Francisco, CA 94102

‘Re: General Plan Referrals for the Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond for
the June 2010 Ballot ‘ ‘

Dear Mr. Higueras:

The Planning Department received your requests for General Plan referrals, pursuant to Section
4.105 of the San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.52 of the Administrative Code, relating to the
“Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond” (ESER Bond), to be placed on the June 2010
bailot.

We have prepared General Plan Referral letters and consistency findings for the ESER Bond and
three specific projects identified in the proposed bond measure. Attached referrals include:

Case No. 2009.1152R: Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond

Case No. 2009.0568R: Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) seismic upgrades
Case No. 2009.1136R: Public Safety Building

Case No. 2010.0001R: Forensic Science Center

0 0 0

All projects were found to be in conformity with the General Plan. However, individual projects
for the Critical Facilities and Infrastructure portion of the bond will require additional project-
level General Plan referrals and Environmental Review as they are identified.

If you have any questions, please feel to contact me at 558-6411, or have your staff call Stephen
Shotland of my staff at 558-6308. Thank you.

Sinferely,

6hn Ratlaim
Director of Planning

www sfplanning.org
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Mr. Charles Higueras
Case No. 2009.1152R ‘
Earthquake Safety and Emurgericy Repair Bond

o Charles Higueras, Department of Public Works
Elaine Warren, City Attorney
Stephen Shotland, Planning Department
Adam Varat, Planning Department

Attachments
1. Case No. 2009.1152R: Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond
2. Case No. 2009.0568R: Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) seismic upgrad.es
3. Case No. 2009.1136R: Public Safety Building
4. Case No. 2010.0001R: Forensic Science Center

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures

Date: January 8, 2010

Case No. 2009.0568E
City and County of San Francisco Auxiliary Water Supply System

Project Title.:
‘ Seismic Upgrade

Charles Higueras, San Francisco Department of Public Works

Twin Peaks Reservoir: 2719C/011, and associated maintenance tunnels

Project $poﬁser:
Block/Lot:
within an easerent on 2721/011
Ashbury Tank site: 2655/026
Jones Street Tank site: 0220]004 and 013
Pump Statior: No. 1: 3788/006
Pump Station No. 2: 0409/002

City and County:  San Francisco

MITIGATION MEASURE(S):

Mitigation Measiure M-CP-1(a), (b), (f), (i), and (j) (Secretary of the Interior Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties)

In decbrdance with CEQA Section 15064.5(3), complying with the Sectetaty of the Interior’s Standards

Jor the Treatment of Flistoric Properties with Gruidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings) (see Standards for Rehabilitation 1-10, below) is considered sufficient to mitigate to
a level of less than significant the impact on histogical resoutces (inchading historic districts and
individually eligible resources). . ' ]

The Secretary of the Interor is responstble for establishing standards for all programs under the
departmental authosity and for advising federal agencies on the preservation of historic properties
listed on or eligible for listing on the NRHP. In partial fulfillment of this respoasibility, the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation Projects have been developed to guide work undertaken
on historic buildings.

The Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR Part 67) make up that section of the overall historic
preservation project standards and address the most prevalent treatment. Rehabilitation is defined as
“the process of returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes
possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property
which are significant to its historic, azchitectural, and cultural values.” '

TNational Pack Service, Kay I, Weeks and Anne E. Grimmer, The 5 ecrelary of the Tnteriar Standard’s for the Treatnrent of Hivteric
Properties: with Guidelines for Rebabiitating, Restoring, and Reconstrarcting Flistoric Buildings (US Department of the Intedor:
Washington, P.C.: 1995)

www.sfplanning.org
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Agreement to implement Mitigation Measures Case No. 2009.0568E
January 8, 2010 - Auxiliary Water Supply System Seismic Upgrade

The intent of the standards is to assist the long-term preservation of a property’s significance through
preservation of historic materials and features. The standards pertain to historic buildings of all
materals, construction types, sizes, and occupancy, and encompass the exterior and interior of the
buildings. They also encompass related landscape features and the building’s site and envitonment, as
well as attached, adjacent, or related new construction. '

The SFFD would implement the foﬂoudng Secretary of the Interiof’s Standards for Rehabilitation:

M-CP-1 (a)—A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in :;r_xew use that requires
minimal change to the defining charactetistics of the building and its site and environment.

M-CP-1 (b}—The historic character of a property shall be retained and pr.cscrved. The removal of
historic materials of alteration of features and spaces that charactetize the property shall be avoided.

M-CP-1 (f)—Deteriorated histotic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in
design, color, texture, and other visval qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of
missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, and pictorial evidence. -

M-CP-1 (j)—New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy
historic materials thaf charactetize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old
and be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historical
integrity of the property and its envitonment.

M-CP-1 (j)—New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such 2
manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the histotic property and its
envitonment will not be tmpacted.

As stated in the definition, the treatment “rehabilitation” assumes that at least some repair or
alteration of the historic resource will be needed to provide for an efficient contemporaty use;
however, these repairs and alterations must not damage or destroy the materials and features—
including their finishes—that are important in defining the building’s historic character.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, Document Historical Resources

The SFFD would retain a consultant to document historic resontces before any construction work
_associated with demolition ot removal of the Ashbury Tank ot construction at Pump Station No. 2.
‘The approptiate level of documentation would be selected by a qualified professional who meets the
standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR, Part 61). The documentation will
consist of the following:
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* A full set of measured dm\mngs that depict existing or historic conditions of the Ashbuty Street
tank and Pump Station No. 2;

o Digital photographs (do not have to be large-format négatives) of the interior and the exterior of
Pump Station No. 2 and the valve house at the Ashbury Tank and exterior of the Ashbury Tank.
Photographs at the Ashbury Tank will follow the HABS/HAER Photographic Specifications; and

» A history and description of Pump Station No. 2 and the Ashbury Tank. ’

The professional histotian would prepare the documentation and would submit it for review and
_ approval by the San Francisco Planning Department’s Preservation Specialist. The documentation
would be disseminated to the San Francisco Library History Room and the SFFD Headquartets.

Miﬁga—ﬁan Measure M-CP-3 (Pipe Replacement) I

As little of the aboveground pipe as possible would be replaced to reduce the impact of removal and
teplacement of original pipes to 2 less-than-significant impact. Any changes in the historic
construction method of the pipe would be documented according to HABS/HAER specifications.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4 (Protect Historic Character-Defining F. eatures)

During the project, the SFFD would protect intetior historic character-ndeﬁmng feaures, such as
) otiginal pumps, valve gate controls, and other ongmal machmery and associated piping. The plan for
interior construction would be approved by the San Francisco Planning Depattiment or the Historic
Preservation Commission.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5 (Interpretation for Educational Display)

I consultation with a qualified historian and the San Frandsco Planning Department Preservation
Specialist, the SFFD would post interpretive signs on the exterior of the Pump Station No. 2
building, as well as at Pump Station No. 1 and the Ashbury and Jones Street Tank to better inform
the public about the history and function of the AWSS and the changes that it has undergone over
the years (The Twin Peaks Reservoir is not included because it is not accessible to the public).
Furthermote, the CCSF Web site would have a link to the history of and photographic
documentation for the AWSS, lustrating the alterations that took place over time.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-6 (Pumps Preservation and Display af Pump Station No. 2)

The SFFD would implement this measure with the following details to ensure that impacts on
Pump Station No. 2 resulting from the project’s activities are mitigated to the maximum extent
possible:

e The SFFLD} would remove two of the original pumps and their associated piping and valves and
display them outside the Pump Station No. 2, in the grassy area on the east side of the building,
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This display would be included as part of the interpretive educational display as described in M-
CP-5 and serve to educate the public about the AWSS and demonstrate how this system continues
to protect and setve the citizens of San Francisco from fire for almost a century. '

"o In consultation with a qualified conservator and curator, the pumps will be installed within the
display area in a manner that minimizes their vulnerability to vandalism and detetioration and a
work plan will be developed for their continued maintenance.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-7 (Accidental Damage Measures)

The SFFD would implement the following protection measures beforehand to reduce the potential
for inadvertent damage to character-defining features of the AWSS during construction:

s Consult with the CCSF and .the San Francisco Planning Department Preservation staff about
avoiding damage to interior and extetior historic character-defining features near the
construction zope during development and implementation of construction plans and
development of procedures; i

o Establish protection procedures for intetior histofic character-defining features such as
protecting interior features against damage during project work by covering them with heavy
canvas or plastic sheets; and

_ e Provide.a project otientation for all.copstruction. workers to increase their understanding.ofand

sensitivity to the challenges of the special environment where they will be working.

e In the event that-a histotic character-defining feature is accidentally damaged during project
activities, the construction team would temporarily stabilize the feature to prevent further
damage. Once the feature is stabilized the San Francisco Planning Department would be
contacted immediately for review and approval of proposed repair work. All matetials would be
retained and repaited. All repair work would be in conformance with the Sewretary of the Interiors
Standards.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-8 (Seismic Reinforcement)

A structural engineet that meets Secretary of Interior Professional Qualification Standards would be
retained to provide consultation and oversight on a seismic reinforcement systern that minimizes
the removal and obscuring of historic fabric of Pump Station No. 2 (including spatial relationships
within the main interfor volume).

Mitigation Measure M-CP-9 (Twin Peaks Reservoir Conditions Assessment and Specification
Plan) ' ' "

A Historical Preservation Aschitect who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards would prepare 2 specification plan to ensure the following: only those
portions of the existing dividing wall that cannot be repaired are replaced; the new dividing wall be
stylistically constructed in the same manner as the existing historic wall, except for the coping which

5AN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT :

pal



Agreement to !Implement Mitigation Measures ' Case No. 2009.0568E
January 8, 2010 Auxiliary Water Supply System Seismic Upgrade

would increase in width from l14-inches to 26-inches, and the dainagéd portions of the concrete
cutb to be repaired in-kind and match the historic conditions. -

The Historical Preservation Architect would also prepare a conditions assessment report to
determine which potions of the iron fence can be retained and which portions are beyond repair.
All parts of the fence that could be repaired would be stabilized and reinstalled in their historic
locations. All parts of the fence to be replaced would be done so in kind.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-10 (Archaeological Monitoring)

Based on the reasonable potential that prehistoric archeological resources may be present within the
Pump Station No. 2 prbject site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially
significant adverse effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources.
The project sponsor shall retain the services of 2 qualified archeological consultant having expertise
in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. The archeological consultant shall
undertake an archeological monitoring program. All plans and reports prepated by the consultant as
specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall
be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Ascheological
monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measute could suspend construction of
the project for up to 2 maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of
consiruction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means
to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a){c).

Archeological monitoring program (AMP).  The atcheological monitoring program shall minimally
include the following provisions:

* The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of
the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities .commencing. The
ERO in consultation with the project archeologist shall determine what project dctivities shall be
archeologically. monitored. In most cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as demolition,
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utlities installation, foundation work, driving of piles
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because
of the potential risk these activities pose to archaeological resources and to their depositional
context;

* The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence of
the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected
resource(s), and of the appropriate prétocol in the event of apparent’ discovery of an
archeological resoutce;

* The archaeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed
upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the
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archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no effects on
significant archeological deposits;

o The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to lcoliect soil samples “and
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

o If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the
deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarly redirect
demolition/ excavation/pile driving/construction crews and heavy equipment until the deposit is

_ evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc), the archeological
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resoutce,
the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has
been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify
the ERO of the encountered atcheological deposit. The archeological consultant shall, after
making a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered
archeological deposit, present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant deterrnines that a significant
" archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed
project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

7y,

A

- Ay The -proposed-project shall-be-re-designed-so-as-to- avoid-any adverse effect - on. the Significante. o .

atcheological resource; or

B) An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that
the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that
interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

If an atcheological data recovery progtam is required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The
project archeological consultant, project sponsot, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of
the ADRP. The archeological consultant shall prepate a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to
the ERO for review and approval. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data frecovery
program will preserve the significant information the archeological resoutce is expected to contain.
That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the
expected resource, what data classes the resource js expected to possess, and how the expected
data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be
limited to the portions of the historical propety that could be adversely affected by the proposed
project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological
resources if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall inclade the following elements:

o Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedutes, and operations.
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© Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected catalogning system and artifact analysis
procedures.

® Discard and Deaccession Polic . Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and
deaccession policies. »

o Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off:site public interpretive program during the
cousse of the archeological data recovery program.

o Sewnrity Measurés. Recommended secutity measures to protect the archeological resoutce from
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities.

o Final Report. Description of propbsed report format and distribution of results.

¢ Curafion. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered
data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a
sumnary of the accession policies of the curation facilides.

Human Remains, Associated or Unassoviated Funerary Oljects. The treatment of human remains and of
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered duting any soils disturbing activity activity
shall comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, incloding immediate notification of the Coroner
of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coronet’s determination that the
human remains are Natjve American remains, noﬁﬁcation of the California State Native American

Sec 5097. 98) The archeolog1cal consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make a].l reasonable
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate digpity, human remains and
associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement
should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation,
possession, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary

objects.

Final Archeological Resonrces Report. The atcheological consultant shall submit a Draft Final
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information
that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within
the draft final report.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the
ERO copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Sutvey
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive 2 copy
of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis division of the
Planning Department shall receive three copies. of the FARR along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 sedes) and/or documentation for nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resoutces. In instances of high public
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interest ot interpretive value, the ERO may require 2 different final report content, format, and
distribution than that presented above.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-11 (Suspend Construction Work if Paleontological Resource is
Identified)

Work shall be suspended and a qualified paleontologist notified when a paleontological resource is
discovered at any of the project sites. The paleontologist shall document the discovery as needed,
shall evaluate the potential resource, and shall assess the significance of the find under CEQA
criteria. Excavation also shall be halted or diverted within 50 feet of a fossil find until the discovery is
examined by a paleontologist. If avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist shall prepare an
excavation plan.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-12 (Human Remains and Associated ‘or Unassociated Funerary
Objects) -

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered
during any soil-disturbing activity shall comply with applicable state and federal laws, including
immediate notification of the CCSF coroner, and, in the event of the coroner’s decision that the
remains are Native American, notification of the California State NAHC, who shall appoint 2 Most

e rikely Téscendane (Publ Res Code Sée 5097.98). The archactlogical consultant; the SFFD tid thie~

Most Likely Descendant shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the
appropriate dignified treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects
(CEQA. Guidelines, Sec. 15064.5[d]). The agreement should consider the approptiate excavation,
removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposifioﬁ of the human remains and
associated or unassociated funerary objects.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1 (Protection Measures for Nesting Birds) .
The following protection measures would be applied befote construction to protect nesting birds :

s If construction is scheduled to begin between March and July, a preconstruction survey for
nesting birds would be conducted by a qualified biologist at the trees on or near the five AWSS
sites to determine whether any birds are nesting in trees or shrubs at or near the project sites. If
any nests ate found, the California Department of Fish and Game would be contacted for
advice on how to protect the nesting birds until the fledglings have left the nest.

s A worker awateness progtam “would be developed and implemented to inform project wortkers
of their responsibilities regarding nestmg birds.

Mitigation Measure M—BI~2 (Tree Remov'al)

For the tree to be removed at Ashbury Tank, the following measures would be implemented to
reduce impacts on nesting birds: '

e The SFFD would remove the tree before the nesting season to discourage its use for nesting.
SAN FRANCISCO . 8 .
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Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 (Site Health and Safety Plan)

For all project sites requiring excavation, the SFFD would prepare a site health and safety plan
identifying the chemicals present, potential health and safety hazards, monitoring to be performed
during site activities, soils handling methods required to minimize the potental for exposure to
hatmful levels of any chemicals identified in the soil, appropnate personal protective equipment, and
emergency response procedures.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2 (Materials Disposal Plan)

The SFFD would require the contractor to prepare a materials disposal plan that specifies the
disposal method and the approved disposal site for the soil. In addition, the SFFD would provide
written documentation that the disposal site would accept the waste.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-3 (Hazardous Buiiding Materials Surveys and Abatement)

For the project activities involving demolition or renovation of existing structures at the five AWSS
sites, the SFFD would retain a registered environmental assessor or a registered engineer to perform a
hazardous building materials survey for each structure before demolition or renovation activities, If
any friable asbestos-containing materials, lead-containing ratesials, or hazardous sites of building
matetials are identified, abatement practices, as requited by California Air Resources Board and
California Health and Safety Code, Section 19827.5, and Title 8 of the California’Code of Regulaiiohs’.

Sections 341.6 through 341.14 sand 1529., such as containment and/ or ;:,emoval, Would be
. .dmplemented hefore and diiring demolition.ot renovation...

e S+ 4 <o ¢ e ete e s

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4 (Database Search)

A qualified environmental professional would conduct any necessary site assessment. The site
assessment would include a regulatory database review to identify permitted hazardous materials and
environmental cases in the vicinity of each project no more than three months before construction,
and a review of appropriate standard information sources to determine the potential for soil or
groundwater contamination to- occur. Follow-up sampling would be-conducted as necessary to
characterize soil and groundwater quality before construction and, if needed, site investigations or
remedial activities would be performed in accordance with applicable laws. The environmental
professional would prepare a report documenting the activities performed, summarize the results and
make recommendations for appropriate handling of any contaminated materials during construction.

Mitigation Measare M-HZ-5 (Contingency Plan)
A contingency plan would be prepared identifying measures to be taken should unanticipated
contamination be identified during construction. The SFFD would conduct asbestos and lead
abatement in accordance with established regulations.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-6 (Coordination with Property Owners and Regulatory Agencies)

Based on regulatory agency file reviews, the SFFD would assess the potential to encounter
unacceptable levels of hazardous materals, for construction activities to cause groundwater plume
migration or interfere with ongoing remediation. Should the review indicate that the project could
encounter unacceptable levels of hazardous materials or interfere with remediation, the SFFD would
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contact the responsible regulatoty agency to determine appropriate construction modifications or

remediation necessary to avoid adverse impacts duting construction and operation of the project.
Construction  modifications would be designed. to reduce groundwater plume migration or

interference with the remediation; alternatively, modifications would be tmade to the remediation

activities during construction to reduce interference with remediation activities to avoid encountedng

unacceptable levels of hazardous materials. The SFFD would implement the requirements of the

responsible regulatory agency.

Mitigation Measure M-HZ-7 ( Neighborkdod Notice)

The SFFD would provide reasonable advance notification to the businesses, owners and residents of
adjacent areas, and schools within one-quarter mile of each of the five AWSS sites that could be
affected by the proposed project, about the nature, extent and duration of construction activities.
Intetim updates should be provided to such neighbors to inform them of the status of the
construction.

I agree to implement the above mitigation measure(s) as a condition of project approval.

Date
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December 29, 2009

Mr. Frank Filice

Manager of Capital Planning

San Francisco Department of Public Works
30 Van Ness, 5" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Case No. 2009.0568R _
Auxiliary Water Supply System {"AWSS”) Seismic Upgrade

Dear Mr. Filice,

On August 20, 2009, the Department received your request for a General Plan Referral as required by
Section 4.105 of the Charter and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative Code of the City and County of
San Francisco. The Department finds that the proposed Auxiliary Water Supply System (“AWSS”)
Seismic Upgrade (“Project”} is, on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as described in the
attached staff report. '

“TheProject proposes to ma'ké"sei'smi'c'ﬂ‘;fgfﬁd‘e‘éfi&ra‘d—"O'peratio‘nai‘impmvements tothefolowingfive - - - o oo

AWSS components to preserve capacity and to assure reliable service after an earthquake:

1. Twin Peaks Reservoir. Rebuiid the reservoir divider wall, repair the reservoir liner, replace

key mechanical equipment, and repair and restore walls and fences surrounding the
reservoir;

2.. Ashbury Tank. Replace the water tank, remove an existing tree in the back of the property
and repair an existing retaining wall damaged by that tree, and repair or restore specific
mechanical equipment; ‘ R

3. Jones Street Tank. Seismically retrofit the existing concrete tank, repair the roof of the valve
house, and repair or replace specific piping and mechanical systems;

4. Pump Station No. 1. Improve the ventilation system, flooring, and specific mechanical
systems;

5. Pump'Station No. 2. Rebuild the pump station into a modern, state-of-the-art facility within
the existing building sheil.

With the exception of Pump Station No. 2, the proposed projects are on existing City Rights of Way
and City owned property. A 1911 agreement between the US Army and the City and County of San
Francisco authorized the construction of the Pump Station No. 2 water supply tunnel. All historic
preservation issues and required mitigations relating to the above five projects were analyzed and
documented in the CEQA Negative Declaration, case number 2009 0568E.
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The Planning Department issued a Negative Declaration, case number 2009.0568E, on December 10,
2009, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code
§§ 21000 et seq.).

As described above, the project is on balance in conformity with the San Francisco General Plaﬁ, as
detailed in the attached Case Report {(Attachment 1). The Project is also consistent with Planning
Code Section 101.1(b) General Plan Priority Policies, included as Attachment 2.

Planning Director

Attachments:
1. Case Report
2. Planning Code Section 101.1 Policies

e APower,PD

IACitywide\ Geweral Phue\ General Plan Referrals \REFERRALN Andres\ 2009 U568R AWSS Scismic & Systenr Upgrades doc
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Attachment 1
General Plan Case Report

Case No. 2009.0568R
Avxiliary Water Supp!y Systern {"AWSS”} Seismic Upgrade

Staff Reviewer: Andres Power

Note: General Plan Objectives and Policies are in bold font; General Plan text is in regular font, and
staff cornments are in ifalic font.

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE?2

REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY, MINIMIZE
PROPERTY DAMAGE AND RESULTING SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC
DISLOCATIONS RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS.

Policy 2.1
Assure that new construction meets current structural and life safety standards.
.- The AWSS upgrades. will be constructed to current applicable codes and standards,

Pohcy 2.7
Abate structaral and non-structural hazards in Clty-cwned structures.

Policy 2.10
Identify and replace vulnerable and critical lifelines in high-risk areas.
The AWSS improvements will ensure a secondary water supply in the event of an emergency.

Policy 3.6

Maintain and expand the city’s fire prevention and fire fighting capability with adequate
personnel and training. Assure the provision of adequate water for fighting fires.

The AWSS improvements will ensure a secondary water supply in the cvent of an emergency.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 5
ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE
PRESENT AND FUTURE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO.

Policy 5.1
Maintain an adequate water distribution system within San Francisco.
The AWSS improvements will help maintain adequate water supply in the cvent of an emergency.
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Policy 5.5

Improve and extend the Auxiliary Water Supply system of the Fire Department for more effective

fire fighting.

The proposed project improves the functionality of the AWSS system.
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Attachment 2
Planning Code Sec. 101.1(b) Priority Policies

Case No. 2009.0568R
Auxiliary Water Supply System Seismic Upgrade

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

1 The project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities
for employment in or ownership of such businesses.

2. The project would have no adverse effect on the City’s housing stock or on neighborhood
character.

3. The project would have no adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing,

4. The project would not result in commuter traffic impeding Muni transit service or overburdening
the streets or neighborhood parking.

S. The project would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors or future opportunities for
resident employment or ownership in these sectors. :

6. The project would improve the facility’s preparedness against injury and loss of life in an
‘,‘-'.-,.Qar.thquake_ L ETE e s e 4 e e v oot s et R o E P b s i e e iname ety ae s g et sree

7. The project would have no adverse effect on landmarks or historic buildings.

8. The project would have no adverse effect on parks and open space or their access to sunlight and
vistas. :

E\Citywide \General Plan\General Plan Referrals \REFERRALN Andres\2009.0568R AWSS Seismie & System
Upgrades.doc
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January 7, 2010

Mr. Charles Higueras
Department of Public Works

30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 4100
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:

Case No. 2009.1152R
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond for the june 2010 Ballot

Dear Mr. Higueras:

This is in response to a request for a General Plan Referral you submitted to the Department on
behalf of the Department of Public Works on December 28, 2009 pursuant to Section 4.105 of the
San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.52 of the Administrative Code. The requested referral is in
regards to the proposed "Earthﬁuake Safety and Emergency Response Bond,” (ESER Bond) to be
placed on the June 2010 ballot.

~-If-authorized by-the Board- of Supervisors to. be placed.on the June 2010 ballot and approved by .. wvooomnio s

the voters, the proposed ESER Bond would establish a funding mechanism for certain types of
future projects and would allow development of three speciic projects:

1.

Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) seismic upgrades: This project would improve
and seismically upgrade two pump stations, two storage tanks, and the reservoir of the
AWSS, The AWSS is used throughout the year for the suppression of multiple-alarm fires.
It provides an additional layer of fire protection for the domestic water system in the
event of a major earthquake.

Critical Facilities and Infrastructure: The bond would provide a funding mechanism for
new and improved critical facilities and infrastructure for earthquake safety throughout
the city including but not be limited to neighborhood fire and police stations, and cisterns,
pipes and tunnels for the water systems for firefighting. Actual projects to be constructed
with these bond funds would be identified at a later time.

Public Safety Building: This project would construct an approximately 32{) 200 square
foot new building that would include a police station, a police command center
headquarters, a fire station, and parking to support all three uses and an adaptive reuse of
Fire House #30 to provide for multi-use by the fire and pohce departments and the
community. :

Forensic Science Center: This project would include acquisition (lease with an option to
purchase the property) and the construction of 2 new facility of approximately 260,000

square feet, sufficient to co-locate the Office of Chief Medical Examiner and the police
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Mr. Charles Higueras
Case No, 2009.1152R
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Repair Bond

Forensic Services Division. These city agencies are respectively involved with the
investigation of deaths and crime incidents, and frequently coordinate and collaborate on
CIrOSS-OVET Cases.

The three specific projects identified above and proposed to be funded with the bond funds are
not analyzed in this Referral. Project-level General Plan Referral applications have been
separately submitted to the Planning Department regarding the Auxiliary Water Supply System
(AWSS) seismic upgrades (Case No. 2009.0568R), the Public Safety Bu:ld}ng (Case No.
. 2009.1136R); and the Forensic Science Center (Case No. 2010.0001R). The Elanning Department
has found these projects to be in conformity with the General Plan. This referral adWes the 4
" remaining funding of the ESER Bond (Critical Facilities and Infrastructure). Future identjfied
projects that are developed with these bond funds will require individual project-level General
Plan Referrals as appropriate per Section 4.105 of the San Francisco Charter and Section 2A 53 of
the Administrative Code. Future identified projects may also require Environmental Review and
other discretionary actions by the Planning Department.

When specific project(s) are designed for the Critical Facilities and Infrastructure portion of the
_bond, the Department of Public Works (or other sponsoring Department) should submita General
Plan Referral application on the specific project(s) to the Planning Department, prior to
consideration of and approval of individual projects. We request that the sponsoring City
Departments confer with the Planning Department to determine whether individual projects

- funded by the G.O. Bond are subject to a General Plan Referral, Environmental Review, 0rOotier . oot s concecgon

discretionary action by the Planning Department.  Any réquired General Plan Referral
applications should be submitted early in the approval process, providing adequate time for
Department review, consistent with Section 2A.53 of the Administrative Code.

Environmental Review

The Major Environmental Analysis Division of the Planning Department has determined that the
Critical Facilities and Infrastructure portion of the bond measure is Not a Project according to
CEQA Section 21065 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c}(3) and 15378(b). This is because this
component does not involve any sufficiently specific activity that would resuit in a physical
change to the environment but instead involves the “creation of government funding mechanisms
or other government fiscal activities which do not invalve any commitment to any specific project
which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment” The use of
these ESER Bond proceeds in the future to finance any individual projects or portion of any
project will be subject to CEQA review prior to City approval of such projects.

Planning Code Section 101.1 Policies

The proposed ESER Bond has been reviewed for consistency with the Eight Priority Policies of the
Planning Code Section 101.1 and the findings are included as Attachment 2.

SAN FRANGISCO
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Mr. Charles Higueras
Case No. 2009.1152R
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Repair Bond

The proposed ESER Bond is, on balance, in conformity with the General Plan. Hdwever,
individual projects for the Critical Facilities and Infrastructure portion of the bond will require
additional project-fevel General Plan referrals and Environmental Review.

If you have any questions, please feel to contact me at 558-6411, or have your staff call Adam
Varat of my staff at 558-6405. Thank you.

Sincerely,

n Rahaim
Director of Planning

c Charles Higueras, Department of Public Works
Elaine Warren, Clity Attorney
Stephen Shotland, Planning Department
Adam Varat, Planning Department

Attachments
1. Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond Project Description

- o Bight Pricrity Policies Findings: Platning Code SectoreT0L1 - i v s s s i

3. General Plan case report
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Mr. Charles Higueras
Case No. 2009.1152R
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Repair Bond

Attachment 2

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) Findings

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes the following eight priority plannirg policies
and requires review of permits for consistency with said policies. The Project and this
General Plan Referral application are consistent / inconsistent with each of these policies
as follows: -

That Existing Neighborhood-Serving Retail Uses Be Preserved and Enhanced and Future
Opportunities for Resident Employment in and Ownership of Such Businesses Enhanced

This project does not affect existing neighborhood-serving refail uses or future. opportunities for
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses.

That Existing Housing And Neighborhood Character Be Conserved And Protected In
Order To Preserve The Cultural And Economic Diversity Of Our Neighborhoods

~This project.does not.affect existing housing.or.neighborhood character ... i et e i

That The City's Supply Of Affordable Housing Be Preserved And Enhanced

This project does not affect the city’s supply of affordable housing.

That Commuter Traffic Not Impede Muni Transit Service Or Overburden Our Streets Or
Neighborhood Parking

. This project would have a minimal effect on Muni transit service due fo inereased ridership from
people using the new public buildings. '

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

This project does not affect industrial and service sector employment. The project would likely
resulb It new jobs in the construction and building sectors.

That The City Achieve the Greatest Possible Preparedness to Protect Against Injury And

Loss of Life in an Earthquake

SAN FRANGISCD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Mr. Charles Higueras
Case No. 2009.1152R
- Earthquake Safety and Emergency Repair Bond

This project would make seisntic improvements to existing z’nfms!n‘:cture and would create new
public safety buildings in accordance with appliceble building codes; hence, the project would
* improve preparedness for earthquakes. C

That Landmarks And Historic Buildings Be Preserved

This project does not affect landniarks and historic buildings..

That Qur Parks And Open Space And Their Access To Sunlight And Vistas Be Protected
From Development '

This project does net affect parks and open space.

SAN FRANGISTD
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Mr. Charles Higuerds '
Case No. 2009.1152R
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Repair Bond

Attachment 3

GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL - Case Report

Case Number: 2009.1152 R
Farthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond

Location, Description:  This General Plan Referral regards a proposal by the Department
of Public Works to place a bond measure on the June 2010 baliot to enhance earthquake
safety and emergency response. The bond measure would provide funding for projects
including Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) seismic upgrades, Critical Facilities
and Infrastructure, a Public Safety Building, and a Forensic Science Center.

Staff Reviewer: Adam Varat Date: January 7, 2010

General Plan Objectives and Policies concerning the project are in bold font, and General
Plan text is in regular font. Staff comments are in italic font.

| Community Safety Element

OBJECTIVE1 |
IMPROVE THE COORDINATION OF CITY PROGRAMS THAT MITIGATE PHYSICAL

HAZARDS, HELP INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS PREPARE FOR AND RESPOND s o v

TO DISASTERS, AND RECOVER FROM THE IMPACTS OF DISASTERS

POLICY 1.1
Improve the coordination of disaster-related programs within City departments.

Discussion; The proposed bond measure would provide funding for seismic upgrades and wew infrastructitre
for public safety and etnergency services, which would enable greater coordination of the City's emergency
serpices.

OBJECTIVE2 _
REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY,
MINIMIZE PROPERTY DAMAGE AND RESULTING SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND
ECONOMIC DISLOCATIONS RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS.

POLICY 2.1 ,
Asstere that new construction meets current structnral and life safety standards,

POLICY 2.7 ‘ :
Abate structural and non-structural hazards in City-owned structures.

POLICY 2.10
Tdentify and replace vulnerable and critical lifelines in high-risk arcas.

. BAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEFARTMENT
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Mr. Charles Higueras
Case No. 2009.1152R
Earthquake Safety did Emergency Repair Bond

The Water Department and the Department of Public Works have ongoing programs to replace
vulnerable water mains and sewers and to improve performance of the systems during
earthquakes by including system segmentation, safety shut-off systems and redundant back-up
systems or other methods of reducing damage and providing alternative sources of service. Pacific
Gas and Electricity has an ongoing program, with the goal of reducing the vuinerab;hty of the
regional gas and electric networks to earthquakes by the year 2000. Caltrans has bridge and .
highway retrofit programs underway. Lifelinc work may present opportunities to coordinate
construction activities. If coordination is possible, it should be vigorously pursued.

Discussion; The proposed bond measure would provide funding for seismic upgrades to the City's critical
water infrastructure.

OBJECTIVE 3

ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY FROM DISASTERS THROUGH
EFFECTIVE EMERGENCY RESPONSE. PROVIDE PUBLIC EDUCATION AND TRAINING
ABOUT EARTHQUAKES AND OTHER NATURAL DISASTERS AND HOW INDIVIDUALS,
BUSINESSES AND COMMUNITIES CAN REDUCE THE IMPACTS OF DISASTERS.

2

POLICY 3.6
Maintain and expand the city's five prevention and fire fighting capability with adequate
persounel and training. Assure the provision of adequate water for fighting fires,

Discussion: The proposed bond measure would provide funding for seismic upgrades and new
infrastructure for public safety and emergency services, thercby improving the City's fire
prevention and fire fighting capability and assuring an adequate water supply to fight fires.

Environmental Protection Element

OBJECTIVE 5
ASSURE A PERMANENT AND ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF FRESH WATER TO MEET THE
PRESENT AND FUTURE NEEDS OF SAN FRANCISCO.

POLICY 5.5
Improve and extemd the Auxiliary Water Supply system of the Fire Department for more effective
fire fighting.

The Fire Department maintains and operates the Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWS5), a water
storage and distribution network that supplements the hydrants connected to the regular water
distribution lines. The AWSS presently serves those areas of San Francisco most intensively
developed. A recent public referendum authorized a bond issue to extend this system to the
remainder of the city, and to modernize certain of its components, Recommendations to remedy
system deficiencies should be implemented as soon as is feasible.

SAN FRANGISCO
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Mr. Charles Higueras
Case No. 2009.31152R
Earthguake Safety and Emergency Repair.Bond

It is incumbent upon the City and County of San Francisco to undertake long-term planning for
emergency preparedness. Planned expansions and improvements to the AWSS would improve
the City's preparedness to meet potential fire disasters.

Discussion: The proposed bond measure would provide funding for seismic upgrades to the City's Auxiliary
Water Supply System (AWSS). '

Community Facilities Element

OBJECTIVE 1 ‘ :

DISTRIBUTE, LOCATE, AND DESIGN POLICE FACILITIES IN A MANNER THAT WILL
 ENHANCE THE EFFECTIVE, EFFICIENT AND RESPONSIVE PERFORMANCE OF POLICE
FUNCTIONS.

POLICY 1.1
Locate police functions that are best conducted on a centralized basis in a police headquarters
building. '

POLICY 1.3

Enhance closer policelconumunity interaction through the decentralization of police services that
need not be centralized.
POLICY 1.7

Combine police facilities with other public nses whenever multi-use facilities support planuing
goals, fulfill neighborhood needs, and meet police service needs.

Discussion: The proposed bond measure would provide funding seismic upgrades and new
infrastructure for public safety and emergency services, which would enhance the performance and
efficiency of public safety agencies.

In summary, the proposéd ESER Bond is, on balance, in conformity with the General Plan.

However, individual projects for the Critical Facilities and Infrastructure portion of the bond
will require project-level General Plan referrals and Environmental Review.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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- Project Descripﬁon for

The Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond

The Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond will provide funding to
construct, improve and rehabilitate facilities in San Francisco that provide for public
safety and emergency response. ' ‘ :

{

"SAN FRANCISCO EARTHQUAKE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE BOND,
2010. To safeguard and enhance San Francisco's earthquake safety and emergency
‘responsiveness by constructing, acquiring, improving and retrofitting critical San
Francisco facilities and infrastructure, including but not limited to the water system for
firefighting, neighborhood fire and police stations, police command center, Crime Lab,
and Medical Examiner and to pay related costs necessary or convenient for the
foregoing purposes.”

The proposed program can be summarized as follows:

A AUXILIARY WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM. A portion of the Bond shal be
allocated to the renovation and seismic upgrading of Auxiliary Water Supply System
(the "AWSS™"). The proposed project is to improve and seismically upgrade two pump
stations, two storage tanks, and the reservoir of the AWSS. The AWSS is dedicated to
~ the suppression of multiple-alarm fires. It provides an additional water supply for the
city, exclusively for firefighting and critical to the suppression of large fires occurring as
a result of a major earthquake. -

The project objectives are to make seismic and operational improvements to the
* following five AWSS components to preserve capacity and to assure a reliable service
life of at least 50 years, unless otherwise noted:
1- Twin Peaks Reservoir: Rebuild the reservoir divider wall, repair the
reservoir liner, and replace key mechanical equipment,
2- Ashbury Tank: Replace the tank and specific mechanical equipment;
3- Jones Street Tank: Seismically retrofit the existing concrete tank and
replace all piping and mechanical systems;
4- Pump Station No.1: Improve the operation and extend the life of the
existing pump station; and -
" 5- Pump Station No.2: Rebuild the pump station into a modern, state-of-the-
art facility within the existing building shell.
CEQA Determination - Negative Declaration 2009.0568E and General Plan Referral
2009.0568R have been issued for this project :

B. CRITICAL FIREFIGHTING FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE. A

portion of the Bond shall be allocated to the construction, acquisition, improvement,
retrofitting and completion of critical facilities and infrastructure for earthquake safety not

11672010
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otherwise specifically enumerated {(in the bond ordmance) including without limitation,
neighborhood fire stations, and such facilities as cisterns, pipes and tunnels for the
water system for firefighting. No specific facilities have been identified and the bond is a
financing mechanism for such improvements'

C. PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING A portion of the Bond shall be allocated to
construct in Mission Bay (1) a Public Safety Building consisting of a new police
department command center, a southern district police station, and a neighborhood fire
station in a seismically secure facility to serve Mission Bay to accommodate safety
needs in a growing community. The proposed project of approximately 320,200 square
feet would include, a police station, a police command center headquarters, a fire
station, and parking to support all three and an adaptive reuse of Fire House #30 to
provide for multi-use by the fire and police departments and the community.

~ D. FORENSIC SCIENCES CENTER. A portion of the Bond shall be allocated to
acquire the property and the development rights to construct a new seismically secure
Forensic Sciences Center in Mission Bay to consolidate the Office of the Chief Medical
Examiner and the Police Department's Forensic Services Division. The proposed
project is to build a new facility of approximately 260,000 square feet and improve an
appropriate area sufficient to co-locate the Office of Chief Medical Examiner and the
. police Forensic Services Division. These city agencies are respectively involved with the
investigation of deaths and crime incidents, and frequently coordinate and collaborate
On Cross-over cases.

Budget For ESER Bond Elements T

Forensic Sciences Center ' 238,600,000
Pubiic Safety Building* 236,100,060
Critical Facilities and Infrastructure 430,000,000
AWSS Total . | . 36,400,000
ESER Capital Improvements Total 641,100,000
Bond Oversight ' 652,070
Bond Financing Costs : 10,317,930
BOND TOTAL -

* Includes Missicn Bay Fire Station 652,070,000

1612010

Page 2 0f 2

37



w

AN FRANC!SCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

v

1850 Mission 5t.
Suite 400

‘ San Francisco,
January 7, 2010 CA 94103-2479

Receplion:
415.558.6378

* Mr. Charles Higueras _ Fax:
Department of Public Works | 415.558.6409
30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 4100 ‘

San Francisco, CA 94102 Planning

Information;
415.558.6377

Re: Case No. 2010.0001R
1600-1670 Owens Street (AB 8709 lot (20)
Proposed purchaée the property at 1600 -1670 Owens Street in Mission Bay for use by the
Office of the Chief Medica! Examiner and the Forensic Science Division of the San
Francisco Police Department.

Dear Mr, Higueras,

The Department received your request on 10/23/2008 for 2 General Plan Referral as requiréd by
Section 4.105 of the San Francisco Charter, and Section 2A.53 of the S5an Francisco Administrative
Code. The Project is the proposed purchase the property at 1600-1670 Owens Street in Mission Bay
for use by the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner and the Forensic Science Division of the San -
Francisco Police Department. '

S~

Project Description

The project is pursuant to the Medical Examiner achieving accreditation by the American Board of
Forensic Toxicology, as required by California Senate Bill 1623; and the necessity of the San
Francisco Police Department’s Forensic Science Division to vacate the portion of its operations
now located at Building 606 in the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard and the efficiency of
consolidating its operations in a single location. The property at 1600-70 Owens Street provides:
the opportunity to consolidate the Forensic Science Division’s operations — now housed both at
Building 606 in Hunters Point and at the FHall of Justice -ina single location.

This project would include acquisition and the construction of a new facility of approximately
260,000 square feet, sufficient to co-locate the Office of Chief Medical Examiner and the police

” Forensic Services Division. These city agencies are respectively involved with the investigation of
deaths and crime incidents, and frequently coordinate and coilabbrate O Cros5-OVer ¢ases.

Together, the Medical Examiner and the Forensic Science Division would occupy floors 1 through
6 ~ approximately 150,000 s.f. - of the 10-story building under a purchase agreement.

www sfplanning.org \
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Case No. 2008.1214R

1600 Owens Street {AB 8709 Lot 020) ]
. Proposed Lease to_purchase of Property for Office of the Medical Examiner and the SFPD Forensic Scicnce

Division

The proposed purchase action would be, on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as
described in a Case Report {Attachment 1}, ’

* The project i$ located in Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. Prior to this action, the City and
County of San Francisco took several actions related to the Redevelopment Area. They include: ‘

1. San Francisco Planning Commission by Resolution No. 14696 certified the Final
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Mission Bay North and South
Redevelopment Plans ("FSEIR"). On Odtober 19; 1998 »

'3
I

2. The Planning Commission Adopted CEQA Findings for the Mission Bay North and South
Redevelopment Plans in Planning Case No. 1996.771EMTZR, by Planning Commission
Res. 14697 on 9/17/1998.

3. The Planning Commission found the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay Nerth and
South Redevelopment Plans in conformity with the General Plan, as revised, and
consistent with Planning Code Section 101.1, in Planning Case No. 1996.771EMTZR, by
Planning Commission Res. 14699 and Res. 14702 on %/17/1998.

4. The Board of Supervisors approved and adopted the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission
Bay South Redevelopment Project on November 2, 1998 by Ordinance No. 335-98.

The Redevelopment Agency Commission by Resolution No. 199-2000, Resolution No. 163-2605
and Resolution No. 149-2006 approved a Major Phase, Revised Major Phase and Basic Concept
and Schematic Design, respectively, for development of Blocks 43-44 in Mission Bay, which area
includes 1600 and 1670 Owens Street. The Redevelopment Agency has determined that the
proposed Forensic Science Center at 1600-1670 Owens Street is a permitted use at this location in
the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. See SFRA letter, Attachment 3.

Environmental Review

The Department has determined that the Forensic Sciences Center proposed at 1600 -1670 Owens
Street, also known as Parcel 3 and 4 of Blocks 41-43 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan
Area is consistent with previous CEQA Actions. Namely, the Redevelopment Agency
Commission by Resolution No. 199-2000 and Resclution No, 163-2005, adopted CEQA Findings
and approved a Major Phase and a Revised Major Phase submission for Blocks 41-43, finding the
proposed Major Phase development and Revised Major Phase development as within the scope of-
impacts analyzed in the FSEIR. The Redevelopment Agency Commission by Resolution No. 149-
2006 approved a combined basic concept and schematic design for a proposed project containing
laboratory, office, retail and ancillary uses, finding the basic concept and schematic design within
the scope of the project analyzed in the FSEIR. The Planning Department by this reference
incorporates these prior findings and adopts these findings as its own.

SAN FRANCISGE -
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2
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Case No. 2008.1214R
* 1600 Owens Street (AB 8709 Lot 020)

Proposed. Lease to purchase of Property for Office of the Medical Examiner and the SFPD Forensic Science

Division

Planning Code Section 101.1 Policies

The proposed purchase action for the Forensi¢ Science Center has been reviewed for consistency
with the Eight Priority Policies of the Planning Code Section 101.1 and the findings are included
as Attachment 2.

The proposed ESER Bond is, on balance, in conformity with the General Plan.

If you have any questions, please feel to contact me at 558-6411, or have your staff call Adam
Varat of my staff at 558-6405. Thank you.

Singerely,

n Rahaim
Director of Planning

oc: Charles Higueras, Department of Public Works
Elaine Warren, City Attorney
_Stephen Shotland, Planning Department =~
Adam Varat, Planning Départmeni " R o

Attachments:
1. General Plan Case Report
2. EightPriority Policies Findings — Planning Code Section 101.1
3. Mission Bay consistency findings

A Cityrvide\ Genvral Plar\General Plan Refirrals\2008\2008.1214R 1600 Owens Streel Purchase doe
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Case No. 2008.1214R

1600 Owens Street (AB 8709 Lot 020) : :
Proposed Lease to purchase of Property for Offtce af the Mﬂdical Exammcr and the SFPD Forensic Science
" Division Co

"Attachment 1
Case Report

Case No. 2010.0001R

1600 Owens Street (AB 8709 Lot 020)

Proposed Purchase of Properry for Office of the Medical Examiner and the SFPD Forensic Science
Division

Staff reviewer: Adam Varat
Date: 1/07/2010

General Plan Policy Findings
Note: General Plan Objectives are in BOLD CAPS, and Policies are in bold font,
' General Plan text is in regular font, and staff comments are in italic font.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT |

OBJECTIVE9 .
ASSURE THAT INSTITUTIONAL USES ARE LOCATED IN A MANNER THAT WILL
ENHANCE THEIR EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE USE.

California Senate Bill 1623 requires that the Medical Examiner achieve accreditation by the American Board
of Forensic Toxicology. A move from its current location at the Hall of Justice lo a sife with the physical
amenities of 1600 Owens Street is necessary to receive such accreditation. The San Francisco Police
Department's Forensic Science Division must vacate the portion of its operation that is now housed in
Building 606 in the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. The property at 1600 Orwens Street accommodates this
necessary relocation and allows Forensic Science Division o conselidate it operations at both Building 606
and at the Hall of Justice into a single location.

The Project is _XX_  inconformity not in conformity with the General Plan
SAN FRANCISCS .
PLANMNING DEPARTMENT 4
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Case No. 2008,1214R
1600 Owens Street (AB 8709 Lot 020}

: Proposed Lease to.purchase of Property for Office of the Medical Examiner and the SFPD Forensic Science

Division

Attachment 2
Planning Code Section 101.1{b) Priority Policies Findings

Case No. 2010.0001R :

1600 Owens Street (AB 8709 Lot 020)

Proposed purchase of Property for Office of the Medical Examiner and the SFPD Forensic Science
Division <

The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They shall be included in the
preamble to the General Plan and shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the
General Plan are resolved:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and
future opportunities for rcsxdent employment in and ownership of such businesses
. enhanced;
The Project is not in conflict with this policy.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;
The Pro]ect is not in conﬂtct w:th th:q pohcy

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
The Project is not in conflict with this policy.

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit services or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking;
The Project is not in conflict with this policy.

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 Project is not in conflict with this policy.

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

The Project is not in conflict with this policy.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and
The Project is not in conflict with this policy.

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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTEMENT 5
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Case No. 2008.1214R
1600 Owens Street (AD B709 Lot 020}

Proposed Lease to purchaso nf ?mperty fm’ Ofﬁce of the Medlcai Exammer and t}‘m SFPD Eoreus:c Science
"Division

The Project is not in conflict with this policy.

SAN FRANCISCD
PLANNING DEPARTIVENT 6
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San E;.ancism GAVIN NEWSDM, Mayor -
Ee,dqvelapmem Agency Raman E. Romeso, President
Rick Swig. Vige President
Co - v L?ndan Breed .. - -
Dne South Van Ness Avenue tinda A Cheu /
San Francisco, CA 94103 Frantee Covinglon s\
Leray King
Erarshan Singh
415,740,2409 fred Blackwel, Executive Director -
December 22, 2009 ' ) 126-66.09-150

Charles A. Higueras, AIA, Project Manager
DPW/PMB

30 Van Ness Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  REVISED Consistency Findings for the acquisition of the property and the
developments rights to construct a new facility at 1600 Owens in Mission Bay
South Redevelopment Area (Parcel 4 of Blocks 41-43), and the purchase of a
tenancy-in-conmon interest in the 1670 Owens parking garage (Parcel 3 of
Blocks 41-43), to allow for the relocation of the Office of Chief Medical
‘Examiner and the Forensic Sciences Division of the San Francisco Police

Department

This letter replaces the original consistency findings prepared for this project, dated
December 16, 2000.

. The City and County of San Francisco is proposing fo acquire the property and the . .
developments rights to constrict a new facility at Parcel 4 of Blocks 41-43 in Mission
Bay South to allow for the relocation of the Office of Chief Medical Examiner and
Forensic Sciences Division of the San Francisco Police Department to the site. These
city agencies are respectively involved with the investigation of deaths and crime
incidents, and frequently coordinate and collaborate on cross-over cases. Parking spaces
for the building would be located in the existing parking garage located on Parcel 3 of
Blocks 41-43 through the purchase of a tenancy-in-comrmon interest in the garage.

N

The development of Parcel 4 of Blocks 41-43 would be subject to the Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Plan, the Mission Bay South Design for Developnient, and all other
supporting documents, and would have to comply with the mitigation measures contained
in the 1998 Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report,

Parcel 4 of Blocks 41-43 is within the Commercial Industrial land use district of the
Redevelopment Area, as described in the Missiont Bay South Redevelopment Plan. In
this land use category, “manufacturing” uses, including “medical research and bio-
technical research facilities” and “experimental laboratories™ are permitted as a principle
use, as listed under Section 302.3(A). Based on the description of the proposed uses
related to the Office of Chief Medical Examiner and the Forensic Sciences Division, the
uses are consistent with a “manufacturing” use and are an allowable use under the
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.
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In addition, the Option Term Sheet, dated December 11, 2009, for the purchase of 1600
Owens and a portion of 1670 Owens by the City and County of San Francisco
specifically states that: the “City acknowledges that among the other items, the Mission
Bay Restrictions rcqulre payment of ad valorem taxes, potential Community Facility
District (“CFD”)'and other taxes and fees as if the City were an entity not exempt from
such taxation.” Since the City has agreed to pay taxes as though it were not a tax exempt
entity, the purchase of the property by the City would not affect the ability of the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency or the Master Developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, to
implement the Redevelopment Plan, including construction of affordable housing and
infrastructure, through the use of funds collected from property and special taxes.

Sincerely,

Catherine Reilly
Acting Project Manager
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-]anuary 7, 2010

Mr. John Updike

Assistant Director of Real Estate
25 Van Ness Avenue Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Case No. 2009.1136R
Proposed Public Safety Building located at Third
Streef and Mission Rock Street, Former AB 8720,
Lot 002, AB 8719, lot 002 portion and portion of
(vacated) 4t Street right-of-way, also known as ‘
Block 8 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area

Dear Mr. Updike,

We are in receipt of your letter dated December 7%, 2009, as revised on December 15,

2009, ‘requesting: that the Planning Department consider-a General Plan. Referrako......ooomomn

application for a Public Safety Building, proposed for a site located at Third Street and
Mission Rock Street (former AB 8720, lot 002, AB 8719, lot 002 (portion) and a portion of
the 4tk Street right-of-way (now vacated). The site is also known as Block 8 of the Mission
Bay South Redevelopment Area. The submittal is pursuant to Section 4.105 of the
Charter of the City and County of San Ffancisco and Section 2A.53 of the Administrative
code establish requirements for General Plan Referrals to the Planning Department. Use
of the site for construction of a Public Safety Building, is, on balance, in conformity with
the General Plan, as described in the Case Report, included as Attachment 1. The
Project is also consistent with Planning Code Section 101.1(b) General Plan Priority
Policies, included as Attachment 2. :

The property, approximately 66,000 square feet in size, is owned by the City and County
of San Francisco. The proposed Public Safety Building will include a new Police
Department (SFPD) Headquarters facility, a District Police Station a Fire Station, parking
and other accessory uses. When constructed, the Police Department Headquarters and
District Police Station uses will be relocated to the site from the Hall of Justice (HOJ} at
850 Bryant Street.  The Mission Bay Land Use Plan, designates the land use for the
subject property as “Public Facilities (School, Police & Fire). The proposed Public Safety
Building containing Police and Fire Department facilities would be a permitted use at
the subject site.

www sfplanning.org
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PREVIOUS ACTIONS RELATED TO THIS PROJECT

The project site is focated in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. Prior to this
action, the City and County of San Francisco took several acttons related to the
Redevelopment Area. They include:

1.

The Planning Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report for
the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans in Planning Case No.
1996.771EMTZR by Planning Commission Res. 14696 on 9/17/1998.

The Planning Commission Adopted CEQA Findings for the Mission Bay North
and South Redevelopment Plans in Planning Case No. 1996.771 EMTZR, by
Planning Commission Res. 14697 on 9/17/1998.

The Planning Commission found the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay
North and South Redevelopment Plans in conformity with the General Plan, as
revised, and consistent with Planning Code Section 101.1, in Planning Case No.
1996.771EMTZR, by P}anmng Commxssmn Res 14699 and Res 14702 on '

‘ ‘9/17/1993

The Board of Supervisors approved and adopted the Redevelopment Plan for the
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project on November 2, 1998 by Ordinance
No. 335-98.

The Mission Bay Land Use Plan, as set forth in the Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Plan, designates the referenced project site for Pubhc Land Uses,
including Schools, Police and Fire facilities land uses.

The Redevelopment Agency has determined that the police and fire station uses
and accessory uses are permitted uses at the Block 8 of the Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Area. See SFRA letter, Attachment 3.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Major Environmental Analysis section of the Planning Department completed
Environmental Review of the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report (FSEIR). The review included analysis of regulatory and physical aspects of the
Plan, including: the vacation of public rights-of-way, property acquisition, acceptance of

«
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offers of dedication of land for road rights-of-way, and acceptance of offers of
Dedication of horizontal improvements (street and public rights-of-way), among other
actions. R

The Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for Mission Bay (FSEIR) was
prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and was certified as
adequate, accurate and objective in the following actions: '

Redevelopment Commission Resolution No. 182-98 on September 17, 1998;
Planning Commission Resolution No. 14696 on September 17, 1998, certifying the
FSEIR (Planning Case No. 1996.771E); ‘

o Board of Supervisors affirming the Planning Commission’s certification by
Resolution No. 854-98 on October 19, 1998.

On October 19, 1998, the Board of Supervisors, by Resolution No. 854-98, adopted CEQA
findings, including a statement of overriding considerations and a Mission Bay

mitigation monitoring and reporting program ("Mission Bay MMRP") in support of -

various approval actions taken by the Board to implement the Mission Bay
- Redevelopment Plans.

e The- Redevelopment Agency-has issued.several addenda to the FSEIR to address various. - ........... .. ..

issues and most recently issued Addendum No. 7 to address the location of the Public
Safety Building at Parcel 8; Addendum No. 7 concludes that the proposed Public Safety
Building is within the scope of the project analyzed in the FSEIR and will not result in
any new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects that alter the conclusions reached in the Mission Bay

The Planning Department has reviewed and considered the CEQA Findings and

statement of overriding considerations  previously adopted by the Planning -

Commission, and the Board of Supervisors, and reviewed and considered the above-
referenced CEQA Findings of the Redevelopment Agency Commission and the CEQA
Findings contained in Addendum No. 7 and hereby adopts the CEQA Findings as its
own. The Planning Department additionally finds that implementation of the Public
Safety Building in Mission Bay (1) does not require major revisions in the FSEIR due to
the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial inereage in the
severity of previously identified significant effects, (2) no substantial changes have
occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project analyzed in the
FSEIR will be undertaken that would require major revisions to the FSEIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the
severity of effects identified in the FSEIR, and (3) no new information of substantial
importance to the project analyzed in the FSEIR has become available which would
indicate that (i) the Public Safety Building will have significant effects not discussed in

SAN FRANCISCO
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the FSEIR; (ii) significant environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (jii}
mitigation measures or alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more
significant effects have become feasible; or (iv) mitigation measures or alternatives
which are considerably different from those in the FSEIR will substantially reduce
one or more significant effects on the environment.

GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL FINDINGS SUMMARY

In summary, the program for a Public Safety Building at the subject site is, on balance, in
conformity with the General Plan, as described in the attached Case Report, included as
Attachment 1. The project is also consistent with Planning Code Section 101.1 policies,
included as Attachment 2.

Sigcerely, '

fp—

irector of Planning

‘Attachments —
1. Case Report
2. Planning Code Section 101(b} Priority Policies
3. SFRA letter regarding project consistency with the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Plan

cc Ed Reiskin, Director, DPW
Charles Higueras, DPW
S. Shotland, PD
Elaine Warren, City Attorney

I'\Citywide\ General Plan\General Plan Referrals\2009\2009.1136R Public Safety Building Third and Mission Rock
Strect - Miss Bay 12_29_0%.dec
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CASE REPORT Attachment 1

-

Re: Case No. 2009.1136R
Proposed Public Safety Building located at Third
Street and Mission Rock Street, Former AB 8720,
Lot 002, AB 8719, lot 002 portion and portion of
{vacated) 4" Street right-of-way, alsc known as
Block 8 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area

Staff Review: Stephen Shotiand
DATE: January 7, 2010

Note: General Plan OBJECTIVES in Bold CAPS, General Plan Policies and text are in bold font;
text is in regular font; Staff Comments in italic font

COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE1
DISTRIBUTE, LOCATE, AND DESIGN POLICE FACILITIES IN A MANNER THAT WILL

v

_ ENHANCE THEV EFPECTIVE EFFICIENT AND RESPONSIVE PERFORMANCE (}F POLICE

FUNCT 1ONS.

POLICY 1.1
LOCATE POLICE FUNCTIONS THAT ARE BEST CONDUCTED ON A CENTRALIZED
BASIS lN A POLICE HEADQUARTERS BUILDING.

Effective police ‘service and management require the overall coordination of departmental
activities and programs so that all citizens are assured of an equitable level of police service. Such
coordination can best be achieved through the centralization of certain key activities. Such as
administration, depar%mental policy formulation, program planning, manpower and resource
allocation, information management, citywide operations ad communications control and
dispatch, and centralization of police records. Centralization of these functions minimizes
administrative activities at the district station level, while maximizing effectiveness by freeing
police officers for patrol work and by supporting thern with a comprehensive communications
and information network. '

POLICY 1.2
PROVIDE THE NUMBER OF DISTRICT STATIONS THAT BALANCE SERV[CE
EFFECTIVENESS WITH COMMUNITY DESIRES FOR NEIGHBORHOOD POLICE
FACILITIES.

" POLICY 1.6

SAN FHANCISEO
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DESIGN FACILITIES TO ALLOW FOR FLEXIBILITY, FUTURE EXPANSION, FULL
OPERATION IN THE EVENT OF A SEISMIC EMERGENCY AND SECURITY AND SAFETY
FOR PERSONNEL, WHILE STILL MAINTAINING AN INVITING APPEARANCE THAT IS
IN SCA{.E WITH NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT.

POLICE FACILITIES PLAN Map 1

BREEI  General Grouping OF Related Nelghborhoods
wgEeE Neighborhood Edges And Barriers To Movement
*everes  Major Arterialt That Define Neiphborhoods

Recommended & District Grovping Of Related Nelghborhoods

POLICY 1.1
LOCATE POLICE FUNCTIONS THAT ARE BEST CONDUCTED ON A CENTRALIZED
BASIS IN A POLICE HEADQUARTERS BUILDING.

Effective police service and management require the overall coordination of departmental

activities and programs so that all citizens are assured of an equitable level of police service. Such
coordination can best be achieved through the centralization of certain key activities. Such as
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administration, departmental policy formulation, program planmng, manpower and resource
allocation, information management, citywide operations ad communications control and
dispatch, and centralization of police records. Centralization of these functions minimizes
administrative activities at the district station level, while maximizing effectiveness by freeing
police officers for patrol work and by supporting them with a comprehens:ve communications
and information network.

POLICY 1.2

PROVIDE THE NUMBER OF DISTRICT STATIONS THAT BALANCE SERVICE
EFFECTIVENESS WITH COMMUNITY DESIRES FOR NEIGHBORHOOD POLICE
FACILITIES.

POLICY 1.6

DESIGN FACILITIES TO ALLOW FOR FLEXIBILITY FUTURE EXPANSION, FULL
OPERATION IN THE EVENT OF A SEISMIC EMERGENCY AND SECURITY AND SAFETY
FOR PERSONNEL, WHILE STILL MAINTAINING AN INVITING APPEARANCE THAT IS
"IN SCALE WITH NE!GHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT

POLICY 1.7
COMBINE POLICE FACILITIES WITH OTHER PUBLIC USES WHENEVER MULTIPLE—USE

... .FACILITIES. SUPPORT. PLANNIN(T GOALS, FULFILL NEIGHBORHOOD NEEDS, ANDN R

MEET POLICE SERVICE NEEDS.

Comment: The Public Safety Building will be designed to incorporate the new SFPD Headquarters Facility
and new District Police Station, which will replace facilities currently located at the Hall of Justive. The site
will also house a new Fire Station. The new ﬁmht y will serve the newly developmg M:sf:ion Bay District,
as well as other uetghborhoodc

OBJECTIVE S

DEVELOPMENT OF A SYSTEM OF FIREHOUSES WHICH WILL MEET THE OPERATING
REQUIREMENTS OF THE FIRE DEPARTMENT IN PROVIDING FIRE PROTECTION
SERVICES AND WHICH WILL BE IN HARMONY WITH RELATED PUBLIC SERVICE
FACILITIES AND WITH ALL OTHER FEATURES AND FACILITIES OF LAND
DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION PROVIDED FOR OTHER SECT IONS OF THE
GENERAL PLAN. ‘
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HOUSING ELEMENT

Objective 11 -

IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING AND

NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN
FRANCISCO’S DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL
NEIGHBORHOODS. . ‘ - ’

Policy 11.2 :
Ensure housing is provided with adequate public improvements, services and amenities.

Comment: The Project calls for ﬁmdﬁzg and future construction of a Public Services Building, which will
- include space for the San Francisco Police Department Headguarters Facility, a District Police Station and
a Fire Station. The proposed project will provide necessary public services to protect residents in. Mission
Bay South Redevelopment Area and other City. Funding the project and the proposed land usc are
consistent with the Land Use Plan contained in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan as revised, a
mixed-use development that incorporates housing commiercial and instifutional uses, among other uses.
Plans for the new facility will be subject to review and approval by City Departments which will include the
Planning Department and the Redevelopment Agency. ‘

~Note: .. This. General Plan Referral findfng is limited to the location and land use for the
proposed Public Safety Building; the project’s design has not been reviewed. = Prior to

jmplementing the project, the facility design may be subject to other City review and
approvals.

On balance, the Project is, on balance, __X__ in conformity not in conformity with the
General Plan.

SAN FRANCISCO
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‘Planning Code Section 101.1(b) Policies Attachment 2

Re: Case No. 2009.1136R
Proposed Public Safety Building located at Third
Street and Mission Rock Street, Former AB 8720,
lot 002, AB 8719, lot 002 portion and portion of
(vacated) 4' Street right-of-way, also known as
Block 8 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority planning policies and requires the review
of projects for consistency with said policies: ' '

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

The Project would have no adverse effect on neighborhood serving retail uses or opportunities Jor
employment in or ownership of such businesses. The Pioject actions considered in this case would
implement policies and plans contained in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which was found
consistent with the General Plan. The project would not affect the level of neighborhood serving retail.

)T “That existing housing and reighborhood character be conserved and protected-in-order-to. - - -

preser\}e the cuitural and economic diversity of our .neighborhoods.

Thf.; Project considered would f_mve no adverse effect on existing housing and neighborhood character.
3) That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The Project in itself would have no adverse gffect on the City's supply of affordable housing,

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

The Project would not adversely inppede MUNI transit service or overburden city streets and neighborhood
parking.

(3 " 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 Project would not adversely affect a diverse economic base.
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() That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss

of life in an earthquake.

" The Project, would not adversely affect City preparedness against injury or loss of life in an earthquake. The
proposed facility would be constructed meeting all applicable building and safety codes.

{7 That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The project proposes the adaptive reuse of a historic resource, Fire Station #30. The project sponsor
would be required to implement mitigation measures relating to the reuse of Fire Station 30,
including hiring an architect that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qudlification
Standards, and review and approval by San Francisco Planning Departiment preservation staff for
concurrence that the project conforms to the Secretary of the Interior’s guidelines for rehabilitation.
As a result, the project would not negatively affect landmarks and historic buildings. Once project
designs are developed, they would require additional revicwe and approvals.

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

The Project would not adversely affect parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas.

Co e
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San Francisco GAVIN NEWSOM, fuyor

Redavelopment Agsrcy
Rick Swig, Acing? resident
. London Breed
Francee Covinglon -
Cne South Van Ness Avenus Leroy King
San Francisco, CA 94103 Damshan Singh
Frod Blackwal, Exr culive Dizactor
415.749.2400 '
December 16, 2009 ' 126-061.09-150

-Charles A. Higueras, AIA, Project Manager
DPW/PMB

30 Van Ness Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Consistency Findings for the Location of the Headquarters of the San Francisco
Police Department on Block 8 in Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area

Block 8, as identified in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, has been identified
as the future site for a new police and fire station. In addition to the police and fire
station, the City of San Francisco is proposing to relocate the Headquarters of the San
Francisco Police Department to Block 8.

The proposed project of would consist of approximately 265,000 square feet, plus the

__option of an additional underground parking level, and would include, a police station, a
police command center headquarters, a fire station, and parking to support all threc uses
and an adaptive reuse of Fire House #30 to provide for multi-use by the fire and police
departments and the community.

The development of Block 8 would be subject to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment
Plan, the Mission Bay South Design for Development, and all other supporting
documents, and would have to comply with the mitigation measures contained in the
1998 Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report.

Block 8 is within the Mission Bay South Public Facility land use district of the
Redevelopment Area, as described in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. In
this 1and use category, “fire/police station” uses and “other public structure or uses” are
permitted as a principle use, as listed under Section 302.6. Based on the description of
the proposed use, the use is consistent with the Mission Bay South Public Facility land
use district and is an allowable use under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.

Sincerely,

Catherine Reilly
Acting Project Manager
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PLANNING COMMISSION ' : Case No.: 2006.12168

MOTION NO. 17332 Address: 1600 Owens Street
Project Subjecttor ' - Assessor’s Block & Lot: - 8702/010
(1 Inclusionary Housing (Sec 315) . aka Mission Bay South,
X Childcare Requirement (Sec 314) Biocks 41-43, Parcel 4
0 Park Fund (Sec 139)

X Public At {Sec-149)

{1 Public Open Space (Sec 138)

0 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec 313)

ED] ;{;r;ssﬁﬂﬁfea ﬁ,gﬁ; elopment Fee Hearing Date: November 2, 2006
{1 Other

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION
MOTION NO. 17332

ADOPTING FINDINGS PURSUANT TO PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION 14702
RELATING TO DESIGN APPROVAL FOR A TEN-STORY, 1 60-FOOT TALL OFFICE BUILDING
APPROXIMATELY 245,500 GROSS SQUARE FEET, ALSO CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY
5,086 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR RETAIL SPACE AND UP TO 420 OFF-STREET
PARKING SPACES LOCATED OFE-SITE ON PARCEL 4, AND TO PROJECT AUTHORIZATION
UNDER THE 2006-2007. ANNUAL OFFICE LIMITATION PROGRAM PURSUANT TO
RESOLUTION 14702 AND TO SECTIONS 321 AND 322 OF THE PLANNING CODE, FOR A
DEVELOPMENT CONTAINING UP TO 228,000 SQUARE FEET (GROSS FLOOR AREA)
OFFICE SPACE, LOCATED AT 1600 OWENS STREET, ON ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 8709, LOT
010, AKA MISSION BAY SOUTH BLOCKS 44-43, PARCEL 5, IN THE MISSION BAY SOUTH

. REDEVELOPMENT AREA,-A COMMERCIAL-ANDUSTRIAL-RETAIL ZONING DISTRICT, AND . '

AN HZ-7 HEIGHT DISTRICT.

Preamble

On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 14702, the Planning Commission (hereinafter
"Commission"”) determined that the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan ("MBS Plan”) provides
for a type, intensity, and location of development that is consistent with the overall goals, objectives,
and policies of the General Plan, as well as the Eight Priority Policies of Section 101.1(b) of the
Ptanning Code (“Code”). '

Under that Resolution, the Commission also determined that the office development contemplated
in the MBS Plan in particular promotes the public weifare, convenience and necessily, and
therefore, that the determination required pursuant to Section 321 ef seq. of the Code for office
development shall be deemed to have been made for all specific office development projects
undertaken pursuant to the MBS plan. -

Further, the Commission considered under Resolution 14702 the guidelines set.forth in Section
321(b)}(3)(A)-(G) and determined thatthe apportionment of office space over the anticipated 30-year
build-out of the South Plan Area will remain within the limits set by Section 321, and will maintain a
balance among economic growth, housing, transportation, and public services, pursuant fo ferms of
the MBS Plan and Plan Dogcuments, which provide for the appropriate construction and provision of
housing, roadways, transit, and all other necessary public services in accordance with the
Infrastructure Plan (as defined in the MBS Plan Documents).

In its consideration of Resolution 14702, the Commission reviewed the design guidelines of the
MBS Plan Area, as set forth in the MBS Design for Development Document (‘D for D) and
defermined that the standards and guidelines in the D for D will ensure the design quality of any

Page 1
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Case No. 2006.1216B

1600 Owens Street

Assessor's Block & Lot: 8709/010
(aka MBS Blocks 41-43, Parcel 4}
Motion No. 17332

Page 2

proposed office development. The Commission resolved to review and approve the designs of
specific office developments in the Plan Area using the D for D guidelines and standards, when
such proposals would be subject to the provisions of Section 321 ef seq, to confirm that said
development is consistent with the findings set forth in Resolution 14702.

The Commission further resolved that, upon conﬁrmihg that a specific development is consistent
with the findings set forth in Resolution 14702, the Commission would issue a project authorization
for that development.

The development of office space is an element of the MBS Plan, which, among other things,
provides for: "Strengthening the economic base of the Plan Area and the community by
strengthening retail and other commercial functions in the Plan Area through the addition of
approximately 335,000 leasable square feet of retail space ... and about 5,953,600 leasable square
feet of mixed office, research and development and light manufacturing uses®

Recitals

1. Application; On September 29, 2006, Ms. Terezia Nemeth of Alexandria Real Estate,
" (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed Application No. 2006.1216B with the City and County of
San Francisco Planning Department (‘Department’) for design approval and project
authorization pursuant to Resolution 14702 and Planning Code Section 321, for construction of
228,000 square feet of office space at 1600 Owens Sireet, as further described below
("Project”). '

5 Project Site/Present Use: The site is focated in'the Mission Bay South Project Area, in a
Commercial-industrial-Retail Zoning District, and an HZ-7 Height District. Parcet 010 in
Assessor's Block 8708, also known as MBS Parcel 4 IN Blocks 41-43, is about 1.66 acres in
area, and Is bounded to the north by Owens Street, to the west by "A” Streat, to the south by
Mission Bay Parcel 4, and to the east by Mission Bay Parcel 6. Parcel 6 is the site of a future
parking garage that will fulfill the parking requirements for the buildings proposed on Parcels 4.
and 5. Adjacent Parcel 4 is currenily pending a proposal to construct a new, approximately -

_ 160,600 gross-square-foot laboratory/office building that is six stories and approximately 89 feet
in height, : |

3. Project Description; The proposal is to construct a new six-story building, with approximately
245 500 gross square feet, and approximately 160 feet high. Authorization is requested forup to
228,000 square feet of office, with approximately 5,086 square feet of ground floor retail, and up
to 420 off-street parking spaces located on Parcel 6. ) :

- Thé project is proposed to be flexible and meet the needs for modem tenants, and can be
occupied by office or bio-science users.

4. On November 2, 2006, the Commission, at a regularly scheduled meeting, conducted a duly
noticed public hearing on Application No. 2006.1216B, at which time the Commission reviewed
and discussed the findings prepared for its review by the staif of the Planning Department.

5. In evaluaiing the Project's Application, the Commission has reviewed and considered the
Summary and Draft Motion, and other materials pertaining to this Project in the Depariment's
case files, has reviewed and heard testimony and received materials from interested parties
during the public hearing on the Project. ‘

MOVED, That the Commission hereby approves the project design and authorizes the office space
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1600 Owens Street

Assessor's Block & Lot: 8769/010
{aka MBS Blocks 41-43, Parcel 4)
Motion No. 17332
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allocation purstiant to Section 321 ef seq. as Tequested by Case 2008.1216B, subject to these
findings and the conditions contained in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference, based on the following findings: “

Findings

Having reviewed all the materials identified in the Preamble and Recitals above, and having heard
oral festimony and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes and determines as follows:

1. The above Preamble and Recitals are accurate and alsc constitute findings of this Commission.

2. The Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (the “Agency’) is
implementing the MBS Plan pursuant to and in accordance with Community Redevelopment
Law of the State of California.

1. Environmental Review: The Agency and the Planning Department, together acting as co-lead
agencies for conducting environmental review forthe Plan, and other permits, approvals and
related and collateral actions (the “Project”), prepared and certified a Final Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (the "FSEIR"). The Agency certified the FSEIR for the Project on
September 17, 1998 by Resolution No. 182-98. Also on September 17, 1998 by Resolution
No.183-08, the Agency adopted environmental findings (and a statement of overriding
considerations, that the unavoidable negative impacts of the Project are acceptable because
the economic, social, legal, technological and other benefits of the Project outweigh the

(“CEQA”) and State Guidelines in connection with the approval of the MBS Plan and other
Project approvals. The Planning Commission certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on
the same date. On October 19, 1998, the Board of Supetvisors adopted Motion No. 98-132
affirming certification of the FSEIR by ihe Planning Commission and the Agency, and by

Resolution No. 854-98 adopting environmental findings {and a statement of overriding

considerations).

Pursuant to the California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21090 and Section 15180 of
the State CEQA Guidelines, all public and private activities or undertakings pursuant to or in
furtherance of a redevelopment plan constitute a single "project, and the FSEIR on the
Redevelopment Plan shall be treated as a program EIR with no subsequent EIRs required for
individual components of the Redevelopment Plan because events specified in PRC Section
21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 or 15163 have not occurred. Specifically, no
substantial changes in the Project, no substantial changes in the circumstances under which the
Project is being undertaken, and no new information has become availabie that would cause
new significant environmental impacts. Also, no mitigation measures or alternatives previously
found to be infeasible have been found to be feasible, and no different rnitigation measures or
alternatives that would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the Project have
been identified. The project Authorization for Case 2006.1216, 1600 Owens Street, MBS Blocks

© 41-43 (“Implementing Action®), is an undertaking pursuant o and in furtherance of the Plan
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. ,

The Planning Commission, based-upon its raview of the FSEIR, hereby finds that: (1) the
implementing Action does notincorporate modifications into the Project analyzed in the FSEIR

and will not require important revisions to the FSEIR due to the involvement of new significant -

environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant
effects; (2) no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances upon which
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the Project analyzed in the FSEIR was undertaken which would require major revisions to the
FSEIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase
in the severity of effecis identified in the FSEIR; (3) no new information of substantial
importance to the Project analyzed in the FSEIR has become available which would indicate (a)
the Implementing Action will have significant effects not discussed in the FSEIR; (b) significant
environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (c) mitigation measures or alternatives
found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible; or
(d) mitigation measures or alternatives-which are considerably different from those in the FSEIR
will substantiaily reduce one or more significant effects on the environment; (4) the
implementing Action is within the scope of the Project described and analyzed in the FSEIR;
and (5) no new environmental documentation is required. : :

. Section 321- Available Allocation; Consistent with Section 304.11 of the MBS Redavelopment
Plan and Planning Code Sections 320 through 325, approval of the office development of MBS
Blocks 41-31 would not exceed the annual limitation contained in Planning Code Section 321.

At present, the unassigned large office allocation (for projects equal to or greater than 50,000
square feet in area) is 2,635,467 square feet, which inciudes the annual addition of 875,000
square feet on October 17, 2006. Upon authorization of the subject project for 228,000 square
feet, and upon approval of the adjacent, companion project at 1500 Owens Street for 158,500
square feet, 2,148,967 square feet would be available for allocation to pending and future office
projects this year.

“Fuirther, the sponsors of these two projects have obtained ownership of Lot 10 in Block 8709,
Mission Bay, and are proposing a new structure for that site. There is a previously approved
allocation, Case 2002.030, for 80,922 square feet that would revert to the available allocation
upon approval of that future project.

. Section 321- Approval Criteria: Pursuant to Resolution 14702, the Commission Is charged with
determining whether the Project conforms to applicable standards in the D for D Document,
which supersedes the criteria set forth in Section 321 and other provisions of the Code except
as provided in the MBS Plan. The proposed Project meets the MBS Redevelopment Plan and
the D for D Document standards and guidelines as described below in findings 6 and 7,
respeciively:

. Mission Bay South Design for Development Standards

The Mission Bay South (MBS) Design for Development Document is a companion document to
the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. It contains -Design Standards and Design
Guidelines, which apply to all development within the MBS Plan Area. With the adoption of the
MBS Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development Document (D for D), those
documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code in its entirety, except as otherwise -
provided in the MBS Redevelopment Plan. :

In MBS plans for the development of buildings are preceded by the approval of a Major Phase,
which generally covers one or several MBS blocks and in which such items as the general
‘appearance, site planning (program of uses, estimated: range of development density, parking,
loading, square footage of each use and schedule for development, utiiities, transit, vehicular,
pedestrian and bicycle circulation, open space, private and public) and streetscape are
considered. Any major phase should also meet the MBS Redevelopment Plan and D for D
standards and guidelines. '
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The proposed Project meets the MBS Redevelopment Plan and D for D Document standards and
guidelines as described below.
A. Land Use

1600 Owens Street (Blocks 41-43, Parcel 4), as shown In Attachment 3 of the MBS
Redevelopment Plan, “Redevelopment Land Use Map”, is within a designated

_Commercial Industrial District. Plans for development of 1600 Owens indicate that the
intended use would be medical research and biotechnical research facility (‘life
science”) office and retail, which are permitted uses in that District (Section 302.4 of the
MBS Redevelopment Plan).

B. Height -
- According to Map 4 of the MBS D for D, 1600 Owens is within Height Zone HZ-7, which
has the following development controls: .

» Base Height 90 feet (Coverage < 85% of the total area of HZ-7)
« Tower Height: 160 feet (Coverage < 15% of the total area of HZ-7)
s IMax. Number of towers: 4 for the entire HZ-7 area
» [Location 60% of the frontage of buildings within 100" of

freeway on Blocks 40-43 shall not exceed the height
of the freeway. '

4 “Machanical Eduipment | Exémpt from thé Height limitation, The exemptioris e

limited to the top 36 feet (20 feet for a mechanical
penthouse, 16 for top of a ventitator stack) of such
features where the height limit is more than 65 feet.

The base building height would be 79’ the sum of the footprint of all the buildings
{existing and proposed) within the base height within HZ-7 does not exceed 85% of the
total area of HZ-7. The maximum building height would be 159.5% 1600 Owens is the
firs tower to be proposed within HZ-7. The total freeway frontage for Blocks 41-43 is
1,272" according fo the Major Phase application for said Blocks, the combined building
length proposed within 100" of the freeway would be 509’ which implies that af feast
60% of all the buildings in Blocks 41-43 would not be higher than the freeway.

. Mechanical equipment and exhaust stacks would be located on the roof and screened
from view, the maximum height of the proposed screen would be 25

Bulk controls in HZ-7 apply above 80 feet as follows:
« Maximum Plan Length: ~ 200 feet

o Maximum Floor Plate: 20,000 square feet

_The plans for 1600 Owens indicate 199’ as the maximum plan length and 19,941 square
feet as the average floor plafe. . _
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D. Coverage and Strestwall
in Commercial Industrial Districts, the D for D Document sets forth the following

_requirements;
» Coverage: " Not appﬁcabie :
» Streetwall:
Minimum Lenath: Minimum 70%1 of block frontage length along
primary streets required (Owens Street is
, considered a primary street),
Minimum Height ' 15 feet .
Maximurn Height Height not to exceed 90 feet

Corner Zone Conditions: Not applicable (1600 Owens is not at the
intersection of two primary streets.)

Required Stepbacks Not éppiicab!e
Pedestrian Walkways: Not applicable

Projections Architectural projections over a street, alley, park
or plaza shall provide a minimum of 8 feet of
__verlical clearance over the sidewalk or other
"“'surface” “abovée” which ey Tare™ sittiated.
Projections include purely architectural or
decorative character with a vertical dimension of
2’6", and bay windows, balconies and similar
features. The projection is limited to no more
than 3’ over streets, alleys, and public open
spaces.

- The sum of building frontages along Owens (existing and proposed buildings= 824.00°)
does not exceed 70% of the cumulalive length of all the parcels comprising Blocks 41~
43 (approximately 1254’). The minimum and maximum streetwall hefght would be
78.75". Paroel 4 is not at the intersection of two primary siresets. -

The proposed building design, as modified, complies with requirements for Projeciiops.
E. Sunifight and Shadow

Shadow analysis is not reguired unless, as part of a specific project application, the
_project applicant seeks a variance from the standards determihing the shape and
focation of buildings.

No variance is necessary as part of this application, so no shadow analysis is required.

F. Wind Analysis

The MBS D for D Document indicates that wind review will be required for all projects
that include buildings over 100’ in height.

1 Block frontage refers to the total measurement from sireet-to-street, with no exceptions for pedastrian
watkways. .
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A wind analysis has been prepared; it identifies two areas thal failed the distress
criterion which will be mitigated: the southwest edge along the pedestrian mews
befween 1500 and 1600 Owens will be improved by the addition of and 8’ suspended
canopy and the northeast edge along the proposed corner park in Lot A, which will be
improved by a dense planfing of canopy trees.

. View Corridors

View corridors follow street alignments and are based on the following principles: to
.preserve otientation and visual linkages to the Bay, as well as vistas to hills, the Bay
Bridge and downtown skyline; to preserve orientation and visual linkages that provide a
“sense of place within Mission Bay. No building or portion thereof shall block a view
corridor. . : : -

The development of 1600 Owens would not block any view cotridors as defined above.
The northeast elevation (along Owens) of the proposed building would act as the
terminus of cne view comidor extending along Gene Eriend Way within the UCSF
Mission Bay Campus. As such, special attention has been paid to provide visual interest

_through building mass, articulation, colors and detalls and the designation of the ground
floor for aclive uses.

. Parking

____The number of off-street parking spaces [e}qmgi{?d._andior allowed for uses within MBS, '

as indicated in the MBS Dfor D, arel
« Office: Maximum and minimum, 1.8 space for each 1,000 .
square feet of gross floor area. '

.+ Retail: Maximum, one space for every 500 square feet of
gross floor area for 20,000 square feet.

» Life Science: Maximum and minimum two spaces for every 1,000
square feet of gross floor area for up to 1,734,000
scuare feet, provided that any structure ocoupied for
administrative functions shall be subject to the 1,000
square feet of gross floor area standard.

e Bicycle Parking: One secure bicycle parking space must be provided
: for every 20 vehicular parking spaces or fraction
thereof.

Based on the gross square footage indicated on the apptication for Planning Code
Section 321 (b) determination for development of 1600 Owens, the maximum number of
parking spaces alfowed would be: Retail (5,086 square feet) 10 parking spaces and
Office/Biotechnology (227,568 square feet) 456 parking spaces, for a total of 465
vehicular parking spaces. Parking for a total of 420 vehicles and for at least 21 bicycles
would be provided in the adjacent parking structure on Parcet 6 (as indicated in the
.Revised Major Phase Application dated August 9, 2005).

Loading

The number of loading spaces required and/or allowed for uses within MBS, provided
per gross square feet, as indicated in the MBS D for D are the following:
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o Retail: One space for retail uses between 10,001 and 60,000
: square feet. -
« Commercial: One space for commercial uses between 100,001
and 200,000 square feet. _
o Dimensions: At least 10 feet wide, 35 feet long and 14 feet high.

Based onthe indicated ratio, the total numberof loading spé ces would be two. Plans for
‘the development of 1600 Owens indicate two foading spaces salisfying the dimensional
requirements indicaled in the D for D Document.

7. Mission Bay South Design for Development Design Guidelines
The Applicable Design Guidelines are: Commercial Industrial and Retail Guidelines.

1. Block Development
A. View Corridors

“\iew coffidors are defined by the Mission Bay street grid. No building or portion thereof
shall block a view corridor established by that grid of streets and dedicated right-of-
ways’. '

The proposed development of 1600 Owens does not block any view coridors as
defined above. The northeast elevation (along Owens) of the proposed building would
.act as the terminus of one view corridor extending along Gene Friend Way within the

- UCSF Mission Bay Campus. As stich, special attention has beeh paid to provide visual ~

" interest through building mass, articulation, colors and details and the designation of the
ground floor for active uses.

B. Open Spaces

“Encourage the development of publicly-accessible open space's at ground level. Where
feasible, design these open spaces in relation to local-serving retait such as cafes and
to the public open space network”,

_The proposed development of 1600 Owens confemplates the development of private
open spaces fo be made available to the public during daylight hours. Private open
space could be coordinated with the construction of a park on a separate parcel, Lot A;
free clusters shade paved walks that pass areas planted with ground cover vegetation,
designed to pravide landscape amenities and support a campus like environment.
Public seating would be accommodated on the hardscape area of the future park fo be
developed in Lot A, adjacent to the commercial space on the ground floor, as shown on
plans.

C. Pedestrian Walkways

“Walkways are encouraged fo enhance the pedestrian experience in the Commercial
Industrial area”. “Walkways to mid-block open spaces or courtyard are encouraged”.

The Major Phase for Blocks 41-43 confemplales the development of several walkways
to interconnect the proposed buildings and supporting structures; the proposed
pedestrian walkways include one between Parcels 4 and 5. Plans for devefopment of
1600 Owens include the construction of the walkway for which paving and planting
materials have been selecled to make the pedestrian experience gentle and intimate;

267



Case No. 2006.1216B

. 1600 Owens Sireet
Assessors Block & Lot: 8709/010
(aka MBS Blocks 41-43, Parcel 4)
Motion No. 17332

Page ¢

there is a secondary building entrance located along said walkway, which interconnects
" to another pedestrian walkway between Parcels & and 6.

2. Street Frontage
A, Streetwall

sCommercial areas in San Francisco are noted for streets with buildings atthe property

line where there is little or.no space between the buildings. This historical patter of

development gives San Francisco its intense urban quality and should be a model for

Mission Bay development. Commercial Industrial Buildings shall be continuous at the
_property line on streets, except for occasional breaks in the streetwalf”,

“Setbacks up to 10 feet fromi the property line are allowed within a continuous
streetwall”.

“\ariations from the sireetwall are aliowed to create open space, pedestrian circulation
space, mid-block lanes and landscaping areas”. .

The design of the ground floor streetwall of 1600 Owens is recessed fo form a
conlinuous 5° deep arcade, parallel fo the Owens. This arcade would wrap around the
frontage of the building afong the pedestrian walkway and the future park. The ground
- floor frontages along Owens, the pedestrian walkway and the future park in Lot A would
be dedicated fo retail uses, which would be highlighted through the use of continuous
floor fo ceiling glazing and the location of enfrances to the commercial locales. These

-~ rrioves would reinforce the urban qualily sought by-the guidelines.- - - -~ o - oo

B. Sfreetwall Height

“Within high density commercial areas of San Francisco such as downtown and South
of Market, a typical ratio of street width to streetwall height is approximately 1: 1.25%.

."The building-street relationship in Mission Bay Commercial Industrial areas should
reflect this city pattern”. ' '

The width of Owens is 68’ and the proposed building height, at its base would be,
approximately, 82’ (including the parapet). The proposed building mass consists of two
volumes: a five-story rectangular base, and a five-story curving glazed tower which is
setback from the northwest and southeast elevations. These setbacks reinforce the
perception, from street level, of the base as a dominant mass); therefore, the proposed
ratio of street width to streetwall height is approximately 1. 1.25.

C. - Padestrian Scale 2

“Office and other commercial buildings are encouraged to be active and to incorporate
visually interesting details and/or decoration into the design of the building base”.

" The plans for the broposed development of 1600 Owens provide for an active ground
floor which contains building entrances and approximately 5, 100 square feet of retaif
space located along Owens and extending approximately 100', with a likely overflow

Pedestrian scale Is considered in the design guidelines for Commercial Indusirial/Retall districts in Sireat
Frontage and in Building Height and Form. In order fo avoid repetition, this section addresses-only the
types of uses proposed at ground level, along the public sidewalks. Specific architettural details are
described in Bullding Height and Form.: 3 : :
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area, along the southeast elevation (facing the fulure park}, and approximately 30’ along
the pedestrian walkway that separates 1500 from 1600 Owens. At ground level the
fagade would be recessed approxiimately 5’ to form a continuoys arcade. Plans for the
building indicate the main huilding enirance to be at the end of the arcade facing the
future park and a secondary building enfrance along the pedestrian walkway. Both
enirances would be highlighted with canopies. Under the arcade and along other

“exposed portions of the facades (except.at the service yard and the porfions of the
ground floor adjoining the freeway} the ground floor would be wrapped with a completely
glazed skin.

. Curb Culs

““In order to preserve the continuity _and quality of the pédestrian environment, curb cuts
for parking and setvice uses are strongly discouraged along Third Street”.

The proposed building does not face Third Sireet yet ifs design would minimize the
- amourit of curb cuts along Owens (which has a streel frontage is approximately 1254°).
The Major Phase for Blocks 41-43 contemplates fwo curb on Owens for vehicular
access and egress fo the parking structures proposed for Parcels 3 and 6; each curb cut
would be approximately 40" wide. No curb cufs are proposed for Parcel 4 (1600 Owens).

. Freeway Zone

“Mission Bay buildings near to the 280 Freeway (height zone HZ-7) shouid take into
..account their imporiance in establishing a design character for the area, as seen from

surrounding neighborhoods and from a highly travéled regional access voute, and i ™ 7 "~ "7

- contributing to a dramatic and aftractive arrival sequence for the City of San Francisco.
Issues of building placement, massing, fagade materials and height are all important in
this consideration.”

“Open Space/Panorama- In the northern portion of height zone HZ-7, Block 43 has
particular restrictions designed to preserve a portion of the downtown panorama. On
Block 43, in addition to the freeway edge, all portions of buildings within the special
height area adjacent to Owens Field, as defined on the Height Zene Map, are limited to
a height, including any projections above the building height, equal to the average
.height of the freeway barriers adjacent fo the Block with the exception of a maximum 80’
base building and /or tower located toward the southeast cormer of the Block, which is
outside the special height area”.

The, northwest, southwest and southeast elevations of the proposed building face
Freeway 280, while the southwest and southeast elevations would be visible from
Potraro Hill. These proximity and vicinity defermine the building placement, massing and
fagade materials to respond to'the need of establishing the design character of the area.

The structure is composed of two primary elements: a five-story curving fower wrapped
-in clear glass/silver aluminum curtain wall, balanced on a five-story rectangular base
clad in factory finished composite metal panels. The massing steps back from the
elevated freeway in conformance with the approved Major Phase for Blocks 4 1-43 and
also according to the height requirement of the D for D. The building is oriented
perpendicular to Owens and the upper portion is located approximately 150° east of the
freeway, which would create an appropriate breathing space for the tower.
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Other important features which contribute fo a dramatic and atfractive arrival sequence
for the City of San Francisco and which would establish a design character for the area

.are on the southeast comer a five-story bay featuring sloped glazing and horizontal
metal shades, which relates the building base fo the tower element in terms of texture
and form; terracotta colored metal sunscreens and an architecturally—detailed exterior
egress stairs that slicas the tout glazed surface of the tower.

3. Building Height and Form
A. Height Locations

“The predominant commercial height zone in Mission Bay allows buildings fo a
maximum of 90 feet high. Buildings up to 160 feet high may be constructed within a
-percenfage of the developable area of each height zone as indicated in the Design
Standards”. ' ‘

Development of 1600 Owsns would combine a building base not exceed a height of 80,
which is the predominant height in height zone HZ-7. The design standards for thal zone
allow the constructions of 4 buildings that would reach a height of 160°; the upper
portion of 1600 Owens is the only tower so far to be proposed in HZ-7. The proposed
tower would contribute to frame and enhance views to downtown San Francisco when
approaching the City along Freeway 280.

B. " Skyline Character
“Skyline character is a significant compongiit of the overall urban composition thatis -
San Francisco and the guidelines encourage development which will complement the
existing city pattemn and result in new, attractive view element as seen from vantage
points”. _
The building massing of 1600 Owens would be consistent with the existing cily pattern
of low buildings along the freeways and gradual tapering of heights as the building sites
get further away from it. Furthermore, the proposed treatment of the tower facades,
“which turn around to face the freeway, forming a continuous and elegant curve, the

screening of rooftop equipment, and the completion of the roof of the building base with

" a "green roof” would contribute with attractive view elements through massing, colors
and textures as seen from nearby Potrero Hill and Freeway 280. :

C. Building Base . .

"For pedestiians, the character of the building base is important in establishing a
comfortable scale and environment and should be designed to achieve this". “Variety at

street level for pedestrian scale can be achieved through the use of design features
such as stairs, entries, expressed structural elements, arcades, projections, rusticated
materials and landscaping”.

The character of the building base, where it abuts the public sidewalk, the park fo be

developed in Lot A and the pedesirian walkway, would be defined by variety and visual
interest achieved through a 5' deep arcade which reveals structurel elements and a-

. completely glazed skin along all building sides, except at the service yard and the

southwest elevation, at ground level. The design of the ground floor contemplates

building entrances highlighted with sculptural canoples, landscaping and paving, which

" is proposed to unify the exterior and the interior of the building through the use of pavers
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in a patfern that will be repeated in the building lobby and in the approaches to the two
buitding enfrances. Other visual features that would contribute defining the building base
and which would contribute fo the establishment of a comfortable scale and environment
is the five-story bay featuring sloped glazing and horizontal metal shades af the
southeast corner of the building. '

D. Roofscape

.“Recognhizing that Mission Bay building roofs may be visible from higher surrounding
locations, they should be designed consistent with the distinctive architecture of the
building”. "Roofs should use non-reflective, low intensity colors”. "Mechanical equipment
should be organized and designed as a component of the roofscape and not appear to
be a leftover or add-on element. Mechanical equipment should be screened as provided .
in the Design Standards”.

The plans for the roof of the proposed development indicate that the cooling fowers and
Iab exhausts fans would be located on the roof and organized and screened from view.
_The mechanical equipment enclosure is proposed to compiement the overall exterior
expression of the building through the use of a 20’ high, profiled metal enclosure,
painfed green to match the panels of the building base.

4. Architectural Defails
A. Visual Inlerest

e To mitigate the scale, of development and create pedestrian friendly environment,

building massing should be modulated and arficulated to create interest and visual
variety”. : ' '

" The building design is conceived as two 5-stoty volumes with distinctive appearances.
The base is a cube clad in faclory finished composite metal panels that af selected
locations reveals the building structure and a taut surface of aluminum and vision and
spandrel glass hiding the edges of the floor slabs. Windows are organized in a
syncopated pattern and, in conjunction with the melal panels provide a taut surface.

The upper volume is proposed as a semi-cyfinder, setback from the southwest,
northwest and southeast elevalions, however, a slight portion of the semi-cylinder
projects over the latter. This semi-cyfinder is wrapped in clear glass/silver aluminum
- curtain wall. :

Both volumes would be integrated through the inferception of planes characteristic of
each one of them, {for instance, the northwesl elevation is proposed fo carry the green
metal panels of the building base fo the roof level; the southeast and northeast
elevations show the glass curtain wall that wraps the upper semi-cylinder dropping
below the parapet line. Similarly, the southeast corner a five-story bay feafuring sloped
glazing and horizontal metal shades, relates the building base fo the fower element in
terms of texture and form) or through the sculptural, architecturally detailed egress stairs
_that slice the taut glazed surface of the semi-cylinder and the fop floor of the building
base. Other elements that coniribute to provide unity to the overalf design are: fouvered
panels covering the air handling units of each floor and terracofta-colored sunscreens.

Articulation of the facades would be achieved through the elimination of metal panels
that reveal the building structure and glass skin in selected locations and by folding the
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plane of the curved section of the semi-cylindrical volume, to create a bay window type
of feature.

B. Color and 'Materia,jg

“Extreme contrast in materials, colors, shabes and other characteristics which will cause
buildings o stand out in excess of their public importance should be avoided”.

The building design proposes a harmonious palette of colors: those provided by the
green colored metal panels and the colors of the reflections of the sky and neighboring
buildings provided by the glass curtain wall. Given that the predominant eolors would be
assaciated with the main building volumes, contrasting colors are applied to distinct
elements characteristic of both the base and the tower: stnshades and canopies, which
are proposed as ferracotta colored. Recesses, projections and folding of planes would
- create shadow lines that would enrich the chromatic contribution of this building.

8. Childcare: Pursuant to Planning Code Section 314, the Project would result in the addition of
approximately 228,000 square feet of office space subjectto Section 314 of the Planning Code.

9. Public Ait Concept: The project sponsor will work with Agency staff to define the public art
installation, which should (1) be located where public benefit and enjoyment is maximized, (2)
have placement that is appropriate to the scale and nature of the artwork being considered and
(3) will complement and enhance the architecture or the space where it is located.

. 10. The Commission, after carefully balancing the competing public and private interests, hereby
‘finds that authorization of thé requested Conditional Usés would promote the health, safety and
welfare of the City. '
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and
other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearing, and
all other written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES the project
authotization and design requested via Case 2006.1216B, subject to the following conditions
attached hereto as Exhibit A, which Is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forih.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this project
authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen days after the date of this Motion Ne. 17332 The
effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (aiter the fifteen-day
period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed. For further
information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1660 Mission Street, Room 3036, or
by telephone at (415) 575-6880.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission adopied the foregoing Motion on November 2, 20086.

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary
- AYES: " Commissioners Alexander, Antonini, Lee, Moore, Olague and Sugaya

- NAYES:. . .None. .. ...

ABSENT:  None

ADOPTED: November 2, 2006
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

. Wherever “Project Sbonsor” is used in the following conditions, the conditions shall also bind
any successor to the Project or other persons having an interest in the Proposed Building or
underlying property.

. The authorization herein is for an office allocation pursuant to Planning Code Section 321 ef
seq. and to Motion 14702 for assignment of up to 228,000 square feet of office area and for
design approval of a new building generally as described in Application No. 2006.1216B and in
the text of Planning Commission Motion No. _____. Said building shall be in substantial
conformity with the plans and documents dated October 17, 2006, and labeled Exhibit B. Final
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Staff of the Department prior to the issuance of the
site or building permit. :

. A site permit or building permit for the Proposed Building authorized herein shalt be obtained
within eighteen months of the date of this action, and construction, once commenced, shall be

thenceforth pursued diligently to completion. This authorization may be extended at the:

* discretion of the Zoning Administrator only where the failure to issue a permit by the Department
of Building Inspection to construct the proposed building is caused by a delay by a City, state or
federal agency or by any appeal of the issuance of such a permits(s). Pursuant to Planning
Code Section 321(d)(2), construction of an office development shall commence within 18
months of the date the project s first approved. Failure to begin work within that period, or
thereafter to carry the development diligently to completion, shall ba grounds te revoke approval

- oftheoffice development. . . L e e
. The office space previously allocated in Case 2002.030, approved for 80,922 square feet, shall

revert to the available allocation upon approval of this project.

. The Project Sponsor shall submit to the Zoning Administrator two copies of a written report
describing the status of compliance with the conditions of approval contained within this Motion
every six months from the date of this approval through the issuance of the first temporary
certificate of occupancy. Thereafter, the submittal of the report shall be on an annual basis.
This requirement shall lapse when the Zoning Administrator determines that all the conditions of
approval have been satisfied or that the report is no longer required for other reasons,

‘8. Development of the Site may precede the installation of off-site infrastructure in the area. The

Infrastructure for the proposed building as described in Application 2006.1216B shall be
reviewed by the Redevelopment Agency.

. Five secufe bicycle storage spaces shall be provided at this site, and 15 secure bicycte spaces
to serve this building shall be provided in the adjacent parking structure.

. The project Sponsor shall continue to work with Department and Agency staff in refining certain
aspects of the architectural design, finishes and detailing.

. Prior to the issutance of any new or amended building permit for the construction The Applicént

shall cause this "Exhibit A" to be recorded against the title of the Subject Property as a Notice of -

Special Restrictions under the City Planning Code.
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