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Executive Park  
General Plan, Planning Code Text, and Map Amendments and  

Adoption of Design Guidelines 
 

HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011 
 

 Date:  April 21, 2011 
Case No.:  2006.0422EMTUZ 
Project Address:  EXECUTIVE PARK  
Zoning:  M‐1, C‐2; 40‐X AND 80‐X HEIGHT AND BULK 
Location:  Highway 101 and Harney Way:   
Project Sponsor:  Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporation 
  5 Thomas Mellon Circle (Yerby) 
  150 Executive Park Boulevard (UPC) 

  San Francisco, CA  94134 
Staff Contact:  Mat Snyder – (415) 575‐6891 
  mathew.snyder@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Approve  General  Plan  Amendments,  Planning  Code  Text  and 

Map Amendments, and Adopt Design Guidelines 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project consists of the following four components: 

1. General Plan Amendments:   The General Plan  amendments  consist  of  changes  to  the 
Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan to accommodate a 
transition  from predominately office use  to mixed‐use  / predominately  residential use.  
The  overall  goal  is  to  create  a  vibrant,  urban,  pedestrian  oriented  neighborhood 
characterized by active publicly‐accessible streets.   Other corresponding minor General 
Plan amendments are also proposed to various maps and figures throughout and to the 
Land Use Index. 

2. Planning  Code  Text  Amendments:    The  text  amendments  consist  of  establishing  the 
Executive Park  Special Use District  (SUD)  (Section  249.53), height  controls  specifically 
tailored to the SUD (Section 263.27), and a new 309 Design Review process for projects 
within Executive Park (Section 309.2). 

3. Zoning Map Amendments:  The map  amendments  consist  of  rezoning  the  portion  of 
Executive Park surrounded by Harney Way, Executive Park Boulevard West, Executive 
Park Boulevard, and Executive Park Boulevard  from M‐1 and C‐2  to RC‐3;  include  the 
subject parcels within  the new Executive Park SUD, and  include  those parcels north of 
Alana and Harney within the 65/240‐EP Height and Bulk District. 
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4. Design Guidelines.   The Design Guidelines would work  in conjunction with and as an 
extension of the Subarea Plan and SUD.  The Guidelines would provide further guidance 
and  requirements  in  the  areas of  street  and block  layout, public  realm  improvements, 
building siting, features and characteristics, and sustainability.   

Related  Development  Projects.    Two  development  proposals  by  Yerby  and  UPC  would  be 
accommodated by these actions and have been analyzed under the Environmental Impact Report 
along with  the  subject  amendments  (Case No.  2006.0422E).    The  two  development  proposals 
would  be  located  at  the  existing  office park  and  together  could  include up  to  1,600 dwelling 
units, 70,000 square  feet of  retail and approximately 1,400 off‐street parking spaces.   Buildings 
within  the  development  would  generally  range  between  65‐feet  to  240‐feet  tall.    This 
development would  feature  a  new  publicly  accessible  internal  road  network  and  small  open 
spaces.  Parking would either be below grade or wrapped with active uses.   

Approvals of the actual development are not before the Commission at this time. 

Development  for  the  entire  Executive  Park  area  (previous  entitled  projects  and  the  ones 
described above) could include up to 2,800 dwelling units, and 84,000 square feet of retail space 
along with other accessory uses.   

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
Executive Park is the area immediately east of Highway 101 at the City and County line and at 
the Bay shoreline.   The approximately 70‐acre site  is boxed  in on  three sides by Highway 101, 
Bayview Hill and San Francisco Bay.  Executive Park is isolated from the City street grid and has 
limited  points  of  ingress  and  egress.    Its  circulation  is  characterized  by  a  looped  road 
surrounding  an  office  park  and  two  separate  private  street  networks  that  lead  away  from  it.  
Harney Way, the main access point to Candlestick Point and the stadium, also serves as the main 
route  to  Executive  Park.  Only  two  other  streets  lead  to  and  from  Executive  Park:  Blanken 
Avenue, which leads to residential neighborhoods westward, and Alana, which leads to the main 
southbound access point for Highway 101.  (See attached Context Maps) 
 
The Executive Park area is divided into three subareas generally defined by property ownership 
and phase of entitlement.  The central area includes three office buildings (approximately 307,000 
gross square  feet) and expansive surface parking.   Two areas  to  the north and northeast of  the 
office  park  are  being  developed  for  residential  use.    Signature  Properties  is  developing  the 
portion of Executive Park directly north of  the office park, and when complete, will consist of 
approximately 450 dwelling units, and 14,000 square feet of retail.  The Signature Project includes 
three  podium  buildings  (between  the  heights  of  60  and  90  feet  tall)  and  a  series  of  joined 
townhouse  structures.    At  this  point,  only  one  podium  building  has  been  built  along  with 
roughly half of the planned townhouses.  An expansive natural open space along the hillside has 
been  improved  in  conjunction with  the  Signature development;  it  includes  a  public  trail  to  a 
hilltop lookout.   
 
To the northeast of the office development is another residential development being constructed 
by Top Vision.   Five buildings consisting of  roughly 300 units have been constructed,  three of 
which sit atop a hilltop embankment overlooking Harney Way and the Candlestick Point State 
Recreation Area (CPSRA).   A final phase for Top Vision has been approved for an addition 465 
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dwelling units upslope  from  the existing buildings which has not yet been constructed.   These 
units would be within podium buildings and a 160‐foot residential tower.  
 
In discussing Executive Park and  the actions before  the Commission,  there are  two geographic 
areas  referenced.   The  larger  70‐acre Executive Park  area  includes  all developments  including 
existing office, residential, and hillside open space areas.  The draft amendments to the Subarea 
Plan would apply to this entire area.   The proposed rezoning and Design Guidelines, however, 
only applies to the 15‐acre office park area (“office park portion”).  
 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
Executive  Park  is  bordered  on  its west  by Highway  101.    Beyond  the  freeway  are  the  Little 
Hollywood and Visitacion Valley neighborhoods.  Blanken Avenue leads from the intersection of 
Executive Park Boulevards North and West, under  the  freeway, and  through Little Hollywood 
westward to Third Street.   At Blanken and Third Street, about ½ mile from Executive Park, the 
Schlage  Lock  factory  site  is  being  redeveloped  into  a  new mixed‐use  neighborhood  that will 
include roughly 1,200 dwelling units and supporting retail and community uses.   
 
To  the  east  is Candlestick Point,  the  stadium  and parking  lot  and  the CPSRA.   Candlestick  is 
planned for a large scale redevelopment in conjunction with the redevelopment of Hunters Point 
Shipyard, located east of Candlestick.  The mixed‐use project will include up to 10,500 dwelling 
units,  roughly 900,000 gross  square  feet of  retail, 2.5 million square  feet of office development 
among many other uses and public improvements.  The CPSRA is located east and immediately 
south of Executive Park across Harney Way.   The State Park is undergoing a planning effort to 
amend  its General Plan.   Bayview Hill Park, a natural open  space park,  is  immediately  to  the 
north on top of the bordering hill.  (see attached Context Maps) 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
An  environmental  impact  report  (EIR)  has  been prepared  that  includes  the  subject  legislative 
actions along with  the Yerby and UPC development proposals described above.   The EIR was 
published in October 2010, had a public hearing in November 2010 .  It certification is scheduled 
for the same hearing and will be required prior any approval actions.   
 
Also at the subject hearing, the Commission will need to adopt “CEQA findings” as required by 
state law.  The CEQA findings, will among other things, reject Project alternatives considered in 
the EIR but not under consideration, adopt overriding considerations for Project approval where 
significant adverse impacts have been identified but cannot be mitigated to a less than significant 
level, and adopt a Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMRP).   
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The  Executive  Park  Special  Use District.    The  Planning  Code Amendments  also  include  the 
establishment of the Executive Park Special Use District (SUD), which creates specifically tailored 
controls unique for the new neighborhood.  As one example, a widened Harney Way and a new 
Highway 101 interchange are now planned that will likely encroach onto existing lots.  The SUD 
enables development densities  to be  transferred  from portions of  the Executive Park area  that 
might  become  right‐of‐way  to  other  portions  within  the  Special  Use  District.    As  another 
example,  Executive  Park  does  not  have  a  typical  residential  street  and  block  pattern  that  is 
assumed by most Planning Code development controls.   Because of this, the creation of a more 
fine‐grained  street network  is  required.   The SUD  includes provisions  for delivery of publicly 
accessible streets and open space in conjunction with development.   

New  Height  and  Bulk  Designation.    The  Planning  Code  Amendments  also  include  new 
provisions  for heights.   The  Subarea Plan  calls  for  a dynamic urban  form.   As  such,  the new 
zoning establishes a 65/240‐EP Height and Bulk District that enables 65‐feet buildings throughout 
the District but also allows for taller buildings at specific locations.  Buildings along Harney and 
Alana can be built to 85 feet as a means to creating a definitive streetwall at the neighborhood’s 
(and City’s) edge.  Such treatment is also allowed along Executive Park Boulevard North, which 
has long been envisioned as the neighborhood center.  Similarly, the height controls allow three 
towers within the SUD at key locations and at specific heights (240‐feet, 200‐feet, and 170‐feet).   

Design Review.  Finally, the Planning Code Amendments extend the Design Review Procedures 
under  Planning  Code  Section  309  and  309.1  used  for  Downtown  and  the  DTR  (Downtown 
Residential) Districts  to Executive Park.   Under  this design  review provision, all development 
projects  that  include new construction will be required  to come before  the Commission and be 
subject to neighborhood notification.   

 

Design Guidelines 
Planning staff has prepared draft Design Guidelines  for Executive Park. The Guidelines aim  to 
do  the  following:    (1)  provide  an  urban  design  framework  for  the  entire  site  with  specific 
strategies  for particular portions of  the  site;  (2)  include general performance criteria  for public 
realm improvements and include guidelines for how buildings and their streetwalls are to relate 
to different street typologies; (3) establish both performance criteria and specific requirements for 
building  modulation,  activation  and  architectural  treatment;  and  (4)    provide  general 
performance criteria for sustainability.    

 

Streetscape Master Plan 
One  of  the  challenges  of  Executive  Park  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  coordinating 
development between different property owners.   For the proposed new layout, the delivery of 
publicly accessible streets and open space will need to be coordinated.  Staff is working with the 
Project Sponsors on a Streetscape Master Plan (SSMP) to assure clarity between the two property 
owners and the City regarding the expected improvements.  A Draft Streetscape Master Plan will 
for forwarded to the Commission in a supplementary packet on April 28, 2011.  The Commission 
is not scheduled to take action on the Streetscape Master Plan at the May 5 Hearing; the SSMP is 
being made  available  for  their  information  and  their  comment.   The Draft  Streetscape Master 
Plan as forwarded to the Commission should be viewed as a work‐in‐progress that will form the 
basis of a final Streetscape Master Plan that will dictate public realm improvements.  
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ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 
Duration of Review.  
 The  planning  process  for  Executive  Park  has  been  underway  for  more  than  five  years.  
Environmental  review  has  taken  longer  than  anticipated,  largely  due  to  the  changing 
circumstances  of  surrounding  planned  development  and  changes  in  planned  infrastructure 
improvements.   

 

Location of Towers 
While  voicing  general  support,  some  Commissioners  have  expressed  concern  about  specific 
location of towers particularly with the west most tower adjacent to Highway 101 (or “Tower C” 
as  identified  in  the SUD).   Concerns  include creating a partial view blockage of  the Bay when 
travelling along 101 south and an overly even distribution of tower spacing.   The Amendments 
in this package reflect the same proposal as was in the packet for Initiation keeping the towers at 
the same location and configuration.   

However, staff is continuing to work with the Project Sponsor to see what modifications can be 
made to Tower C both in terms of slight relocation and configuration to ameliorate the expressed 
concerns.  Staff and the Project Sponsor team hope to find a solution that can be integrated into 
the Amendments without creating new  impacts or  requiring additional environmental  review.  
Staff will provide updates on  this effort  in a  separate memo  to  the Commission as part of  the 
April 28 Commission packet.   

 

Outreach and Notification 
Planning staff sent out a mailed notice regarding  the  informational hearings  to give  the public 
the opportunity to voice any concerns directly to the Commission.  Planning staff also hosted an 
open house  in  the neighborhood  to  elicit questions  and  feedback  about  the proposed General 
Plan  and  zoning  amendments.    In  general,  public  feedback  has  been  favorable  regarding  the 
proposed new  land uses  and  intensity of development.   However,  some have voiced  concern 
about  needed  additional  community  participation,  ensuring  quality  design  in  the  future,  and 
assuring  that  local  streets  are  not  overburdened with  spillover  parking.    Some  have  voiced 
concern over the particulars of the proposed urban form, with some concerned about the towers. 
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REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
1. Certification of the FSEIR [material under separate cover]. 

2. Adoption of CEQA Findings. 

3. Approval  of General Plan Amendments:   

4. Approval of Planning Code Text Amendments:   

5. Approval of Zoning Map Amendments:  

6. Adoption of Executive Park Design Guidelines.   

RECOMMENDATION:            Certify  EIR,  Adopt  CEQA  Finding,  Approve  General  Plan, 
Planning Code Text and Map Amendments, and Adopt Design 
Guidelines                      

ATTACHMENTS: 
Context Maps 
[note:  Draft Motion Certifying EIR and related material under separate cover] 
CEQA Findings 
  Draft Motion  
    Attachment A:  CEQA Findings 
    Attachment B:  Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program  

[to be sent separately] 
General Plan Amendments 

Draft Resolution  
Exhibit A:  Legislative Digest  

Draft Ordinance  
      Attachment A:   Superseded Text and Figures 

Attachment B:   Amended Text and Figures 
Exhibit B:  General  Plan  Findings  and  Planning  Code  Section  101.1(b) 

Finding  
Planning Code Text Amendments 
  Draft Resolution  
    Exhibit A:  Legislative Digest  

Draft Ordinance   
Zoning Map Amendment 
  Draft Resolution 

Exhibit A  Legislative Digest 
Draft Ordinance  

    Exhibit B:  Map of Existing Zoning and Proposed Zoning 
Design Guidelines 
  Draft Resolution 
    Exhibit A:  Draft Design Guidelines 
 
 
MMS:  I:\Citywide\Community Planning\Southeast BVHP\Executive Park\Work Products in Progress\Approval Packet and Notification\Ex Park - Executive Summary -Approval.doc 







 

 
 

Planning Commission Motion No.  
HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011 

Date:  April 21, 2011 
Case No.:  2006.0422EMTUZ 
Project:  Executive Park Amendments and  
  The Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporation Development 
  Projects 
Location:  Highway 101 and Harney Way 
Staff Contact:  Mat Snyder – (415) 575‐6891 
  mathew.snyder@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Adopt the Findings 
 

 
ADOPTING  ENVIRONMENTAL  FINDINGS  (AND  A  STATEMENT  OF  OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS) UNDER  THE  CALIFORNIA  ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND  STATE 
GUIDELINES  IN  CONNECTION  WITH  THE  ADOPTION  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  PARK  RELATED 
ACTIONS. 

 

WHEREAS,    the  San  Francisco  Planning Department  is  the  Lead Agency  responsible  for  the 
implementation of  the California Environmental Quality Act  (ʺCEQAʺ)  for  the City and County of San 
Francisco  and  have  undertaken  environmental  review  process  for  the  proposed  Executive  Park 
Amendments  and  the The Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporation Development Projects 
(ʺProjectʺ)  and  provided  for  appropriate  public  hearings  before  the  Planning  Commission 
(“Commission”). 

This Project includes three components: (1) a development project sponsored by UPC that would 
include up to 1,100 dwelling units, approximately 70,000 gross square feet of retail, and approximately 
1,677 off‐street parking spaces (2) a development project sponsored by Yerby  that would include up to 
500 dwelling units and approximately 750 off‐street parking spaces; and  (3) General Plan amendments 
along with Planning Code Text amendments and the subject Map amendments, ( “Project”)   

On  May  11,  2006,  Universal  Paragon  Inc.  (Project  Sponsor)  and  on  March  22,  2006  Yerby 
Company  (“Yerby”)  (Project  Sponsor)  submitted  applications  to  jointly  amend  the  General  Plan  by 
amending the Executive Park Subarea Plan along with other related minor changes, amend the Planning 
Code, and amend the Zoning Maps.   

The history of Executive Park  in  its current form starts  in the mid 1970s.   In 1976, the Planning 
Commission certified the San Francisco Executive Park Final EIR which analyzed a project that included 
833,000 square  feet of office space, 174,000 square feet of hotel/meeting space and 75,000 square feet of 
retail  space  (about 1,100,000  square  feet  in  total), plus 3,900 parking  spaces At  the  time, Amendments 
were made  to  the  South  Bayshore  Plan  to  allow  commercial  uses  at  the  location.    In  1978,  a master 
development plan  (“1978 Development Plan”) was created  to guide development based on  the Project 
analyzed in the 1976 EIR.   

www.sfplanning.org 
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In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commission approved minor changes to the 1978 Development 
Plan, which slightly altered the locations and amounts of the various land uses.   The City issued permits 
for the construction of four office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan; three of 
the office buildings had been  constructed by 1985  (OB‐1, OB‐2 and OB‐3),  for a  total of about 307,600 
square  feet  of  office  space  and  2,500  square  feet  of  retail  space.  The  fourth  office  building  and  the 
restaurant were not constructed. 

In  1985,  following  certification  of  a  subsequent  environmental  impact  report,  the  Planning 
Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 Development Plan that, when 
combined with  the  four  office  buildings  and  restaurant  previously  approved,  provided  for  1,644,000 
square feet of office space, 234,000 square feet of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and 
600 residential units, plus about 5,300 parking spaces   At the same time, the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
was established as part of the South Bayshore Area Plan  to memorialize the development program and 
urban  form  through a General Plan Amendment.   Related Planning Code Map amendments were also 
approved. 

In 1992,  the developer sought and obtained a  revision  to  the 1985 Planned Unit Development.  
This revision added 25,000 square feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care space and an 
additional 10,000 square feet of restaurant space and increased the square footage of residential use but 
not  the unit count.   Five residential buildings,  located  in  the eastern portion of  the site, containing 304 
units  and  517 parking  spaces  have  been  constructed under  this development proposal  by TopVision.  
(ʺTopVision Phases I and IIʺ).  Minor General Plan amendments were approved in conjunction with this 
approval 

In 1999, the Planning Commission certified a supplemental environmental impact report, and in 
2000, approved a Planned Unit Development  that extended and modified  the prior 1985 Planned Unit 
Development  authorization  by  including  a  residential  variant,  which  provided  for  some  additional 
residential  development  in  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  site.   Amendments  to  the Executive Park 
Subarea Plan  that  replaced  all of  the Plan’s  figures  and  added  text were  adopted  in  conjunction with 
these approvals.  The general land use program remained the same.   

In 2005, Signature Properties development project was approved under a separate PUD for the 
northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Area.  Nearing completion, it will include up to 450 residential 
units,  14,000  square  feet of  retail  space,  and  588 parking  spaces when built‐out.   Amendments  to  the 
Executive Park Subarea Plan were adopted as a part of this Planned Unit Development authorization.   

In 2007 TopVision obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development Plan for a Phase III 
development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parking spaces north of existing TopVision Phases 
I and II residential buildings on the eastern portion of the Subarea Plan Area. 

Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area currently 
include up to approximately 1,220 residential units, 307,600 square feet of office space in OB‐1, OB‐2 and 
OB‐3, 17,400  square  feet of  retail and  restaurant  space, 2,013  residential parking  spaces and 830 office 
parking spaces. 

Yerby has applied for approval to demolish OB‐1 and replace it with a mixed use, predominantly 
residential development of up  to 500 dwelling units and 750 subsurface parking spaces, and UPC has 
applied for approval to demolish OB‐2 and OB‐3 and replace them with up to 1,100 residential units and 
1,677 subsurface parking spaces.   These projects will require amendment of the Executive Park Subarea 
Plan  and  related  amendments  to  the  Zoning Map  and  Planning  Code.    The  proposed General  Plan 
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amendments would  apply  to  the  entire  71‐acre Executive Park  Subarea Plan Area, be  consistent with 
existing  development  and  approvals,  and  provide  for  the  transition  of  the  existing  office  park 
development  within  a  14.5  acre  southern  portion  of  the  Subarea  Plan  Area  (the  Yerby  and  UPC 
development sites) to a new, primarily residential area with 1,600 additional residential units and about 
73,000 gsf retail.  These projects would complete the build‐out of the Subarea Plan Area and accomplish 
its transition from the office park first approved in 1976 to a new mixed‐use, predominantly residential 
neighborhood.   

Since  2006,  proposed  amendments  to  the  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  and  the  development 
proposals  of Yerby  and UPC  have  been  reviewed  in  public meetings  by  the  Bayview Hunters  Point 
community, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood community and other stakeholders, 
including at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Advisory Committee, a body composed of 
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area Committee, 
and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance.  

On October 13, 2010,  the Department and Agency released  for public review and comment the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Project, (Department Case No. 2006.0422E). 

The  Planning  Commission  on  November  18,  2010  held  public  hearings  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact Report  and  received written public  comments until  5:00 pm  on November  29, 
2010, for a total of 45 days of public review. 

The  Department  and  Agency  prepared  a  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(ʺFSEIRʺ)  for  the Project  consisting of  the Draft Environmental  Impact Report,  the  comments  received 
during the review period, any additional  information that became available after the publication of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report, and the Draft Summary of Comments and Responses, all as required 
by  law, a copy of which  is on  file with  the Planning Department under Case No. 2006.0422E, which  is 
incorporated into this motion by this reference. 

The FSEIR  files and other Project‐related Department and Agency  files have been available  for 
review by  the Planning Commission  and  the public,  and  those  files  are part of  the  record before  this 
Commission. 

On May 5, 2011,  the Planning Commission reviewed and considered  the FSEIR by Motion No. 
__________,  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the procedures  through which  the FSEIR was 
prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality Act  (ʺCEQAʺ)  and  the CEQA Guidelines  and Chapter  31 of  the San Francisco Administrative 
Code; and 

By  Motion  No.  __________,  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission,  respectively,  found  that  the  FSEIR was  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  reflected  the 
independent  judgment  and  analysis  of  each  Commission  and  that  the  summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report; and 

The Department prepared proposed Findings, as required by CEQA, regarding the alternatives 
and  variants,  mitigation  measures  and  significant  environmental  impacts  analyzed  in  the  FEIR, 
overriding  considerations  for  approving  the  Project,  denoted  as  Attachment  A,  and  a  proposed 
mitigation monitoring  and  reporting  program,  denoted  as  Attachment  B,  on  file  with  the  Planning 
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Department  under  Case  No.  2006.0422E  which material  was made  available  to  the  public  and  this 
Commission for this Commissionsʹ review, consideration and actions;  

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,  that  the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered 
the FSEIR and the actions associated with the Executive Park Amendments and the Yerby Company and 
Univeral Paragon Corporation Development Projects  and hereby  adopts  the Project Findings  attached 
hereto as Attachment A including a statement of overriding considerations, and including as Attachment 
B the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

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

 

 

Linda D. Avery 

Commission Secretary 

 

AYES:     

 

NOES:     

 

ABSENT:   
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ATTACHMENT A 

EXECUTIVE PARK AMENDED SUBAREA PLAN, RELATED PL
ENTS, AND THE YERBY COMPANY AN

ANNING CODE 
AMENDM D UNIVERSAL PARAGON 

CALIFOR NGS: FINDINGS OF FACT, 
EVALUA D ALTERNATIVES, AND 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

, the Executive 
de, and Zoning 
d (ii) the future 
ment Project”) 
ment Project”) 
d in Section I 
nd adopts the 
d alternatives, 
on substantial 

 Environmental 
1000 et seq., 

entation of CEQA 
fornia Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq., 

particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
lopment of the 

 in accordance with the 
he “Project”. 

t, the environmental review process for the 

at do not require mitigation; 

Sections III and IV identify potentially significant Project specific and cumulative 
impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels through mitigation 
and describe the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

Sections V and VI identify Project specific and cumulative significant impacts that 
cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than significant levels and describe any applicable 
mitigation measures as well as the disposition of the mitigation measures; 

CORPORATION DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS  

NIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDI
TION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AN

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 

In determining to approve (i) proposed amendments to the General Plan
Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, Planning Co
Map (collectively referred to herein as the “Amended Subarea Plan”), an
development of the proposed Yerby Company project (“Yerby Develop
and the proposed Universal Paragon Corporation project (“UPC Develop
generally in accordance with the Amended Subarea Plan, as describe
below, the San Francisco Planning Commission (“Commission”) makes a
following findings of fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures an
and adopts the following statement of overriding considerations, based 
evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California
Quality Act (“CEQA”), California Public Resources Code Sections 2
particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implem
(“CEQA Guidelines”), 14 Cali

Administrative Code.  The Amended Subarea Plan and the future deve
proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects generally
Amended Subarea Plan are collectively referred to in these Findings as t

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Projec
Project, the approval actions to be taken and the location of records; 

Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant th
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Section VII evaluates the different Project Alternatives and the economi
technological, and other considerations that support approva

c, legal, social, 
l of the Project and the 

nd 

 
reasons in support of the Commission's actions and its rejection of the alternatives not 

ation measures 
Attachment B. 

ection 15091. 
ted in the Final 
r "FSEIR") that 

or avoid a significant adverse impact.  Attachment B also 
nd establishes 

ation measures 

ord before the 
 references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of 

ental Impact Report (“Draft SEIR” or “DSEIR”) or the 
es document (“C&R document”) in the Final SEIR are for ease 

of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied 

ent History 

1 acres in the 
ay 101, on the 
 Point-Hunters 
the San Mateo 

Since 1976, the Subarea has been the subject of several development plans, 
environmental analyses, and City approvals.  The 1976 San Francisco Executive Park 
Final EIR (1976 EIR) considered a development of 833,000 square feet of office space, 
174,000 square feet of hotel/meeting space and 75,000 square feet of retail space 
(about 1,100,000 square feet in total), plus 3,900 parking spaces. The first Executive 
Park Development Plan was approved in 1978 ("1978 Development Plan"). 

rejection of the alternatives, or elements thereof, analyzed in the record; a

Section VIII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific

incorporated into the Project. 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for the mitig
that have been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as 
The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines S
Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure lis
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Project ("Final SEIR" o
is required to reduce 
specifies the agency responsible for implementation of each measure a
monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.  The full text of the mitig
is set forth in Attachment B. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire rec
Commission.  The
the Draft Subsequent Environm
Comments and Respons

upon for these findings. 

I. APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 

A. Project Description 

1. Developm

The Executive Park Subarea Plan Area (“Subarea”) is comprised of 7
southeast corner of San Francisco, bounded on the west by US Highw
north by Bayview Hill, on the east by the recently approved Candlestick
Point Shipyard Phase II Project, and on the south by Harney Way and 
County Line.   
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Minor changes to the 1978 Development Plan, which slightly altered the 
amounts of the various land uses, were proposed and approved in 1
Subsequent to these changes, building permits were issued for the cons
office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan. Thr
buildings were constructed by 1985 (OB

locations and 
980 and 1981.   
truction of four 
ee of the office 

-1, OB-2 and OB-3), for a total of about 307,600 

ffice and hotel 
lopment Plan 

the restaurant 
 for 1,644,000 
square feet of 

00 residential units, plus about 5,300 parking spaces. 
and area-wide 
ental analysis 

lopment Plan 
space, 10,000 

space. The revised plan was analyzed in an Addendum to the 1985 SEIR.  Following 
ere issued for 

II). All 5 of the 
s, have been 

lopment Plan 
tion, modify the 

date the 1985 analyses. As part of the 1999 SEIR, the 
nerally carried 
ere addressed 
on certified the 
lopment Plan 

Amendment ("2000 Approved Development Plan") that increased new residential units 
by 521 units and 875 parking spaces. 

In 2005, the Signature Properties proposed to build 499 residential units, 12,500 square 
feet of retail space, 2,500 square feet of restaurant space, and 720 parking spaces in 
the northwestern portion of the Subarea.  An Addendum concluded that this project 
would not result in any new significant impacts that were not considered in the 1999 
SEIR and the Planning Commission approved this development. .  It is near completion.   

square feet of office space and 2,500 square feet of retail space. The fourth office 
building and the restaurant were not constructed. 

A proposal to revise the 1978 Development Plan by adding additional o
space, and adding residential use, was made in 1984 ("1984 Deve
Amendment"). Overall, and including the four office buildings and 
previously approved, the 1984 Development Plan Amendment called
square feet of office space, 234,000 square feet of hotel, 50,000 
retail/restaurant space and 6
Since these changes resulted in a substantial increase in project size, 
conditions had significantly changed since 1976, a subsequent environm
was conducted in 1985 (1985 SEIR). 

In 1992, a further revision to the development plan ("1992 Deve
Amendment") was approved.  It added 25,000 square feet of health club 
square feet of child care space and an additional 10,000 square feet of restaurant 

approval of the 1992 Development Plan Amendment, building permits w
the construction of five residential buildings (TopVision Phases I and 
residential buildings, containing 304 units and 517 parking space
constructed. 

In 1998, a supplemental environmental assessment for the 1984 Deve
Amendment was conducted (1999 SEIR) to extend the project authoriza
previous approvals and to up
previous 1985 Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures were ge
forward. In addition, slight modifications to the development program w
("1999 Development Plan Amendment”). In 2000, the Planning Commissi
1999 SEIR and approved a Residential Variant to the 1999 Deve
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In 2007, TopVision proposed a Phase III development to include 465 u
776 parking spaces north of the existing residential buildings on the ea
the Subarea Plan Area.  An Addendum for Phase III concluded that thi
not result in any new significant impacts tha

nits and about 
stern portion of 
s project would 

t were not considered in the 1999 SEIR and 

elopment Plan 
that Executive 
gle landowner. 
 Conditions of 
elopment Plan, 
ark.  However, 
 or redevelop 

sion, UPC and 
while assuring 
lopment Plan, 
 on September 
xecutive Park 

to its property 
bligations of ... 
g Commission 
s of approval 

been permitted 
 adhere to the 

e to time, with 
their respective 

pment of the 
perating in the 

cutive Park improvement and mitigation measures for over thirty 
IR and 1978 

t of the overall 
ature and their 

lying with the development provisions and implementing the 
improvement and mitigation measures required by the 1978 Development Plan as 
amended from time to time. 

Existing and approved development projects in the Subarea currently include up to 
1,268 residential units, 307,600 square feet of office space in OB-1, OB-2 and OB-3, 
17,400 square feet of retail and restaurant space, 2,013 residential parking spaces and 
830 office parking spaces. 

 

the Planning Commission approved this development. 

From initial adoption in 1978 through adoption of the 2000 Approved Dev
(Motion No. 15017, Case No. 1990.299C), the City has contemplated 
Park would be built-out in accordance with the Subarea Plan by a sin
Therefore, the 1978 Executive Park Development Plan, including its
Approval, and every amendment thereto through the 2000 Approved Dev
including its Conditions of Approval, have applied to all of Executive P
since 2000, the number of separate landowners who desire to develop
portions of Executive Park has grown to at least four: Signature, TopVi
Yerby. To accommodate separate development by multiple landowners 
that they, collectively, would comply with the 2000 Approved Deve
including its Conditions of Approval, the Zoning Administrator determined
15, 2004 that, consistent with the 2000 Development Plan, each E
landowner could seek development authorization applicable solely 
provided that the authorization “does not remove or alter the rights and o
the other parcels within the Executive Park Subarea under Plannin
Motion 15017, including the mitigation measures and other condition
imposed therein".  Although individual Executive Park landowners have 
to develop their separate parcels since 2004, they have been required to
1978 Executive Park Subarea Plan, as it has been amended from tim
respect not only to the provisions of the plan that apply specifically to 
parcels, but also to those provisions of the plan that apply to develo
Subarea as a whole.  The Executive Park landowners have been coo
implementation of Exe
years.  Some of these measures go back to the original 1976 E
Development Plan.  UPC and Yerby will help to complete developmen
Executive Park Subarea by cooperating with each other, Top Vision, Sign
successors in comp
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2. Amended Subarea Plan Development Program 

By this action, the Commission approves the Amended Subarea Plan. 
Subarea Plan applies to the entire 71-acre Subarea (consistent
development and approvals) and provides for the transition of the exis
development (OB-1, OB-2 and OB-3) within a 14.5-a

The Amended 
 with existing 
ting office park 

cre southern portion of the Subarea 
 

l Special Use 
ning within this 
ial-Commercial 
wable heights 
 Subarea Plan 
unity facilities 
bjectives and 
nd parking, as 

ll as “green building” approaches.  The Amended Subarea Plan establishes a 
 and Thomas 
tial and retail 

 the Amended Subarea 

pment projects 
uild-out of the 
ject. 

rby Company 
ses to demolish the existing office building and remove the existing 

he site with five 
, open space, 

d have heights 
tain a total of 
provide about 

At 150 and 250 Executive Park Boulevard (Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 24, 61, 65, 74, 
85, and 86), Universal Paragon Corporation (“UPC) proposes to demolish the two 
existing office buildings and remove the existing surface parking spaces, and redevelop 
the site with eight residential and commercial mixed-use buildings, below-ground 
parking, open space, and pedestrian walkways.  The height of the buildings would 
range from 65 feet (6 stories) up to 240 feet (24 stories) and would contain a total of 

(the “Yerby and UPC Development Sites”) to a new, mixed use, primarily residential
area (with 1,600 residential units and about 73,000 gsf of retail). 

The Amended Subarea Plan establishes an Executive Park Residentia
District within the Yerby and UPC Development Sites, changes the zo
area from a C-2 (Community Business) District to an RC-3 (Resident
Combined, Medium Density) District, and changes the maximum allo
throughout this area to a range from 65 feet to 240 feet.  The Amended
also addresses land use, streets and transportation, urban design, comm
and services, and recreation and open space through implementing o
policies, and provides design guidance for buildings, streets, pathways, a
we
hierarchy of streets, including the existing Executive Park Boulevard
Mellon Drive, and local streets and alleys to serve future residen
development.  The “Project” analyzed in the Final SEIR includes
Plan. 

The Project analyzed in the Final SEIR also includes two specific develo
that would implement the Amended Subarea Plan and complete the b
Subarea: The Yerby Development Project and the UPC Development Pro

At 5 Thomas Mellon Circle (Assessor’s Block 4991, Lot 75), The Ye
(“Yerby”) propo
surface parking spaces on the Yerby Development Site, and redevelop t
residential and commercial mixed-use buildings, below-ground parking
new streets, alleyways, and pedestrian walkways.  The buildings woul
ranging from 68 feet (6 stories) to 170 feet (16 stories) and would con
approximately 500 residential units; the underground garage would 
750 parking spaces. 
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approximately 1,100 residential units; the underground garages would provide up to 

t development 
nt to the 1978 
barea Plan to 
 predominantly 

eets.  Similarly, 
, independent 

Subarea that began under the 1978 Development Plan and have evolved through 
nts and project approvals since then into a mixed-use, 

od. 

n Francisco, is the 
tive is to realize the 
d: 

n Francisco 
ractive public 

ity.  This pervasive public quality would be 
 various 

hborhood parts together and in turn links the neighborhood to its 
ent for 

s, good 

following overall 

1. Create a new residential neighborhood to help address the City’s and the 
region’s housing needs, support regional transit use, and strengthen community 
facilities and services, including neighborhood-serving retail. 

2. Create a livable urban community with easy access to the waterfront and well-
designed streets and open spaces. 

3. Create a pedestrian-oriented urban environment that encourages walking. 

about 1,677 parking spaces.   

In summary, the Amended Subarea Plan is not a new, independen
program.  Rather, it is the seventh, and presumably last, amendme
Development Plan.  The Commission has approved the Amended Su
enable the completion of a vibrant, urban, pedestrian oriented mixed-use,
residential neighborhood characterized by active, publicly-accessible str
the proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects are not separate
projects.  Rather, they are intended and designed to complete the development of the 

general plan amendme
predominantly residential neighborho

B. Project Objectives 

AMENDED SUBAREA PLAN OBJECTIVES 

The Planning Department, on behalf of the City and County of Sa
sponsor of the Amended Subarea Plan.  The City’s primary objec
Amended Subarea Plan’s vision for the Executive Park neighborhoo

“The Executive Park Subarea Plan…envisions a new Sa
neighborhood: a mixed-used residential neighborhood with att
streets and open space connectiv
achieved through a street and open space system that knits all the
neig
surroundings.  The plan focuses on providing a welcoming environm
visitors and residents to the area through the creation of good street
urban design, and sound land use policies.” 

The Amended Subarea Plan’s objectives and policies are based on the 
goals: 
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4. Enhance public linkages within the area and to nearby neighborhood commercial 

urage residents, workers, and visitors to use alternative modes of 

ome the home of some 8,000 residents in 

a Plan.  The specific 
 below. 

quality affordable homes for families. 

t use to meet the region’s housing needs 

ents and those 
households who may commute to jobs on the Peninsula. 

nerations may 
gs as well as 

mental site design and improvements. 

teristics of the 
hy of the neighborhood and its access to the Bay.  Such a site plan should 

alkways, open 

lic open space 
San Francisco 

iding shuttle services, access areas and 

H. Support community facilities, such as a library or a community center, through 
ion Valley Community Facilities Fund to complement the needs of the 

residential community. 

C. Environmental Review 

As the lead agency under CEQA, the San Francisco Planning Department determined 
that a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) was necessary, pursuant to California Environmental 

districts. 

5. Enco
transportation. 

6. Set the stage for Executive Park to bec
as many as 2,800 dwelling units. 

YERBY AND UPC PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Yerby and UPC Projects would carry out the Amended Subare
objectives of this development as identified in the Final SEIR are set forth

A. Develop economically feasible, high-

B. Develop the site to its highest and bes
and the neighborhood’s retail needs. 

C. Create a new residential community to serve San Francisco resid

D. Produce a model, sustainable, residential community that future ge
learn from and enjoy.  Such a community will include "green" buildin
sensitive environ

E. Create a streetscape that recognizes the unique physical charac
topograp
allow for views and vistas to public space areas and the Bay from w
space and buildings.  

F. Create a secure environment for residents and visitors to the pub
areas and the buildings so that they may be useable to the entire 
community. 

G. Support regional transit plans by prov
bicycle parking facilities to support all modes of transit. 

the Visitac
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Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15162, to address the changes fr
Executive Park Subarea Plan that are embodied in the Amended Sub
proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects, as well as changed 
and new information that have emerged since CEQA review of earlier 
projects within the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area. The Final SEIR
environmental impacts of development under the Amended Subarea 
proposed specific development projects that would implement the Ame
Plan. The Final SEIR fulfills CEQA's requirements for environmental
Amended Subarea Plan and implem

om the existing 
area Plan and 
circumstances 
proposals and 
 assesses the 
Plan and the 
nded Subarea 

 review of the 
entation of the Amended Subarea Plan by the 

build-out of the 

ction 15168 for 
IR. That is, it 

 proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects that would 
project-specific 

environmental effects associated with 

n; and on April 

4 of the Public 
 of the CEQA 
 Preparation of 

 on October 27, 2006, and a public scoping 
t letters during 
eakers offered 
ent determined 

that preparation of an Initial Study would be appropriate to focus the scope of the SEIR 

 published on 
cant effects of 

 
Projects. 

The Initial Study determined that the Amended Subarea Plan and its implementation 
through the proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects may result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts related to the following environmental topics: Land 
Use; Aesthetics; Population and Housing; Cultural Resources; Transportation and 
Circulation; Noise; Air Quality; Wind; Shadow; Recreation; Water Supply; and Public 

proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects, which would complete 
Subarea under the Amended Subarea Plan. 

The Final SEIR is a program-level EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Se
the Amended Subarea Plan.  The Final SEIR is also a project-level E
analyzes the specific
implement the Amended Subarea Plan. The analysis is performed at a 
level. The Final SEIR specifically addresses the 
these individual projects. 

On March 23, 2005, Yerby filed an Environmental Evaluation Applicatio
11, 2006 UPC filed an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

Pursuant to and in accordance with the requirements of Section 2109
Resources Code and in accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082
Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a Notice of
an EIR and Public Scoping Meeting (“NOP”)
meeting was held on November 8, 2006.  The City received 14 commen
the comment period for the NOP.   At the public scoping meeting, nine sp
oral comments. Based on the comments received, the Planning Departm

on environmental effects that are potentially significant. 

An Initial Study (incorporated into the Final SEIR as Appendix A) was
February 11, 2009, to focus the scope of the SEIR on potentially signifi
the proposed amended Subarea Plan and Yerby and the proposed UPC Development
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Services (Police and Fire Protection). Therefore, the Final SEIR further addresses and 

nded Subarea 
r be less than 
tion measures 
esthetics (light 
); Cultural and 
ontological or 

atterns); Noise 
); Air Quality 
contaminants); 
); Utilities and 
(schools and 

ogy and Water 
esources; and 
s, other than 

cts, was included in the Final 
EIR uses both 

nd the recently 
ines to determine whether construction and 

d. During the 
letters were received. These were reviewed and 

es the Project 
tential impacts, 

or potentially 

the Project, the Draft SEIR 
considers the direct and indirect impacts of the Project and the cumulative impacts of 
the Project in combination with other past, present and future actions with potential for 
impacts on the same resources.  Each environmental issue presented in the Draft SEIR 

ed with respect to significance criteria that are based on the San Francisco 
Planning Department Major Environmental Analysis Division (“MEA”) guidance 
regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant.  MEA guidance is, in 
turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications. 

analyzes these topics. 

The Initial Study also determined that the following effects of the Ame
Plan and proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects would eithe
significant, or would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitiga
included in the Project: Land Use (division of established community); A
and glare); Population and Housing (displacement of housing or people
Paleontological Resources (historic architectural resources, unique pale
geoarcheological resources); Transportation and Circulation (air traffic p
(groundborne noise, construction noise, aircraft noise, interior noise
(construction dust and construction exhaust emissions, odors, toxic air 
Recreation (construction of new facilities and existing recreational sources
Service Systems (wastewater and stormwater); Public Services 
community facilities); Biological Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrol
Quality; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Mineral and Energy R
Agricultural Resources. Therefore, no further study of these topic
construction air quality and toxic air contaminant impa

is analyz

SEIR.  In the case of Air Quality, including greenhouse gases, the Final S
the 1999 Bay Area Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines a
adopted 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidel
operation of the Project would result in a significant air quality impact  

Publication of the Initial Study initiated a 30-day public comment perio
public comment period, five comment 
considered in the preparation of the SEIR analysis. 

The Planning Department then prepared the Draft SEIR, which describ
and the environmental setting for the proposed Project, identifies po
presents mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant 
significant, and evaluates Project Alternatives.   

In assessing construction and operational impacts of 
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The Department published the Draft SEIR on October 13, 2010. The D
circulated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested org
individuals for review and comment beginning on October 13, 2010 for a
review period, which ended on November 29, 2010. The San Fran
Commission held a public hearing to solicit testimony on the Draft SEIR
18, 2010. A court reporter was present at the public hearing, transc
comments verbatim, 

raft SEIR was 
anizations and 
 47-day public 

cisco Planning 
 on November 
ribed the oral 

and prepared written transcripts. The Planning Department also 
ivered or sent 

nd Responses 
n response to 
11.  The C&R 

raft SEIR and 

rs, as well as 
reviewed and 
ment and any 

l SEIR on May 
the Final SEIR 
would require 

R contains no 
t would result 
ented, (2) any 

erity of a previously identified environmental impact, (3) 
rnative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

 of the Project, 
 SEIR was so 

nd conclusory in nature that meaningful public 
ent were precluded. 

Implementation of the Project would include the following required approvals, which 
would include the adoption of CEQA findings, including a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program to support the approval actions: 

Planning Commission

received written comments on the Draft SEIR, which were hand-del
through mail, fax, or email. 

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared a Comments a
document ("C&R document"). This document, which provides a writte
each comment received on the Draft SEIR, was published on April 21, 20
document included copies of all of the comments received on the D
individual responses to those comments. The C&R document provided additional, 
updated information and clarification on issues raised by commente
Planning Department staff-initiated text changes. This Commission 
considered the Final SEIR, which includes the Draft SEIR, the C&R docu
Errata Sheets, and all of the supporting information and certified the Fina
5, 2011. In certifying the Final SEIR, this Commission determined that 
does not add significant new information to the Draft SEIR that 
recirculation of the Final SEIR under CEQA because the Final SEI
information revealing (1) any new significant environmental impact tha
from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implem
substantial increase in the sev
any feasible project alte
previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts
but that was rejected by the Project's proponents, or (4) that the Draft
fundamentally and basically inadequate a
review and comm

D. Approval Actions 

 

• Certification of the Final SEIR (appealable to the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors). 
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• Adoption of consistency findings, Planning Code Section 101.1 (P
for the Amended Subarea Pl

riority Policies) 
an, the proposed Yerby Development Project, and the 

Code Section 340 
amendments to the San Francisco General Plan to amend the Executive Park Subarea 

 Zoning Maps 
o establish the boundaries of and development standards for the 

Park Subarea 

are consistent 
xecutive Park Residential SUD regulations (appealable to the Board of 

 the Yerby and 

Board of Supervisors

proposed UPC Development Project.  

• Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors, Planning 

Plan, a Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area. 

• Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors Amendments to the
and Planning Code t
proposed Executive Park Residential SUD, pursuant to the Executive 
Plan. 

• Determinations that the Yerby and UPC Development Projects 
with the E
Appeals). 

• Determinations of compliance with Planning Code Section 295 for
UPC projects. 

 

San Francisco 
ark Subarea Plan, a Subarea Plan of the 

• Approval of Amendments to the Zoning Maps and Planning Code to establish the 
elopment standards for the proposed Executive Park Residential 

including land 
 within the Executive Park Subarea. 

Department of Public Works

• Approval of Planning Code Section 340 amendments to the 
General Plan to amend the Executive P
Bayview Hunters Point Area. 

boundaries of and dev
SUD, pursuant to the Executive Park Subarea Plan. 

• Approval of public right of way changes and reconfiguration, 
exchange and street vacation,

 

 infrastructure improvements. 

• Approval of Subdivision Maps for the Yerby and UPC Development Projects 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

• Approval of street improvements and other public

(appealable to Board of Supervisors). 

 

• Approval of traffic control and striping changes, changes to MUNI routes and 
stops; and improvements in the public right-of-way related to MUNI. 
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Recreation and Park Commission 

Determinations of shadow impact under Planning Code Section 295 for the Yerby and 
UPC projects. 

Department of Building Inspection 

• Approval of demolition, site, and building permits for the Ye
Development Projects. 

rby and UPC 

ion Measures 

 findings about 
pacts and the 
de the written 
 impacts of the 
nd Initial Study 

oject. To avoid duplication and 
y adopts, the 
 analysis and 
reference and 

 of Department 
e public. The 

esholds is a judgment 
he significance 
e in the record, 
he significance 
iate means of 
ject. 

mental impact 
ental findings 

onclusions can be found in the Final SEIR and these findings by this reference 
incorporate the discussion and analysis in the Final SEIR supporting the determinations 
regarding the Project impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those 

mmission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in 
these findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final SEIR relating to 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such 
determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these 
findings. 

E. Findings About Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigat

The following Sections II through VI set forth the Planning Commission's
the Final SEIR's determinations regarding significant environmental im
mitigation measures proposed to address them. These findings provi
analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding the environmental
Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final SEIR a
and adopted by the Commission as part of the Pr
redundancy, and because the Commission agrees with, and hereb
conclusions in the Final SEIR, these findings will not repeat the
conclusions in the Final SEIR, but instead incorporates them by this 
relies upon them as substantial evidence supporting these findings. 

In making these findings, the Commission has considered the opinions
and other City staff and experts, other agencies and members of th
Commission finds that the determination of significance thr
decision within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; t
thresholds used in the Final SEIR are supported by substantial evidenc
including the expert opinion of the SEIR preparers and City staff; and t
thresholds used in the Final SEIR provide reasonable and appropr
assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Pro

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environ
contained in the Final SEIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environm
and c

impacts.  In making these findings, the Co
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As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates all of
measures set forth in the Final SEIR and the attached MMRP to substan
avoid the potentially significant and significant impacts of the Project.
Commission intends to adopt each of the mitigation measures propos
SEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in 
has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitig
is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference.
the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in these
MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the Final SEI
clerical error, the language of the policies and implementation measures as set forth in 

 the mitigation 
tially lessen or 
 The Planning 
ed in the Final 
the Final SEIR 
ation measure 
 In addition, in 
 findings or the 

R due to a 

asure numbers 

 for a category 
al 

finding dozens of times to address each and every significant effect and mitigation 
s the need for such repetition because in no instance 

r the mitigation 

c hearing transcripts, a copy of all letters regarding the preparation and 
e administrative 

ackground documentation for the Final SEIR are located at the Planning 

d the Planning 

 REQUIRING 
 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than 
significant.  (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, 
subd. (a)(3), 15091.)  Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding, the Commission finds that implementation of the Project will not result in 
any significant impacts in the following areas and that these impact areas, therefore, do 
not require mitigation. 

 

 

the Final SEIR shall control. The impact numbers and mitigation me
used in these findings reflect the information contained in the Final SEIR. 

In Sections II through VI below, the same findings are sometimes made
of environmental impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identic

measure, the initial finding obviate
is the Planning Commission rejecting the conclusions of the Final SEIR o
measures recommended in the Final SEIR for the Project. 

F. Contents and Location of Record 

The publi
certification of the Final SEIR received during public review periods, th
record, and b
Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco. The Planning Commission Secretary, 
Linda Avery, is the custodian of records for the Planning Department an
Commission. 

II. IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AND THUS
NO MITIGATION
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A. Land Use 

1. Impact LU-1. The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Ye
Development Projects would not have a substantial impact on th

rby and UPC 
e existing character of 

V.A.9) 

 
V.A.10) 

evelopment Projects, when considered with other 
onsiderably to 

nd proposed Development 
t physically divide an established community (IS, p. 23) 

) 

 the proposed 
prominence of 
enic resources 

d the proposed 
ter and quality 

 would enhance 
pact on visual 

by and UPC Development Projects would not contribute to 
a significant cumulative degradation of visual quality when considered with other 

ects in the vicinity of the Subarea Plan Area. (DSEIR V.B.23) 

 Development 
Projects would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact 
other people or properties (IS, p. 26) 

C. Population and Housing 

1. Impact PH-1.  Build-out of the Subarea Plan Area under the Amended Subarea 
Plan would increase the residential population within the Subarea Plan Area but is 

the vicinity or result in conflicts between incompatible land uses. (DSEIR 

2. Impact LU-2. The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development Projects
would not physically disrupt or divide an established community. (DSEIR 

3. Impact LU-3. The proposed D
development projects proposed in the vicinity, would not contribute c
cumulative land use impacts. (DSEIR V.A.11) 

4. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan a
Projects would no

5. substantially impact other people or properties (IS, p. 26

B. Aesthetics 

1. Impact AE-1. Build-out under the Amended Subarea Plan and
Yerby and UPC Development Projects would increase the scale and 
development but would not result in substantial adverse impacts on sc
and scenic vistas. (DSEIR V.B.18 - V.B.21) 

2. Impact AE-2. Implementation of the Amended Subarea Plan an
Yerby and UPC Development Projects would transform the visual charac
of the project site but the Urban Design Guidelines of the Subarea Plan
the visual quality of the area and build-out would not have a significant im
character and quality of the site. (DSEIR V.B.21 - V.B.23) 

3. Impact AE-3. The Yer

planned development proj

4. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed
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planned and intended growth accounted for in citywide projections and would not result 
.10) 

 the proposed 

.10 - V.C.11) 

barea Plan and Yerby and 
P ulative impacts 

ial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
Projects would not displace substantial nu its or create 

ment housing.  

ded Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
ecessitating the 

d Development 
e of a historic 

ing those resources listed in Article 10 or 
lanning Code. (No Impact)  (IS. p.33) 

d Development 
troy a unique paleontological resource or site 

roject would not result in a significant impact on pedestrian 

2. Impact TR-5.  The Project would not result in a significant impact on bicycling 
conditions. (DSEIR V.E.29) 

3. Impact TR-6.  The Project would not result in a significant impact related to 
parking. (DSEIR V.E.29 - V.E.30) 

4. Impact TR-7.  The Project would not result in a significant impact related to 
loading. (DSEIR V.E.30 - V.E.31) 

in significant impacts on population in San Francisco. (DSEIR V.C.9 - V.C

2. Impact PH-2.  Implementation of the Amended Subarea Plan and
Yerby and UPC Development Projects would not induce substantial growth or 
concentration of employment nor increase housing demand. (DSEIR V.C

3. Impact PH-3.  Implementation of the Amended Su
U C Development Projects would not contribute considerably to cum
related to population growth, housing, and employment. (DSEIR V.C.12) 

4. Init
mbers of existing housing un

demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replace
(IS, p. 29) 

5. Initial Study Impact. The Amen
Projects would not displace substantial numbers of people, n
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  (IS, p. 29)   

D. Cultural and Archaeological Resources  

1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significanc
resource as defined in Section 15064.5, includ
Article 11 of the San Francisco P

2. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not directly or indirectly des
or unique geologic feature. (No Impact) (IS, p. 33) 

E. Transportation and Circulation 

1. Impact TR-4.  The P
conditions. (DSEIR V.E.28 - V.E.29) 
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5. Impact TR-8.  The Project construction activities would not result in a significant 

gnificant impact related to 

 not result in a 
DSEIR V.E.58 - V.E.59) 

 not result in a 
9) 

ld not result in a 
icant impact related to loading. (DSEIR V.E.59 - V.E.60) 

truction activities 
ansit. (DSEIR V.E.61 - 

d not result in a 
 

 not result in a 
V.E.69 - V.E.70) 

ot result in a 
significant impact related to parking. (DSEIR V.E.70 - V.E.71) 

not result in a 

t TR-43.  The proposed UPC Development Project construction activities 
roadway traffic or transit. (DSEIR V.E.72) 

17. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
Projects would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase 

change in location, that results in substantial 
safety risks. (No Impact)  (IS, p. 35) 

F. Noise 

impact on roadway traffic or transit. (DSEIR V.E.31 - V.E.32) 

6. Impact TR-9.  The Project would not result in a si
Candlestick Park stadium event conditions. (DSEIR V.E.32 - V.E.33) 

7. Impact TR-31.  The proposed Yerby Development Project would not result in a 
significant impact on pedestrian conditions. (DSEIR V.E.58) 

8. Impact TR-32.  The proposed Yerby Development Project would
significant impact on bicycling conditions. (

9. Impact TR-33.  The proposed Yerby Development Project would
significant impact related to parking. (DSEIR V.E.5

10. Impact TR-34.  The proposed Yerby Development Project wou
signif

11. Impact TR-35.  The proposed Yerby Development Project cons
would not result in a significant impact on roadway traffic or tr
V.E.63) 

12. Impact TR-39.  The proposed UPC Development Project woul
significant impact on pedestrian conditions. (DSEIR V.E.69)

13. Impact TR-40.  The proposed UPC Development Project would
significant impact on bicycling conditions. (DSEIR 

14. Impact TR-41.  The proposed UPC development project would n

15. Impact TR-42.  The proposed UPC Development Project would 
significant impact related to loading. (DSEIR V.E.71 - V.E.72) 

16. Impac
would not result in a significant impact on 

in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a 
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1. Impact NO-1.  Project traffic would increase ambient noise leve
access routes by less than the increase threshold

ls along project 
s that correspond to baseline noise 

ent 
Projects would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 

ed Development 
 in ambient 

e project. (IS, p. 37) 

dy Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
. 37) 

1. Impact AQ-1.  The proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects would 
ore, would not 
under the 1999 

idelines. (DSEIR V.G.21 - V.G.24) 

cts under the 
hicle trips that 

(DSEIR V.G.28 - V.G.29) 

could expose sensitive 
s but would not 
 Guidelines. . 

IR V.G.29 - V.G.30) 

 not generate 
.30) 

ended Subarea Plan would not conflict with adopted plans 
related to air quality under the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. (DSEIR V.G.31 - 
V.G.32) 

6. Impact AQ-9.  The proposed Development Projects would comply with the City's 
Construction Dust Control Ordinance and, therefore, w not result in localized 
construction dust-related air quality impacts under the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines. (DSEIR V.G.35 - V.G.36) 

exposure and would be less than significant. (DSEIR V.F.9) 

2. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Developm

groundborne noise levels. (IS, p. 37) 

3. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propos
Projects would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without th

4. Initial Stu
Projects would not be substantially affected by existing noise levels. (IS, p

G. Air Quality 

comply with the City's Construction Dust Control Ordinance and, theref
result in significant localized construction dust-related air quality impacts 
BAAQMD CEQA Gu

2. Impact AQ-4.  Operation of the proposed Development Proje
Amended Subarea Plan would not result in a substantial amount of ve
could cause or contribute to an exceedance of the CO ambient air quality standards. 

3. Impact AQ-5.  Operation of the Development Projects 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations of toxic air contaminant
be considered a significant impact under the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA
(DSE

4. Impact AQ-6.  The proposed Development Projects would
significant odors under the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. (DSEIR V.G

5. Impact AQ-7.  The Am
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7. Impact AQ-13.  The proposed Development Projects would
significant operation-related impacts to CO a

 not result in 
mbient air quality standards under the 2010 

esult in impacts 
.40) 

Impact AQ-16.  The Amended Subarea Plan would not result in conflicts with 
elines. (DSEIR 

t AQ-19.  The proposed Development Projects would not expose sensitive 
 

A Guidelines. 
 V.G.41) 

pact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
ber of people.  

contribution to 
nflicts with the 

substantial contribution to global climate change). (DSEIR V.H.17 - V.H.21) 

 established by 
sco 2008 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance. (DSEIR V.H.21 - 

With implementation of the Amended Area Plan, wind speeds at 
the Yerby and UPC Development Sites would not exceed the wind hazard criterion. 
(DSEIR V.I.7 - V.I.8) 

2. Impact WI-2. The proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects and variants 
would not contribute to cumulatively significant impacts on ground-level wind currents in 
the vicinity of the Subarea Plan Area. (DSEIR V.I.8 - V.I.9) 

J. Shadow 

BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. (DSEIR V.G.38 - V.G.39) 

8. Impact AQ-15.  The proposed Development Projects would not r
related to odors under the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. (DSEIR V.G

9. 
adopted plans related to air quality under the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guid
V.G.40) 

10. Impac
receptors to concentrations of TACs and PM2.5 that exceed the thresholds for significant
cumulative community risks or hazards under the 2010 BAAQMD CEQ
(DSEIR

11. Initial Study Im
Projects would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial num
(IS, p. 43) 

H. Greenhouse Gas 

1. Impact GHG-1.  The Project would not result in a substantial 
global climate change by increasing GHG emissions in a manner that co
state goal of reducing GHG emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020 (e.g., a 

2. Impact GHG-2.  The Project would not conflict with San Francisco’s Climate 
Action Plan or impede implementation of the local GHG reduction goals
the San Franci
V.H.22) 

I. Wind 

1. Impact WI-1. 
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1. Impact SH-1. The proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projec
would not have a significant shadow impact on Bayview Hill Park becau
of shadow would be de minimus and would not adversely affect

ts and variants 
se the amount 

 active recreational use 
.J.8) 

ts and variants 
impact on Candlestick Point State Recreation Area 

public's use or 

 proposed Development Projects would not have a significant 
shadow impact on proposed new publicly accessible open space because it would not 

cessible open 

-4. The proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects and variants 
arks and open 

K. Recreation 

Projects would 
 of open space 

portunities available nearby. (DSEIR V.K.9 - V.K.12) 

 Development 
al value of the 
creation Area. 

 V.K.12 - V.K.16) 

 Development 
he recreational 

f the nearby windsurfing recreational resource at Candlestick Point State 
(DSEIR V.K.16 

4. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
Projects would not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.  
(IS, p. 50) 

5. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
Projects would not physically degrade existing recreational resources. (No Impact) (IS, 
p. 50) 

or substantially reduce the use or enjoyment of the area. (DSEIR V.J.6 - V

2. Impact SH-2. The proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projec
would not have a significant shadow 
because the new shadow would not substantially interfere with the 
enjoyment of the park. (DSEIR V.J.8 - V.J.10) 

3. Impact SH-3. The

interfere with the public's use or enjoyment of the proposed publicly ac
space. (DSEIR V.J.10 - V.J.12) 

4. Impact SH
would not contribute to cumulatively significant shadow impacts on p
spaces in the vicinity of the Subarea Plan Area. (DSEIR V.J.12 - V.J.13) 

1. Impact RE-1. Construction of the Yerby and UPC Development 
not adversely affect recreational facilities due to the variety and quantity
and recreational op

2. Impact RE-2. Wind effects of the proposed Yerby and UPC
Projects would not result in a substantial degradation of the recreation
nearby windsurfing recreational resource at Candlestick Point State Re
(DSEIR

3. Impact RE-3. Wind effects of the proposed Yerby and UPC
Projects would not contribute to a substantial cumulative degradation of t
value o
Recreation Area when considered with nearby anticipated development. 
- V.K.18) 
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L. Water Supply 

1. Impact WA-1. The proposed Development Projects would not res
for new or expanded water su

ult in the need 
pply entitlements and would not require new or expanded 

ent Projects, when considered with 
derably to 

3. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
plicable 

d Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
astewater 

 which could 

d Development 
ct from existing 
ter supply 

 Development 
n by the wastewater treatment provider that 

  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
y a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 

Development 
Projects would comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste. (No Impact) (IS, p. 54) 

M. Police and Fire Services 

1. Impact PS-1. The proposed Development Projects would create additional 
demand for police protection service but not sufficient demand to result in the need for 
new facilities that could result in environmental impacts. (DSEIR V.M.6 - V.M.8) 

water facilities. (DSEIR V.L.5 - V.L.6) 

2. Impact WA-2. The proposed Developm
anticipated development projects in the City, would not contribute consi
cumulative water supply impacts. (DSEIR V.L.6 - V.L.7) 

Projects would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the ap
Regional Water Quality Control Board.  (IS, p. 54) 

4. Initial Study Impact.  The Amende
Projects would not require or result in the construction of new water or w
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
cause significant environmental effects.  (IS, p. 54) 

5. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would have sufficient water supply available to serve the proje
entitlements and resources, and would not require new or expanded wa
resources or entitlements.  (IS, p. 54) 

6. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed
Projects would not result in a determinatio
would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments. (IS, p. 54)   

7. Initial Study Impact.
Projects would be served b
the project's solid waste disposal needs.  (IS, p. 54) 

8. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed 
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2. Impact PS-2. The proposed Development Projects, when conside
anticipated projects in the vicinity, would not contribute conside

red with other 
rably to cumulative 

- V.M.9) 

eate additional 
demand for fire protection service but not sufficient demand to result in the need for new 

0) 

cts, when considered with other 
rojects in the vicinity, would not contribute considerably to 

 Development 
ly or through habitat 

 special status 
the California 
6) 

tudy Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
arian habitat or 

s, policies or 
ish and Wildlife 

d Development 
rally protected 

ct (including, but not limited to 
cal interruption, 

ded Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
onflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (IS, p. 66) 

5. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
Projects would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Preservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat preservation plan. (No Impact) (IS, p. 66) 

O. Geology and Soils 

environmental impacts related to police protection service. (DSEIR V.M.8 

3. Impact PS-3. The proposed Development Projects would cr

facilities that could result in environmental impacts. (DSEIR V.M.9 - V.M.1

4. Impact PS-4. The proposed Development Proje
anticipated development p
cumulative fire protection service impacts. (DSEIR V.M.11 - V.M.12) 

N. Biological Resources 

1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed
Projects would not have a substantial adverse effect, either direct
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or
species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  (IS, p. 6

2. Initial S
Projects would not have a have a substantial adverse effect on any rip
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plan
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. F
Service.  (IS, p. 66) 

3. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not have a have a substantial adverse effect on fede
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water A
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filing, hydrologi
or other means. (No Impact) (IS, p. 66) 

4. Initial Study Impact. The Amen
Projects would not c
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1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not expose people or structures to potential substantial a
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known ea
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Prioto Earthquake Fault Zoning

d Development 
dverse effects, 
rthquake fault, 

 Map issued by 
the State Geologist of the area or based on other substantial evidence of a know fault. 

act) (IS, p. 71) 

d Development 
jects would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 

d shaking.  (IS, 

d Development 
tial adverse effects, 

including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides.  (No Impact) (IS, p. 71) 

 Development 
e loss of topsoil. (IS, p. 71) 

 Development 
e located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 

g substantial risks to life or property. 

d Development 
ue geologic or 

l feature of the site. 

d Development 
 requirements. 

d Development 
re substantially 

lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted).  (IS, p. 81) 

3. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
Projects would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion of siltation on or off-site. (IS, p. 81) 

(Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42). (No Imp

2. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Pro
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic groun
p. 71) 

3. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not expose people or structures to potential substan

4. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed
Projects would not result in substantial soil erosion or th

5. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed
Projects would not b
Uniform Building Code, creatin

6. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not change substantially the topography or any uniq
physica

P. Hydrology and Water Quality 

1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
(IS, p. 81) 

2. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfe
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
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4. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of th
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, o
increase the rate o

d Development 
e site or area, 
r substantially 

r amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding 

 Development 
ontribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 

ntial additional 

d Development 
1) 

Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
s, injury or 

 Development 
nment through 

d Development 
 of hazardous 

de Section 65962.5 and, as a 
nt. (No Impact) 

nd proposed Development 
ementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 

a Plan and proposed Development 
Projects would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving fires.  (No Impact) (IS, p. 89) 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed Development 
Projects would not encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, 
water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner.  (IS, p. 97) 

on or off-site. (IS, p. 81) 

5. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed
Projects would not create or c
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substa
sources of polluted runoff.  (IS, p. 81) 

6. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. (IS, p. 8

7. Initial Study Impact.  The 
Projects would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of los
death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  (IS, p. 81) 

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed
Projects would not create a significant hazard to the public or the enviro
the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials.  (IS, p. 89) 

2. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not be located on a site which is included on a list
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Co
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environme
(IS, p. 89) 

3. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan a
Projects would not impair impl
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (IS, p. 89) 

4. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subare

R. 
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III. FINDINGS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED 

or substantially 
mpacts if such 
gh adoption of 
 the findings in 
SEIR and the 

 in the FSEIR 
ssion.  The full explanation of the 

the Draft SEIR 

nd VI are the 
the Project as 
ion Monitoring 
A Guidelines 

re listed in the 
 

measure, and 
 Commission 
the jurisdiction 

Francisco Municipal 
PH), the San 
bane and the 
n urges these 
nds that these 
asures. 

roject and will 

Commission finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate and feasible, and 
terations have been incorporated into the Project that mitigate or 
 environmental effects as identified in the FSEIR.  Based on the 

analysis contained in the FSEIR, other considerations in the record, and the standards 
of significance, the Commission finds that implementation of all of the proposed 
mitigation measures discussed in this Section III and Section IV will reduce potentially 
significant impacts to a less-than-significant level.   

A. Land Use - None 

B. Aesthetics - None 

OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid 
lessen a project’s identified significant impacts or potential significant i
measures are feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved throu
a project alternative).  The findings in this Section III and Section IV and
Section V and Section VI concern mitigation measures set forth in the F
Initial Study.  These findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed
and as recommended for adoption by the Commi
potentially significant environmental impacts is set forth in Section V of 
and in some cases is further explained in the C&R document. 

The mitigation measures proposed for adoption in Sections III, IV, V a
same as the mitigation measures identified in the Final SEIR for 
proposed.  As explained previously, Attachment B contains the Mitigat
and Reporting Program required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQ
Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measu
FEIR that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact.  Attachment B
also specifies the entity responsible for implementation of each 
establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.  This
recognizes that some of the mitigation measures may be partially within 
of other agencies, including, without limitation the San 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Department of Public Health (D
Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), the City of Bris
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  The Commissio
agencies to assist in implementing these mitigation measures, and fi
agencies can and should participate in implementing these mitigation me

The Commission adopts all of the mitigation measures proposed for the P
require these measures as conditions of approval in permits for the Project.  The 

that changes or al
avoid the significant
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C. Population and Housing - None 

D. Archaeological Resources 

1. Impact CP-1.  Construction activities for the proposed Develop
could remov

ment Projects 
e or disturb archaeological deposits/features. With implementation of 

R V.D.18, 

ata Recovery 

ay be present 
sures shall be 
the proposed 

  The Project 
 the Planning 

as provided by 
undertake an 

sultant shall be 
ry program if 
work shall be 
f the ARDTP 

 the Executive 
 Officer (ERO).  
RDTP and the 
archaeological 
 consultant as 

or review and 
al approval by 

grams required by this 
of four weeks 
 issuance of a 
f construction 

means to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant 
e as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). 

The Department shall initiate further consultation with Native American/Ohlone 
representatives through the California State Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) regarding the significance of the remains CA-SFR-7 shell mound and 
appropriate investigation and treatment protocols.  Any NAHC-recognized Ohlone 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1 this impact would be less than significant.  (DSEI
V.D.20 - V.D.24) 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1:  Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, D
and Reporting 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archaeological resources m
within the Yerby and UPC Development Project Sites, the following mea
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from 
Development Projects on buried or submerged historical resources.
Sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from
Department (“Department”) pool of qualified archaeological consultants 
the Department archaeologist.  The archaeological consultant shall 
archaeological testing program as specified herein.  In addition, the con
available to conduct an archaeological monitoring and/or data recove
required pursuant to this measure.  The archaeological consultant’s 
conducted in accordance with this measure and the requirements o
(Archeo-Tec, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for
Park Project, March 2009) at the direction of the Environmental Review
In instances of inconsistency between the requirements of the project A
requirements of this mitigation measure, the requirements of this 
mitigation measure shall prevail.  All plans and reports prepared by the
specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO f
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until fin
the ERO.  Archaeological monitoring and/or data recovery pro
measure could suspend construction of a Project for up to a maximum 
cumulative, as measured from the commencement of site grading to the
Certificate of Occupancy.  At the direction of the ERO, the suspension o
can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible 

archaeological resourc
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participant in the Department consultation shall be given the opportunity
comment on any draft archaeologica

 to review and 
l testing, monitoring, or data recovery plan required 

ment approval. by this measure prior to docu

Archaeological Testing Program  

The archaeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO 
approval an archaeological testing plan (ATP).  The archaeological te
shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP.  The ATP shall identify the 
property types of the expected archaeological resource(s) that poten
adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be 
locations recommended for testing.  The purpose of the ar

for review and 
sting program 

tially could be 
used, and the 

chaeological testing program 
archaeological 
gical resource 

ical consultant 
 archaeological 
archaeological 
ical consultant 

onal measures that may be 
nitoring, and/or 

 program.  If the ERO determines that a significant 
ely affected by 

 re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on 
e; or 

etermines that 
retive than research significance and that 

interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

Archaeological Monitoring Program (AMP)

will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of 
resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archaeolo
encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archaeological testing program, the archaeolog
shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO.  If based on the
testing program the archaeological consultant finds that significant 
resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the archaeolog
shall determine if additional measures are warranted.  Additi
undertaken include additional archaeological testing, archaeological mo
an archaeological data recovery
archaeological resource is present and that the resource could be advers
the proposed project, at the discretion of the Project Sponsor either: 

A) The proposed Project shall be
the significant archaeological resourc

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO d
the archaeological resource is of greater interp

 

If the ERO in consultation with the archaeological consultant determines that an 
archaeological monitoring program shall be implemented the archaeological monitoring 

ude the following provisions: program shall minimally incl
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• The archaeological consultant, Project Sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult 
on the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related 
activities commencing.  The ERO in consultation with the archaeolog
shall determine what Project activities shall be archaeologically monito
cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, found
excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of pile
shoring, etc.), sit

soils-disturbing 
ical consultant 
red.  In most 

ation removal, 
s (foundation, 

e remediation, etc., shall require archaeological monitoring because of 
 and to their 

all advise all Project contractors to be on the 

in the event of 

• The archaeological monitor(s) shall be present on the Project Site according to a 
il the ERO has, 

l consultant, determined that Project 
deposits; 

t soil samples 

ing activities in 
e empowered 
activities and 
riving activity 

ve that the pile-
ing activity may affect an archaeological resource, the pile-driving activity shall be 

een made in 
iately notify the 

 of the encountered archaeological deposit.  The archaeological consultant shall 
ess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 

encountered archaeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the 
ERO. 

ant archaeological resources are encountered, the archaeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the 
ERO.   

Archaeological Data Recovery Program

the risk these activities pose to potential archaeological resources
depositional context;  

• The archaeological consultant sh
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 protocol 
apparent discovery of an archaeological resource; 

schedule agreed upon by the archaeological consultant and the ERO unt
in consultation with the Project archaeologica
construction activities could have no effects on significant archaeological 

• The archaeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collec
and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archaeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturb
the vicinity of the deposit shall cease.  The archaeological monitor shall b
to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated.  If in the case of pile-d
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archaeological monitor has cause to belie
driv
terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has b
consultation with the ERO.  The archaeological consultant shall immed
ERO
make a reasonable effort to ass

Whether or not signific
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The archaeological data recovery program shall be conducted in a
archaeological data recovery plan (ADRP).  The archaeological cons
Sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the 
preparation of a draft ADRP.  The archaeological consultant shall submi
to the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recover
preserve the significant information the archaeological resource is expec
That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research 
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource 
possess, and how the expected data classes would address the appli
questions.  Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical

ccord with an 
ultant, Project 

ADRP prior to 
t a draft ADRP 
y program will 
ted to contain.  
questions are 
is expected to 
cable research 

 
property that could be adversely affected by the proposed Project.  Destructive data 

ns of the archaeological resources if 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

edures.  Descriptions of proposed field strategies, 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected cataloguing 

ield and post-

• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive 
. 

 protect the 
ntionally damaging 

n of results. 

 the curation of 
of appropriate 

curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects

recovery methods shall not be applied to portio
non-destructive methods are practical. 

• Field Methods and Proc
procedures, and operations. 

system and artifact analysis procedures. 

• Discard and De-accession Policy.  Description of and rationale for f
field discard and de-accession policies.   

program during the course of the archaeological data recovery program

• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to
archaeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-inte
activities. 

• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distributio

• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for
any recovered data having potential research value, identification 

 

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects 
discovered during any soils-disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and 
Federal laws.  This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and 
County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the 
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human remains are Native American remains, notification of the Californ
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Like
(MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98).  The ERO, archaeological con
sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agr
treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated o
funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.5(d)).  The agreement s
consideration

ia State Native 
ly Descendant 
sultant, project 
eement for the 
r unassociated 
hould take into 

 the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, 
the human remains and associated or unassociated 

funerary objects. 
curation, and final disposition of 

Final Archaeological Resources Report 

The archaeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archaeologi
Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of a
archaeological resource and describes the archaeological and hi

cal Resources 
ny discovered 

storical research 
ry program(s) 
urce shall be 

ed as follows: 
(NWIC) shall 

of the FARR to 
epartment shall 

ordation forms (CA 
nal Register of 

tances of high public 
rce, the ERO may require a different 

final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 

ent projects 
itigation Measure M-

EIR VD.18, V.D.20 - V.D.24) 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2. See Mitigation Measure M-CP-1. 

3. Impact CP-3.  Construction activities for the proposed development projects 
th implementation of Mitigation Measure M-

CP-3 this impact would be less than significant.  (DSEIR VD.18, V.D.20 - V.D.24) 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3. See Mitigation Measure M-CP-1. 

 

methods employed in the archaeological testing/monitoring/data recove
undertaken.  Information that may put at risk any archaeological reso
provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.   

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distribut
California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center 
receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal 
the NWIC.  The Major Environmental Analysis division of the Planning D
receive two copies (bound and unbound) and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on a 
CD or DVD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site rec
DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the Natio
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources.  In ins
interest in or the high interpretive value of the resou

2. Impact CP-2.  Construction activities for the proposed developm
could remove or disturb human remains. With implementation of M
CP-2 this impact would be less than significant.  (DS

could remove or disturb human remains. Wi
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E. Transportation and Circulation 

1. Impact TR-1.  The proposed project would result in deterioratio
Service at the Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue intersection. With imp
Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 this impact would be less than significant.  
Commission recognizes that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR
within the jurisdiction of SFMTA.  The Planning Commission u

n in the Level of 
lementation of 
The Planning 

-1 is partially 
rges SFMTA to assist in 

MTA can and should participate 
in implementing this mitigation measure.  (DSEIR V.E.25 - V.E.27, V.E.74) 

 and PM peak 
 / Third Street 

ptimized to minimize queues along Blanken 
rthbound and 

 corresponding 

 along Tunnel 
he northbound 
side of Tunnel 

a left-turn pocket.  On the southbound approach, parking 
modate a left-
moved on the 
the westbound 
ken Avenue to 

/ phasing plan 
on evaluated.  The supplemental analysis 

ection is feasible.  After 
on would operate at LOS D in both 

2. Impact TR-3.  The proposed project would increase ridership in Executive 
Park Shuttle service. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3 this impact 

t.  (DSEIR V.E.28, V.E.75) 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-3.  Executive Park Shuttle Service 

Increase outbound shuttle service in the weekday AM peak hour and inbound shuttle 
service in the weekday PM peak hour.  The shuttle operations plan should be sufficient 

implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SF

Mitigation Measure M-TR-1.  Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue 

The intersection would meet signal warrants during both the weekday AM
hours.  The signal would need to be part of the Bayshore Boulevard
system, and the timing plan would be o
Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Tunnel Avenue.  The no
southbound left turns would be provided with protected phasing, and the
right turns would be provided with overlap phasing. 

On-street parking would be removed and left-turn pockets installed
Avenue and right-turn pockets installed along Blanken Avenue.  On t
approach, on-street parking would need to be removed on the east 
Avenue to accommodate 
would need to be removed on the west side of Tunnel Avenue to accom
turn pocket.  On the eastbound approach, parking would need to be re
south side of Blanken Avenue to accommodate a right-turn pocket.  On 
approach, parking would need to be removed on the north side of Blan
accommodate a right-turn pocket. 

To evaluate the feasibility of this measure, a preliminary signal timing 
was developed and queues at the intersecti
indicated that signalization and restriping of this inters
implementing this mitigation measure, the intersecti
the AM and PM peak hours under Baseline plus Project Conditions. 

would be less than significan
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to accommodate the expected transit demand—i.e., 105 inbound and
transit trips in the weekday AM peak hour and 283 inbound and 197 o
trips in the weekday PM peak hour.  Assuming the current shuttle capac
require approximately five (5) inbound and 13 outbound trips in the wee
hour and 14 inbound and ten (10) outbound trips in the weekday P
(average headways of about four to five minutes).  Lower service le
provided during the midday, evening, and weekend periods.  These c
shuttle service would be implemented as needed, based on the percenta
of the proposed Development Projects along with a revised route and 
make the Bayshore Caltrain Station a permanent stop and include 
stops—one on Bayshore Boulevard near Arleta Avenue to improve con
T-Third Street

 271 outbound 
utbound transit 
ities, this would 
kday AM peak 
M peak hour 
vels could be 
hanges to the 
ge of build-out 
stop pattern to 
two additional 

nections to the 
 and the various bus lines and one stop on Bayshore Boulevard between 

ley commercial 
 the Visitacion 

ly identified as project-related mitigation measures 
e project in the 
as part of the 
would still be 

e Project. 

ent Project would affect the 
section. With 
be less than 

(DSEIR V.E.54 - V.E.55, V.E.77) 

signalization and restriping of Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue as detailed in Mitigation 

ould increase 
 of Mitigation 

Measure M-TR-30 this impact would be less than significant.  (DSEIR V.E.57 - V.E.58, 
V.E.77) 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-30: Executive Park Shuttle Service 

As detailed in Mitigation Measure TR-3, the Yerby Project Sponsor would be required to 
make a fair-share contribution to the costs of providing the Executive Park shuttle 
service, including any capital, operating, and maintenance costs.  The Yerby 

Leland and Visitacion Avenues to improve access to the Visitacion Val
area.  The location of these stops would be coordinated with MTA and
Valley community. 

Since these measures were previous
in the 1999 FSEIR and were included in the Conditions of Approval for th
1985 FSEIR, it was assumed that these measures would be included 
Project and not represent new mitigation measures.  However, they 
considered required mitigation for th

3. Impact TR-28.  The proposed Yerby Developm
Level of Service at the Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue inter
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-28 this impact would 
significant.  

Mitigation Measure M-TR-28: Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue.   

The Yerby Project Sponsor would need to make a fair-share contribution to the 

Measure TR-1. 

4. Impact TR-30.  The proposed Yerby Development Project w
ridership on the Executive Park Shuttle service. With implementation
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Development Project would generate 115 trips (32 inbound, 83 outbou
peak hour and 117 trips (69 inbound, 48 o

nd) in the AM 
utbound) in the PM peak hour, or 

uld affect the 
unnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue intersection. With 

ct would be less than 

The UPC Project Sponsor would need to make a fair-share contribution to the 
d in Mitigation 

Impact TR-38.  The proposed UPC Development Project would increase 

.E.68 - V.E.69, 

roject Sponsor would be required to 
make a fair-share contribution to the costs of providing the Executive Park shuttle 
er g, and maintenance costs.  The UPC 

nd) in the AM 
 and 363 trips (214 inbound, 149 outbound) in the PM peak hour, or 

ecutive Park 

ations to some 
of the internal intersections would be required to support the new development and 

of the Executive Park property owners, including: 

• Establishing STOP signs and turn pockets at the intersection of Executive Park 
Boulevard North and Executive Park Boulevard East, and  

• Establishing an eastbound left-turn pocket at the Executive Park Boulevard North 
and Thomas Mellon Drive intersection. 

 

approximately 27 percent of the total Project transit demand. 

5. Impact TR-36.  The proposed UPC Development Project wo
Level of Service at the T
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-36 this impa
significant.  (DSEIR V.E.63, V.E.77) 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-36: Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue 

signalization and restriping of Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue as detaile
Measure TR-1. 

6. 
ridership on Executive Park Shuttle service. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-TR-38 this impact would be less than significant.  (DSEIR V
V.E.77) 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-38: Executive Park Shuttle Service 

As detailed in Mitigation Measure M-TR-3, the P

s vice, including any capital, operatin
Development Project would generate 261 trips (73 inbound, 188 outbou
peak hour
approximately 73 percent of the total Project transit demand. 

7. Other Applicable Transportation Measures: 

Improvements Included as Part of the Proposed Amended Ex
Subarea Plan 

As part of the Proposed Amended Executive Park Subarea Plan, modific

would be the responsibility 
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Update and Enhance the Executive Park Transportation Management Plan 

The Executive Park Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be updated and 
lements: 

s, the coordinator 
e aggregated mode 

ify additional measures that would help 
ld manage and 

rtation 
rpool 

s discussed above, the Executive Park shuttle should be expanded to 

 In addition, 
al space and 

hed, which 
rmation regarding who is available 

ations should be 
p passengers. The 

utive Park website 
hey can log in and 

te with one of the 

not every unit 
viders typically 

ould also be 
arshare doesn't 
 security to 

r carpool to work; 

• Real-Time Transit Information – Real-time information on the current status 
and arrival times of the Executive Park shuttle, T-Third Street, Caltrain, and 
BART should be included on the Executive Park website. This could be 
maintained through the Muni Nextbus, BART, and Caltrain websites. In addition, 
message boards at Executive Park shuttle stops or at the commercial center 
should be provided to present arrival times and the current status of the various 
transit operators (such as whether there are any major system delays). In 
addition, links to the transit provider websites should be maintained; 

enhanced. The TMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following e

• Transportation Coordinator – As part of their responsibilitie
should conduct annual surveys of residents to determine th
split and place of work, and to ident
residents. In addition, the Transportation Coordinator shou
operate the TMP measures described below; 

• Executive Park Residents Website – Maintained by the Transpo
Coordinator, this website should present all shuttle, transit, and ca
information, as described below; 

• Shuttle – A
include new stops within Executive Park and in the Visitacion Valley 
neighborhood and provide substantial increases in service levels.
new shuttle vehicle types should be considered to provide addition
rider amenities; 

• Carpool Services – A carpool match program should be establis
would allow residents to access a bank of info
to drive and ride in carpools. Also, designated casual carpool loc
identified, to allow drivers a convenient location to pick u
carpool matching and information entry should be on the Exec
and real-time (i.e., if a person is going to be leaving for work, t
see if anybody else is looking to leave at the same time); 

• Carsharing Services – Individual developers should coordina
various carshare providers to provide carshare spaces throughout the 
neighborhoods. This would reduce the demand for parking, as 
would need to have their own vehicle. Although carshare pro
provide information on vehicle locations and availability, these sh
included on the Executive Park website. It should be noted that c
result in a significant decrease in auto use; instead, it gives some
residents who don’t want to own a vehicle and take transit o
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• Transit Pass Sales – A transit store should be included amo
commercial establishments at Executive Park, or agreements ma
independent merchant to sell transit p

ng the new 
de with an 

asses (monthly Muni Fast Pass, one-time 

or should pursue 
ide residents with 

 Homeowners 

with businesses to encourage hiring of local residents; and investigating the 
s from Harney Way 

erty Owners 

Park property 
nted by poor 
term 

improvements.  These measures were also previously identified as project-related 
at these measures are 

n measures. 
d still be considered required mitigation for the proposed project.  

Executive Park Boulevard East; 

homas Mellon 
 

• Signalization of Executive Park Boulevard West / Alanna Way and the restriping 
of the southbound approach from one shared lane to one exclusive left lane and 

clusive right lane; 

F. Noise  

Initial Study Mitigation Measure Noise-1: Construction Noise 

fares, BART tickets, Caltrain tickets, etc.); and,  

• Other Programs – As appropriate, the Transportation Coordinat
other major tasks, such as coordinating with developers to prov
discounted transit passes (or inclusion of transit passes as part of
Association fees) and incentives for residents who don’t own vehicles; working 

establishment of HOV bypass lanes on the U.S. 101 on-ramp
and Alanna Way / Beatty Road. 

Previous Mitigation Measures Required for Executive Park Prop

As required by mitigation measures from the 1985 SEIR, Executive 
owners are required to make local roadway improvements when warra
operating conditions. These include the following short-term and long-

mitigation measures in the 1999 FSEIR.  It is assumed th
included as part of the proposed project and not represent new mitigatio
However, they woul

• Signalization of Harney Way / 

• Signalization and reconfiguration of Harney Way / Alanna Way / T
Drive intersection;

• Widening of Harney Way by one lane; 

one ex

• Widening of Alanna Way by one lane and two lanes; and 

• Signalization of Alanna Way / Beatty Road. 

 

Pile driving might be 
required for the Yerby and UPC development projects. If pile driving is required, the 
project sponsors shall require construction contractors to pre-drill site holes to the 
maximum depth feasible based on soil conditions. The project sponsors shall also 
require that contractors schedule pile-driving activity for times of the day that would be 
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in accordance with the provisions of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance
consultation with the Director of Public Works, to disturb the fewest peop
shall be required to use construction equipment with state-of-the-art no
muffling devices. At least 48 hours prior to pile-driving activities, the pro
shall notify building owners and occupants within 200 fee

 and in 
le. Contractors 

ise shielding and 
ject sponsors 

t of the development site by 
fliers posted on each floor in each building and distributed by building management of 
the dates, hours, and expected duration of such activities. (IS, p. 101) 

Initial Study Mitigation Measure Noise-2: Interior Noise Levels The
shall conduct site-specific acoustical studies for all of the proposed b
studies shall be consistent with the requirements of the State Building 
identify appropriate noise-reduction measures to be incorporated into p
design. Each noise study must be submitted to and approved by the Sa
Department of Building Inspection prior to the issuance of a building
noise-reduction techniques may include, but are not limited to: (a) i

 project sponsors 
uildings. The 

Code, and shall 
roject final 
n Francisco 

 permit. Potential 
ncorporation of air 

d to maintain 
ound-rated 

 

vement measure to 
al Study to be 
y may be 

itions of project approval. 

circulation systems in all affected units so that windows can remain close
interior noise levels of less than 45 dBA Ldn; and (b) incorporation of s
windows and construction methods in residential units. (IS, p. 101)

The Project Sponsors have agreed to implement the following impro
reduce impacts of the Development Projects that were found in the Initi
less than significant. Improvement measures identified in the Initial Stud
required by decision-makers as cond

Improvement Measure Noise-1: Construction Noise The project sp
require the construction contractors to implement noise control techni
disturbance to adjacent residential rece

onsors shall 
ques to minimize 

ptors during project construction. Specific noise 
control measures shall include the following:  

e noise levels 
proved 
 enclosures, 

(2) Equipment used for project construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered 
impact tools (e.g., jack hammers and pavement breakers) wherever possible to avoid 
noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically-powered tools. 
However, where use of pneumatically-powered tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler 
on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler could lower noise levels from 
the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves should be 
used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures 

 
(1) The contractors shall implement feasible noise controls to reduce th
generated by construction equipment. Feasible noise controls include im
mufflers; equipment redesign; and use of intake silencers, ducts, engine
and acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds.  
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shall be used such as drilling rather than impact equipment whenever feasible.  

itive receptors as 
ting receptors, they shall be 

ting buildings 
t receptors. Portable sound blankets shall be used wherever 

ts can provide up 

 
cing existing sensitive 

ble.  

 between 
ng staff shall be 

made aware of the construction schedule and activities.  

 routes, and 
tial receptors.  

ing to noise 
ints during the construction phase. The name and phone number of the 

complaint coordinator shall be conspicuously posted at construction areas and on all 
tions. This person shall maintain a log of complaints received and take 

ary, to ensure 
vities. (IS, pp. 

ction equipment exhaust emissions could expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial concentrations of pollutants or affect regional air quality. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 this impact would be less than 
significant.  (DSEIR V.G.25 - V.G.27, V.G.41 - V.G.42) 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Construction Exhaust Emissions.  The Development 
Project Sponsors shall include in contract specifications a requirement for the following 
BAAQMD-recommended measures: 

 
(3) Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from existing sens
possible. If stationary sources must be located near exis
adequately muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds.  
 
(4) To the extent feasible, concrete crushers shall be located so that exis
block noise for adjacen
feasible to reduce noise generated by concrete crushers. Such blanke
to a 10-dBA noise reduction.  

(5) During construction of new buildings, the exterior facades fa
receptors shall be enclosed as early in the construction process as feasi
 
(6) During all construction phases, there shall be close coordination
construction staff and staff of the residential buildings. Residential buildi

 
(7) During all construction phases, locations of access roads, delivery
loading areas shall be selected to minimize exposure to adjacent residen
 
(8) A designated complaint coordinator shall be responsible for respond
compla

advanced notifica
steps to resolve complaints, including periodic noise monitoring, if necess
that significance thresholds are not exceeded by project construction acti
105-106) 
 

G. Air Quality 

1. Impact AQ-2. Constru
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• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off w
or reducing the maximum idling time to 2 minutes and as required by
airborne toxics control measures, Title 13, Section 2485 of Califo
Regulations. Clear signage sha

hen not in use 
 the California 
rnia Code of 

ll be provided for construction workers at all access 

atter and NOx. 

uipment (more 
, leased, and 

et-average 20 
e most recent 

ble options for reducing 
esel products, 

ucts, add-on devices 
. 

Air Resources 
Board’s most recent certification standard for off-road heavy duty diesel engines. 

 in accordance 
by a certified 
tion. 

ose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations of toxic air contaminants and PM2.5 

ecognizes that 
diction of DPH.  

e 
and finds that DPH can and should participate in implementing this mitigation measure.  

.G.42) 

sure M-AQ-2:  Air Pollution from U.S. 101 Traffic.  The Development 
l ensure that all new residential units within 800 feet of a U.S. 101 

travel lane are equipped with a ventilation system that achieves performance compliant 
with the requirements in San Francisco Health Code Article 38. 

H. Greenhouse Gas - None 

I. Wind - None 

J. Shadow - None 

points. 

• All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be equipped with 
best available control technology for emission reductions of particulate m

• Develop and adhere to a plan demonstrating that the off-road eq
than 50 horsepower) to be used in the construction project (i.e., owned
subcontractor vehicles) would achieve a Development Project wide fle
percent NOx reduction and 45 percent PM reduction compared to th
California Air Resources Board fleet average. Accepta
emissions include the use of late model engines, low-emission di
alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment prod
such as particulate filters, and/or other options as such become available

• All contractors shall use equipment that meets the California 

• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned
with manufacturers’ specifications. All equipment shall be checked 
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to opera

2. Impact AQ-14. The proposed Development Projects could exp

under recently adopted guidelines.  The Planning Commission r
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2 is partially within the juris
The Planning Commission urges DPH to assist in implementing this mitigation measur

(DSEIR V.G.39 - V.G.40, V

Mitigation Mea
Project Sponsors shal
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K. Recreation - None 

L. Water Supply - None 

ices 

t Sponsors of the Development Projects agreed to the following mitigation 
 proposed Development 

M. Police and Fire Serv

N. Stormwater Resources 

Projec
measures to avoid potential significant effects of the
Projects: 

1. Initial Study Mitigation Measure Stormwater-1: Minimizing 
Stormwater/Wastewater Runoff The project sponsors would implem
features and stormwater control techniques to achieve no net increase i
runoff from the project site. Potential stormwater control techniques wo
would not be limited to, vege

ent design 
n stormwater 

uld include, but 
tated swales, porous pavement, green roofs, and catch 

basins. The measures implemented would be consistent with the San Francisco Green 
r 13C of the San Francisco Building Code). The sponsors 

ues prior to 

d Development 

igratory wildlife 
ct could be 

ee Removal 
 to assure 

 state regulations 
e conducted by a 

will be disturbed during 
project implementation. A pre-construction survey shall be conducted no more than 14 
days prior to the initiation of demolition/construction activities during the early part of the 
breeding season (January through April) and no more than 30 days prior to the initiation 
of these activities during the late part of the breeding season (May through August). 
During this survey, the qualified person shall inspect all trees in and immediately 
adjacent to the impact areas for nests. If an active nest is found close enough to the 
construction area to be disturbed by these activities, the ornithologist or wildlife 

Building Ordinance (Chapte
would work with SFPUC staff to explore and implement feasible techniq
detailed project design.  (IS, p. 101) 

O. Biological Resources 

1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or m
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, or such impa
mitigated to less than significant. (IS, p. 66-70) 

Initial Study Mitigation Measure Bio-1: Protection of Birds during Tr
The project sponsors would implement the following protective measures
implementation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and compliance with
during tree removal. Pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall b
qualified ornithologist or wildlife biologist to ensure that no nests 
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biologist, in consultation with CDFG, shall determine the extent of a construction-free 
blished around the nest. (IS, p. 101) 

posed Development 
adverse effects, 

g the risk of loss, injury or death involving seismic-related ground failure, 
ificant. (IS, pp. 

 Development 
unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 

-or off-site 
 impact can be 

nd Excavation, 

buffer zone to be esta

P. Geology and Soils 

1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and pro
Projects would not expose people or structures to potential substantial 
includin
including liquefaction, or such impact can be mitigated to less than sign
71, 74-76) 

2. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and proposed
Projects would not be located on geologic 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse or such
mitigated to less than significant. (IS, pp. 71, 74-80) 

Initial Study Mitigation Measure Geo-1: Liquefaction Potential, a
and Dewatering The UPC and Yerby development project sponsors wo
features into the project foundation designs to address the potentia
the soils beneath portions of the development sites, the potential for so
the potential for groundwater inflow during excavation. The specific me
implemented would be specified in the geotechnical reports prepa
project design. Based on the preliminary geotechnical studies completed
projects, these features m

uld incorporate 
l for liquefaction in 

il instability, and 
asures to be 

red as part of the final 
 for the 

ay include (but are not limited to): soil cement columns, 
riven concrete 

 excavation, and 
e bottom of 

 Building 

dwater 

reinforced concrete mat foundations, pre-densification, drilled piers, or d
or steel piles, shoring to prevent soils from becoming unstable during
drawing down groundwater to a depth of at least three feet below th
excavation. The measures specified would incorporate all applicable California
Code requirements. (IS, p. 102) 

Initial Study Mitigation Measure Geo-2: Sea Level Rise and Groun The UPC 
 the project 

water levels due to 
 specific measures to be implemented would be 

specified in the geotechnical reports prepared as part of the final project design. Based 
on the preliminary geotechnical studies completed for the projects, the projects would 
include an appropriate long-term design groundwater level for use in the design of the 
proposed buildings and other site improvements. Using a predicted sea level rise of 3 
feet by 2100, the long-term design groundwater level would be Elevation -3.6 feet in the 
southern and southeastern portions of the development sites. (IS, p. 102) 

Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

and Yerby development project sponsors would incorporate features into
foundation designs to address the potential for rising ground
predicted global sea level rise. The
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1. Initial Study Impact.  The Amended Subarea Plan and propose
Projects would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the rele
hazardous materials

d Development 
 environment through 

ase of 
 into the environment or such impact can be mitigated to less than 

ous Materials/Contaminated Soil    

approval of a 
 a consultant to 

ould be disturbed 
o, substances 

nsultant shall 
ultant shall 

p that shows the 
ect sponsor 

se fees shall be 
trative Code. DPH 

ermine whether soils on the project site are 
hazardous levels. If DPH determines that the soils 

ous level, no 
ite would be 

 that the soils on the 
 the DPH shall 

such a plan is 
d level of 

asures for managing 
contaminated soils on the site, including, but not limited to: 1) the alternatives for 

lation, partial or complete 
referred alternative 

for managing contaminated soils on the site and a brief justification; and 3) the specific 
ose of contaminated soils on the site. The 

SMP shall be submitted to the DPH for review and approval. A copy of the SMP shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department to become part of the case file.  
 
Step 3: Handling, Hauling, and Disposal of Contaminated Soils 
Specific work practices: If based on the results of the soil tests conducted, DPH 

significant. (IS, pp. 89-96) 

Initial Study Mitigation Measure Haz-1: Hazard
 
Step 1: Determination of Presence of Contaminated Soil 
The development sites contain undocumented fill. Therefore, prior to 
building permit for the proposed project, the project sponsor shall hire
collect soil samples (borings) from areas on the site in which soil w
and test the soil samples for contamination (including, but not limited t
such as total lead, petroleum hydrocarbons, and heavy metals). The co
analyze the soil borings as discrete, not composite samples. The cons
prepare a report that includes the results of the soil testing and a ma
locations from which the consultant collected the soil samples.  The proj
shall submit the report on the soil testing with the appropriate fee. The
charged pursuant to Section 31.47(c) of the San Francisco Adminis
shall review the soil testing report to det
contaminated at or above potentially 
on the project site are not contaminated at or above a potentially hazard
further mitigation measures with regard to contaminated soils on the s
necessary.  
 
Step 2: Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan  
If based on the results of the soil tests conducted, DPH determines
project site are contaminated at or above potentially hazardous levels,
determine if preparation of a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is warranted. If 
requested by the DPH, the SMP shall include a discussion of the type an
contamination of soils on the project site and mitigation me

managing contaminated soils on the site (e.g., encapsu
removal, treatment, recycling for reuse, or a combination); 2) the p

practices to be used to handle, haul, and disp
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determines that the soils on the project site are contaminated at or ab
hazardous levels, the construction contractor shall be alert for the pres
soils during excavation and other construction activities on the site (dete
soil odor, color, and texture and results of on-site soil testing), and shal
handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and dispose of such soils appro
dictated by local, state, and federal regulations, including OSHA work pra
such soils are encountered on the site.  Dust suppression: Soils exp
excavation for site preparation and construction activities shall be kept m
the time they are exposed, both during and after work hours.  Surfac
control: Where soils are stockpiled, Visqueen (a type of polyethylene film
to create an impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the s
contain any potential surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during
weather.  Soils replacement: If necessary, clean fill or other suitable m
used to bring portions of the project site, where contaminated soils have
excavated and removed, up to 

with the State of California and adequately c
during transit, and shall be disposed of at a permitted hazardous w
registered with the State of California.  
 
Step 4: Preparation of Closure/Certification Report 
After excavation and foundation construction activities are complete

ove potentially 
ence of such 

cted through 
l be prepared to 

priately (i.e., as 
ctices) when 

osed during 
oist throughout 

e water runoff 
) shall be used 

oils, with a berm to 
 inclement 

aterial(s) shall be 
 been 

construction grade. Hauling and disposal: Contaminated 
soils shall be hauled off the project site by waste hauling trucks appropriately certified 

overed to prevent dispersion of the soils 
aste disposal facility 

d, the project 
H for review and 

sure/certification report shall include the mitigation measures in the 
ite, whether the 

 how and why 
02-104) 

-Containing 

t the following protective measures to assure 
s Board Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control 

lifornia Code of Regulations, Title 

The construction contractor would be required to submit the appropriate notification 
plan specifying measures that would be 

taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. 
The plan must specify the following measures: 
Prevent and control visible track-out from the property.  

 Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles.  

sponsors shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to DP
approval. The clo
SMP for handling and removing contaminated soils from the project s
construction contractor modified any of these mitigation measures, and
the construction contractor modified those mitigation measures. (IS, pp. 1

Initial Study Mitigation Measure Haz-2: Dust Program for Asbestos
Serpentine Materials 
The project sponsors would implemen
implementation of the California Air Resource
Measure (ATCM) for construction-related activities (Ca
17, Section 93105).  

forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation 
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 Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 

g lots, and staging areas, 

ivities.  
ions that contain naturally occurring 

iable asbestos 
rted and disposed of 

proved by the 
perator must 
sures throughout 

oject. The BAAQMD may require air monitoring for off-site 
migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and may change the 

 the asbestos 
ss-than-significant 

p. 104-105) 

OTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE IMPACTS THAT 
D TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

 to a cumulative impact at the 

tially within the 
 to assist in 
uld participate 

in implementing this mitigation measure.  (DSEIR V.E.38, V.E.75) 

unnel Avenue/ Blanken Avenue. 

The intersection would meet the MUTCD peak hour signal warrant in both the AM and 
PM peak hours.  In addition to the mitigations proposed under Mitigation Measure TR-1, 
left turns from Blanken Avenue would need to be prohibited in both directions and the 
eastbound and westbound approaches programmed to run concurrently instead of on 

seven days.  
 unpaved roads, parkin Control traffic on on-site

including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour.  
 Control earthmoving act
 Control off-site transport of dust emiss

asbestos-containing materials.  
 Stabilize disturbed areas following construction.  

In addition, excavated materials containing over one percent fr
would be treated as hazardous waste, and would be transpo
in accordance with applicable State and Federal regulations.  
The asbestos dust mitigation plan must be submitted to and ap
BAAQMD prior to the beginning of construction, and the site o
ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation mea
the construction pr

plan on the basis of the air monitoring results. Compliance with
ATCM would reduce impacts from airborne asbestos to le
levels.  (IS, p
 

IV. FINDINGS FOR P
CAN BE AVOIDED OR REDUCE

A. Land Use - None 

B. Aesthetics - None 

C. Population and Housing - None 

D. Archaeological Resources - None 

E. Transportation and Circulation 

1. Impact TR-12.  The Project would contribute
Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue intersection.  . The Planning Commission 
recognizes that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-12 is par
jurisdiction of SFMTA.  The Planning Commission urges SFMTA
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SFMTA can and sho

Mitigation Measure M-TR-12.  T
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split phases.  This would have minimal effect on the eastbound appro
volumes on the eastbound left movement are very low and alterna
provided via Bayshore Boulevard / Tunnel Avenue.  On the westbound
volumes on the westbound left movement are also very low and could
without substantial impacts on neighboring roadways.  It is expected that this traffic
would switch to Lathrop Avenue—one block south of Blanken Av
alternative routes to reach the freeway (e.g., via eastbound Blanken Ave
Park Boulevard West, and Alanna Way).  After implementing these m
intersection would operate at LOS C in the weekday AM peak hour and LOS D in the 
weekday PM peak hour.  The Yerby

ach, since the 
tive access is 
 approach, the 
 be prohibited 

 
enue—or find 
nue, Executive 

easures, the 

 Development Project Sponsor and UPC 
tribution to the 

impact at the 
ommission 

recognizes that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-21 is partially within the 
n urges SFMTA to assist in 

ould participate 

nt in both the AM and 
sure TR-12 for 
the intersection 
e weekday PM 
 be required to 
asure. 

e to a cumulative impact at the 
ith implementation of 

-22 is partially 
TA to assist in 

implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SFMTA can and should participate 
in implementing this mitigation measure.  (DSEIR V.E.45, V.E.76) 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Harney Way/ Executive Park Boulevard East  

The poor operations of this intersection in the weekday PM peak hour would be a result 
of conflict on the westbound approach (specifically westbound right turns) with the 
Harney BRT.  Due to a shared westbound through-right lane at this intersection, all 

Development Project Sponsor would be required to make a fair-share con
implementation of this mitigation measure. 

2. Impact TR-21.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative 
Tunnel Avenue / Blanken Avenue intersection. . The Planning C

jurisdiction of SFMTA.  The Planning Commissio
implementing this mitigation measure and finds that SFMTA can and sh
in implementing this mitigation measure.  (DSEIR V.E.44, V.E.76) 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-21: Tunnel Avenue/ Blanken Avenue 

The intersection would meet the MUTCD peak hour signal warra
PM peak hours.  If the mitigation measure described in Mitigation Mea
2030 Cumulative Conditions without Improvements were implemented, 
would operate at LOS C in the weekday AM peak hour and LOS D in th
peak hour.  The Yerby Project Sponsor and UPC Project Sponsor would
make a fair-share contribution to the implementation of this mitigation me

3. Impact TR-22.  The Project would contribut
Harney Way / Executive Park Boulevard East intersection. . W
Mitigation Measure M-TR-22 this impact would be less than significant.  The Planning 
Commission recognizes that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR
within the jurisdiction of SFMTA.  The Planning Commission urges SFM
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movements along westbound Harney Way must be stopped during the BRT phase, 
section. 

 and through 
en separate 

phases, and the through movements could occur concurrently with the BRT phase, 

ive Conditions 
e and Harney 

East were shown to operate at LOS C and LOS D 
during the weekday AM and PM peak hours.  The Yerby Project Sponsor and UPC 

r would be required to make a fair-share contribution to the 
is mitigation measure. 

 - None 

one 

ED TO A 

e Commission 
r incorporated 
ted below as 

easures in the 
FSEIR and described below are appropriate, and that changes have been required in, 

use the language of Public Resources Code 
section 21002 and CEQA Guidelines section 15091, may substantially lessen, but do 
not avoid (i.e., reduce to less than significant levels), the potentially significant or 
significant environmental effects associated with implementation of the Project.  The 
Commission adopts all of the mitigation measures proposed in the FSEIR that are 
relevant to the Project and set forth in the MMRP, attached hereto as Attachment B.  

reducing the efficiency of the signal and the vehicle throughput at the inter

If instead, an exclusive right-turn pocket were provided, right-turns
movements along westbound Harney Way could be segregated and giv

reducing delay and improving intersection operations. 

This proposed configuration was evaluated under 2030 Cumulat
Alternative B (Option 1), where both Harney Way / Thomas Mellon Driv
Way / Executive Park Boulevard 

Project Sponso
implementation of th

F. Noise - None 

G. Air Quality

H. Greenhouse Gas - N

I. Wind - None 

J. Shadow - None 

K. Recreation - None 

L. Water Supply - None 

M. Police and Fire Services - None 

V. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUC
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, th
finds that, where feasible, changes or alterations have been required, o
into, the Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts lis
identified in the FSEIR.  The Commission finds that the mitigation m

or incorporated into, the Project that, to 
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The Commission further finds, however, for the impacts listed below, tha
is currently available to render the effects less than significant.  The e
remain significant and unavoidable.  Based on the analysis contained wit
other considerations in the record, and the standards of significance, th
finds that because some aspects of the Project would caus

t no mitigation 
ffects therefore 
hin the FSEIR, 
e Commission 

e potentially significant 

e.   

 environment, 
 Code Section 

uidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the 
mines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding 

ction VIII below.  This finding is supported by substantial 
d of this proceeding. 

B. Aesthetics - None 

The proposed project would result in deterioration in the Level of 
ound). (DSEIR 

t is considered 
able. 

The proposed UPC Development Project would affect the Level 
S.101 mainline north of Alanna Way / Harney Way (southbound). 

 available and this impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

F. F. Noise - None 

G. Air Quality 

1. Impact AQ-3. Operation of the proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects 
could affect regional air quality. (DSEIR V.G.27 - V.G.28) 

impacts for which feasible mitigation measures are not available to reduce the impact to 
a less-than-significant level, the impacts are significant and unavoidabl

The Commission determines that the following significant impacts on the
as reflected in the FSEIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources
21081(a)(3) and (b), and CEQA G
Commission deter
considerations described in Se
evidence in the recor

A. Land Use - None 

C. Population and Housing - None 

D. Archaeological Resources - None 

E. Transportation and Circulation 

1. Impact TR-2.  
Service at U.S.101 mainline north of Alanna Way / Harney Way (southb
V.E.27 - V.E.28) 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impac
significant and unavoid

2. Impact TR-37.  
of Service at U.
(DSEIR V.E.63 - V.E.68) 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is
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Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 

ould affect regional 
 V.G.35) 

ure M-AQ-1, 
OG and NOx 
ions to bring 

AAQMD CEQA 
Guidelines thresholds for ROG and NOx.  Therefore, even with implementation of 

his impact to a 
voidable. 

could expose 
r the recently 

 above would 
le controls and 
 projects under 
 the impact of 

ceptors would exceed health risk 
nes for existing 
 500 feet of the 

.  Therefore, even with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-
than significant 

e proposed Development Projects could result in operation-
 to regional air quality under the recently adopted 2010 BAAQMD CEQA 

: No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 
 

H. Greenhouse Gas - None 

I. Wind - None 

J. Shadow - None 

K. Recreation - None 

L. Water Supply - None 

significant and unavoidable. 

2. Impact AQ-10. Construction equipment exhaust emissions c
air quality under the recently adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. (DSEIR

Mitigation Measure: Given current technologies, Mitigation Meas
discussed in Section III.G.1 above, would achieve a feasible level of R
reductions, but is unlikely to achieve sufficient reduction in emiss
construction activities to a level below the recently adopted 2010 B

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, no feasible mitigation is available to reduce t
less than significant level and this impact is considered significant and una

3. Impact AQ-11. Construction equipment exhaust emissions 
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of pollutants unde
adopted BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. (DSEIR V.G.36 - V.G.37) 

Mitigation Measure: Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1
reduce TAC, including DPM, exhaust emissions by implementing feasib
requiring up-to-date equipment in a manner consistent with other similar
review by the Planning Department.  However, even with mitigation,
construction activities at the closest sensitive re
thresholds under the recently adopted 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guideli
residential units within the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area and within
proposed construction
AQ-1 no feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a less 
level and this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

4. Impact AQ-12. Th
related impacts
Guidelines. (DSEIR V.G.38) 

Mitigation Measure
significant and unavoidable.
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M. Police and Fire Services - None 

VI. SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR 
ESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

one 

C. Population and Housing - None 

  The Project would contribute to a cumulative impact at the 
Bayshore Boulevard / Tunnel Avenue intersection. (DSEIR V.E.37)

 impact is considered 

2. Impact TR-11.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative impact at the 
.38) 

t is considered 
able. 

e Alanna Way 

significant and unavoidable. 

impact at the 
y Way / Alanna Way / Thomas Mellon Drive intersection. (DSEIR V.E.39 - V.E.40) 

No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

5. Impact TR-15.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative impact at the U.S. 
rney Way (northbound) segment. (DSEIR 

V.E.41) 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

REDUCED TO A L

A. Land Use - N

B. Aesthetics - None 

D. Archaeological Resources - None 

E. Transportation and Circulation 

1. Impact TR-10.
 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this
significant and unavoidable. 

Bayshore Boulevard / Blanken Avenue intersection. (DSEIR V.E.37 - V.E

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impac
significant and unavoid

3. Impact .  The Project would contribute to a cumulative impact at th
/ Beatty Road intersection. (DSEIR V.E.38 - V.E.39, C&R.40-41) 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 

4. Impact TR-14.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative 
Harne

Mitigation Measure: 

101 mainline north of Alanna Way / Ha
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6. Impact TR-16.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative imp
101 

act at the U.S. 
mainline south of Alanna Way / Harney Way (northbound) segment. (DSEIR 

No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 

act at the U.S. 
amp at Harney Way. (DSEIR V.E.41) 

t is considered 

 impact at the 
Bayshore Boulevard / Blanken Avenue intersection. (DSEIR V.E.41 - V.E.43) 

le and this impact is considered 

The Project would contribute to a cumulative impact at the 

t is considered 
 

impact at the 

t is considered 

he Project would contribute to a cumulative impact at the 
g Commission 
tially within the 
on urges these 
ds that these 

asure.  (DSEIR 
V.E.45, V.E.76, C&R.41, 52-53) 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-23: The City of Brisbane and Caltrans, as part of the Harney 
Interchange Project, shall account for existing traffic, background traffic growth, and the 
most recent forecasts of traffic expected to be associated with each of several adjacent 
development projects, including the proposed Development Projects. The San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) shall coordinate with the City of 
Brisbane and Caltrans to ensure that Project-generated vehicle trips are accounted for 

V.E.41) 

Mitigation Measure: 
significant and unavoidable. 

7. Impact TR-17.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative imp
101 Northbound On-R

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impac
significant and unavoidable. 

8. Impact TR-18.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is availab
significant and unavoidable. 

9. Impact TR-19.  
Bayshore Boulevard / Tunnel Avenue intersection. (DSEIR V.E.44) 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impac
significant and unavoidable.

10. Impact TR-20.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative 
Bayshore Boulevard / Blanken Avenue intersection. (DSEIR V.E.44) 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impac
significant and unavoidable. 

11. Impact TR-23.  T
Geneva Avenue / U.S. 101 SB Ramps intersection. . The Plannin
recognizes that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-23 is par
jurisdiction of SFCTA, Brisbane and Caltrans.  The Planning Commissi
agencies to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and fin
agencies can and should participate in implementing this mitigation me
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in the Harney Interchange analyses and design.  Mitigations and assoc
funding measures for cumulative regional roadway system impacts, inc
segment impacts, shall be formulated through the current interjurisdicti
Transportation Study effort being led by the SFCTA, or through an equi
developed by SFCTA in coordination with the City of Brisbane and 
Project Sponsor shall contribute its fair share to the Harney Interc
(Modified at C&R document, page C&R. 42.)  The “loop” configuration de
Option 2 for Alternative 1 of the Geneva Avenue/Harney Way interchan
this intersection to operate at acceptable conditions under 2030 cumula
(DSEIR V.E.45.)  However, as the interchange is still in a pr

iated fair-share 
luding freeway 
onal Bi-County 
valent process 
Caltrans. Each 
hange Project. 

scribed under 
ge would allow 
tive conditions.  

eliminary design phase, the 
ertain and this 

impact at the 
 Commission 

ation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-24 is partially within the 
e 

ds that these  
asure.  (DSEIR 

t of the Harney 
rowth, and the 

everal adjacent 
cisco County 
Brisbane and 
in the Harney 

-share funding 
eway segment 

rrent interjurisdictional Bi-County 
ivalent process 

altrans. Each 
ct Sponsor shall contribute its fair share to the Harney Interchange Project. 

(Modified at C&R.42-43.)  As the interchange is still in a preliminary design phase, the 
implementation and effectiveness of Mitigation Measure M-TR-24 is uncertain and this 
impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable. 

13. Impact TR-25.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative impact at the U.S. 
101 mainline north of Alanna Way / Harney Way (northbound) segment. (DSEIR 
V.E.48) 

implementation and effectiveness of Mitigation Measure M-TR-23 is unc
impact is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable. 

12. Impact TR-24.  The Project would contribute to a cumulative 
Geneva Avenue / U.S. 101 SB Ramps intersection. . The Planning
recognizes that implement
jurisdiction of SFCTA, Brisbane and Caltrans.  The Planning Commission urges thes
agencies to assist in implementing this mitigation measure and fin
agencies can and should participate in implementing this mitigation me
V.E.45 - V.E.47, V.E.77, C&R.41) 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-24: The City of Brisbane and Caltrans, as par
Interchange Project, shall account for existing traffic, background traffic g
most recent forecasts of traffic expected to be associated with each of s
development projects, including the proposed project. The San Fran
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) shall coordinate with the City of 
Caltrans to ensure project-generated vehicle trips are accounted for 
Interchange analyses and design.  Mitigations and associated fair
measures for cumulative regional roadway system impacts, including fre
impacts, shall be formulated through the cu
Transportation Study effort being led by the SFCTA, or through an equ
developed by SFCTA in coordination with the City of Brisbane and C
Proje
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Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 

tribute to a cumulative impact at 

lative impact at 
nd On-Ramp at Alanna Way. (DSEIR V.E.48 - V.E.50) 

t is considered 

 contribute to a 
 the U.S.101 mainline north of Alanna Way / Harney Way 

. (DSEIR V.E.55 - V.E.57) 

 is considered 

 

ith that from other 
in nearby areas, would contribute to cumulative traffic 

 ambient noise levels along Project access routes. (DSEIR V.E.9 - 

easure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

t in cumulative 
 CEQA Guidelines. 

(DSEIR V.G.40 - V.G.41) 

Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 would establish performance 
e construction-related ROG and NOx, but 

with this measure, emissions would still likely exceed the thresholds under the recently 
adopted 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.  Therefore, even with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

significant and unavoidable. 

14. Impact TR-26.  The proposed project would con
the U.S. 101 Northbound On-Ramp at Harney Way. (DSEIR V.E.48) 

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

15. Impact TR-27.  The proposed project would contribute to a cumu
the U.S. 101 Southbou

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impac
significant and unavoidable. 

16. Impact TR-29.  The proposed Yerby Development Project would
cumulative impact at
(southbound)

Mitigation Measure: No feasible mitigation is available and this impact
significant and unavoidable. 

F. Noise

1. Impact NO-2. Project-related traffic, in combination w
development projects proposed 
noise impacts on
V.E.10, C&R.40) 

G. Mitigation M

H.  Air Quality 

1. Impact AQ-17. The proposed Development Projects could resul
construction impacts under the recently adopted 2010 BAAQMD

standards for construction equipment to reduc
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2. Impact AQ-18. The proposed Development Projects could resu
criteria pollu

lt in cumulative 
tant impacts under the recently adopted 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. 

No feasible mitigation is available and this impact is considered 
e. 

use Gas - None 

J. Wind - None 

 

 and the reasons 
Section also outlines 

g the reasons for 

 alternatives to the 
enerally reduce or avoid potentially significant 

s that every EIR also evaluate a “No Project” 
rms of their 

ctives.  This comparative 

UPC for their 

C. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

The Commission rejects the Alternatives set forth in the Final SEIR and listed below 
because the Commission finds, in addition to the reasons described in Section VIII 
below, that there is substantial evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, social, 
technological, and other considerations described in this Section under CEQA 
Guidelines 15091(a)(3), that make infeasible such Alternatives.  In making these 

(DSEIR V.G.41) 

Mitigation Measure: 
significant and unavoidabl

I. Greenho

K. Shadow - None

L. Recreation - None 

M. Water Supply - None 

N. Police and Fire Services - None 

VII. EVALUATION OF PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES 

This Section describes the Project as well as the Project Alternatives
for approving the Project and for rejecting the Alternatives.  This 
the Project’s purposes and provides a context for understandin
selecting or rejecting alternatives. 

A. CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of
Project or the Project location that g
impacts of the Project.  CEQA require
alternative.  Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in te
significant impacts and their ability to meet Project obje
analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Project. 

B. Reasons for Selection of the Project 

Objectives of the City for the Amended Subarea Plan and Yerby and 
respective Development Projects are set forth in Section I.B above. 
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determinations, the Commission is aware that CEQA defines “feasib
“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reason
time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and
factors.”  The Commission is also aware that under CEQA case law 
“feasibility” encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular altern
the underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question 
alternative is “de

ility” to mean 
able period of 
 technological 
the concept of 
ative promotes 
of whether an 

sirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that desirability is based 
cial, legal and 

ciated with the 
ied previously. 

he Alternatives are less effective at reducing some of the environmental 
r to the Project 
se of creating 

r Alternative, it 
tally Superior 
5091, in order 

significant effect accompanied by an explanation of the rationale for rejecting the 
, if the decision-makers find that the benefits of a proposed 

 the adverse 
ptable” (CEQA 

ative assumes 
ng and height 
erby and UPC 
s there would 
Properties and 
d.  Under the 

existing Executive Park Subarea Plan, the total development would result in the 
dential units, 307,600 gsf of office space, 17,400 gsf of 

retail and restaurant space, and a total of about 2,843 residential and office 
parking spaces.  Existing office buildings include about 310,000 gsf, with about 
307,600 gsf of office space and about 2,400 gsf of retail uses, and 830 surface parking 
spaces.  Five existing residential buildings (approved under Top Vision Phases I and II) 
contain 304 units, and 517 parking spaces.  The third phase of Top Vision development 

on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, so
technological factors. 

In addition, adoption of the Project will reduce many of the impacts asso
Project through the implementation of the mitigation measures identif
Some of t
impacts associated with the Project and are not environmentally superio
because they would reduce some of the Project impacts at the expen
other impacts. 

Although CEQA requires that an EIR identify an Environmentally Superio
does not require that the decision-makers select the Environmen
Alternative for approval.  As called for under CEQA Guidelines Section 1
to approve a proposed project, the decision-makers must make written findings for each 

alternative.  Additionally
project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects,
environmental effects of a proposed project may be considered “acce
Guidelines Section 15093). 

1. No Project Alternative 

Consistent with Section 15126.6(e)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, this altern
that the Executive Park Subarea Plan would not be amended; the zoni
and bulk districts would not be amended; the office buildings on the Y
sites would not be demolished; and the current office and retail use
continue.  It also assumes that construction of the adjacent Signature 
Top Vision Phase III developments would be completed as approve

construction of up to 1,268 resi
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has not commenced and will include 465 units and about 776 parking
Signature Properties development, which is currently under construction
a total of 499 residential units, 12,500

 spaces.  The 
, includes up to 

 gsf of retail space, 2,500 gsf of restaurant space, 

iated with the 
n Area would 
pied and this 

nt and growth would contribute to cumulative impacts in the area.  New land 
mulative impacts beyond existing 

se Objectives.  
 and land use 
 in Section I.B 
rtantly, the No 
ice park to an 
idential uses in 

 
residential neighborhood characterized by active publicly-accessible streets.  The No 

ighborhood of 

all the various neighborhood parts together and in turn links the neighborhood to its 

ternative would 
h are noted in 

t and Bulk 

n Area on the 
nity Business) 

District zoning and 40-X and 80-X Height and Bulk Districts.  The Subarea Plan would 
ended and associated Design Guidelines would not be adopted.  Under this 

alternative, the approximately 14.42-acre, 628,136-square-foot combined Yerby and 
UPC Development Sites would support about 785 residential units (roughly half of the 
1,600 units proposed under the Yerby and UPC Development Projects).  This 
alternative would maintain the same ratio of parking to residential units and the same 
ratio of retail area to residential units proposed under the proposed Yerby and UPC 

and 720 parking spaces.  (DSEIR, III-3 to III-4) 

Under the No Project alternative, none of the significant impacts assoc
Project would occur.  Development and growth in the subarea Pla
continue, however, as approved projects are completed and occu
developme
use on the Project site would not add to cu
contributions. 

The No Project Alternative is rejected for the following reasons: 

(a) Failure to Meet Planning Department’s Urban Design and Land U
The No Project Alternative would not further the City’s urban design
objectives envisioned in the Amended Subarea Plan, which are listed
above, and set forth in the DSEIR at pages III-1 and III-2. Most impo
Project Alternative would fail to transition the existing suburban-like off
area of mixed-use residential that together with existing and planned res
the vicinity establishes a vibrant, urban, pedestrian oriented mixed-use, predominantly

Project Alternative would leave the larger new San Francisco ne
Executive Park incomplete, and not achieve "a street and open space system that knits 

surroundings." 

(b) Failure to Meet Project Sponsors’ Objectives.  The No Project Al
not further any of the Project Sponsors’ objectives (DSEIR, III-2), whic
Section I.B above, and set forth in the DSEIR at page III-2. 

2. Alternative B - Development Under Existing Zoning and Heigh
Controls 

Alternative B would call for build-out of the Executive Park Subarea Pla
Yerby and UPC Development Sites under the existing C-2 (Commu

not be am
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Development Projects.  This alternative would provide development a
street system as the Yerby and UPC Development Projects, except that T
Circle would remain.  In this alternative, two mid-rise, 80-foot-tall, 7-
totaling about 226 residential units would be constructed within the 80
Bulk District, in a similar location to the proposed UPC Buildings 6
remainder of the combined Yerby and UPC Development Site is within t
and Bulk District 

long a similar 
homas Mellon 

story buildings 
-X Height and 
 and 7.  The 
he 40-X Height 

and would be developed with low-rise residential buildings of up to four 
rney Way, and 

g Zoning and 
tive due to its 

 However, the 
dopted by the 
ecision-maker 

ke CEQA, the 
cision making, 

ntal consequences of a proposed course of action, 
onsequences, and 

 less harmful impacts.  A reduced development 
ative B may only externalize impacts, if the remaining need for a 

project must still be met elsewhere. (C&R.50) 

ontrols is 

Project Objectives: 

 the proposed Yerby 
 would diminish the impacts of the proposed 

roject antages and efficiencies that higher 
density residential development provide in order to achieve key project objectives, 

lic Amenities 

(2) Infrastructure 

(3) New and Enhanced Parks and Open Space 

(4) Community Size Sufficient to Support Neighborhood-Serving Retail, 
Community Facilities and Transit 

(b) Environmental Impacts: 

stories.  Ground-floor retail would front along Executive Park North, Ha
Thomas Mellon Drive. 

The FSEIR concludes that Alternative B: Development Under Existin
Height and Bulk Controls would be the environmentally superior alterna
reduced development program and building heights. (DSEIR VII.15) 
Comments and Responses notes that the Precautionary Principle (a
Board of Supervisors in 2003 as City policy) does not require that the d
select for approval the alternative with the least harmful impacts.  Li
Precautionary Principle encourages public participation and informed de
calling for consideration of environme
consideration of ways to avoid or lessen environmental c
consideration of alternatives with the
alternative like Altern

Alternative B- Development Under Existing Zoning and Height and Bulk C
rejected for the following reasons: (C&R.49-51) 

(a) 

Alternative B provides fewer residential units (roughly half that of
and UPC Development Projects), which
P s, but also reduce some of the economic adv

including: 

(1) Pub
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Alternative B provides fewer residential units, which would result in lesser
impacts based on scale.  However, many of these impacts are similar 
proposed Development Projects, and do n

 environmental 
to those of the 

ot result in sufficient reduction of unmitigated 

the scope and 
ny of the Project's potentially significant impacts, including all 

nd circulation, 

Nonetheless, the Project's potentially significant impacts for these topics, would occur 
roject to avoid 

ld result in one 
 Way / Harney 
Executive Park 
nalization only 
ld require both 
30 Cumulative 
t in one fewer 
 assuming the 
ive would also 

inline impact and one fewer freeway on-ramp impact (at 
1 Southbound 
onditions with 

result in fewer 
t (at U.S. 101 

f the Project's other significant and unavoidable impacts associated with 
ir quality would occur under this alternative.  

 and scope of 
dable impacts 
e, hence, this 

alternative does not provide substantial environmental benefits as compared to the 

3. Alternative C - Realignment of Alanna Way 

Alternative C assumes the realignment of Alanna Way would be implemented in the 
future (DSEIR, VII-10, Figure VII-2: Alternative C – Realignment of Harney Way).  As 
the intersection of Harney Way, Thomas Mellon Drive, and Alanna Way is currently not 

impacts to warrant development of smaller projects. 

This alternative would result in less development and would reduce 
intensity of ma
construction related impacts, archeological resources, transportation a
noise, and air quality. 

under this alternative and require mitigation measures identified for the P
or reduce these impacts to less than significant.  (FSEIR Figure VII-1)   

Under the Baseline plus Project Conditions scenario, this alternative wou
fewer freeway mainline impact (at U.S. 101 Southbound, north of Alana
Way).  Alternative B would still result in an impact at the intersection of 
Boulevard West / Alana Way, but this could be mitigated with sig
(mitigation for the proposed Yerby and UPC Development Projects wou
signalization and restriping the southbound approach).  Under the 20
Conditions without Improvements scenario, this alternative would resul
intersection impact (at the intersection of Alana Way / Beatty Road,
adoption of previously-approved mitigation measures).  This alternat
result in one fewer freeway ma
U.S. 101 Northbound, south of Alana Way / Harney Way and at U.S. 10
On-Ramp at Alana Way, respectively).  Under 2030 Cumulative C
Improvements (Alternative A – Option 1), this alternative would not 
intersection impacts, but would result in one less freeway on-ramp impac
Southbound On-Ramp at Alana Way). 

All o
transportation and circulation, noise, and a
(DSEIR VII.5-9)  Although this alternative would reduce the intensity
impacts associated with the Project, most significant and unavoi
associated with the Project would still occur under this alternativ

Project. 
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conducive to a residential neighborhood, one possible solution is to separ
Way and 

ate the Alanna 
Thomas Mellon Drive interfaces with Harney Way into two separate 

 the same with 
ct to the UPC 
ssumes that a 
anna Way, and 
ilding 8.  The 
4 units, but the 

ill remain the same at 1,100 units.  

 70,237gsf to 
f) and 81 spaces (from 1,677 spaces to 1,758 spaces). 

ed Subarea Plan, and 
tives. (DSEIR, III.1, 

ason:  

nfigured to 
er traffic volumes and to provide dedicated transit lanes to accommodate 

 The final 
r Harney Way.  
.  Therefore, 
nditions allow. 

impacts would 
in the same, including all construction related impacts, archeological resources, 

ant 
entified for the 
VII-2) 

In addition, all of the Project's significant and unavoidable impacts associated with 
transportation and circulation, noise, and air quality would occur under this alternative 

This alternative only affects the operations of the intersections of Harney Way/Alanna 
Way to the west and Harney Way/Thomas Mellon Drive to the east, and does not 
change the analysis or results at the other study intersections, on-ramps, or freeway 
mainlines.  Under the Baseline plus Project Conditions scenario, Alternative C would not 

intersections.   

Under this alternative, the land use program and buildings would remain
respect to the proposed Yerby Development Project and with respe
Development Project, except for UPC Building 8.  This alternative a
portion of the UPC Development Site will be used to widen and alter Al
any units lost on this portion of the Site will be relocated to UPC Bu
residential unit count for UPC Building 8 will increase from 72 units to 12
unit count for the entire UPC Development Project w
Under this alternative, retail space and parking spaces for the proposed UPC 
Development Project would increase slightly by about 550 gsf (from
70,787gs

This alternative would further all of the objectives of the Amend
would further all of the Yerby and UPC Development Project Objec
III.2, VII.11) 

Alternative C- Realignment of Alanna Way is rejected for the following re

The Subarea Plan anticipates that Harney Way will be widened and reco
handle heavi
additional development at Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard. 
alignment of Alanna Way must be coordinated with the design solution fo
At this time the City lacks sufficient information to design the final solution
realignment of Alanna Way and Alternative C could occur only if future co
(DSEIR VII.8-10) 

The scope and intensity of all of the Project's potentially significant 
rema
transportation and circulation, noise, and air quality.  The Project's potentially signific
impacts for these topics would require the same mitigation measures id
Project to avoid or reduce these impacts to less than significant.  (Figure 

as well. 
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result in fewer impacts, as the new intersection of Harney Way / Alana W
require signalization, as under the proposed project. Similarly, un
Cumulative Conditions without Improvements scenario, Alternative C wo
fewer impacts, as the new intersections of Harney Way / Alana Way and

ay would still 
der the 2030 

uld not result in 
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Thomas Mellon Drive would still need to be signalized, as under the Project. (DSEIR, 
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 in Building B.  

le impacts associated with the Project would still occur 
rovide substantial environmental 

arking Ratio 

om full analysis 
 Amendment 

al of 2,427 off-
plus 27 retail 

unit, the proposed project exceeds the 
Planning Code requirement of 1,713 residential parking spaces, but does not meet the 

rate a parking 
y period and 
s such, would 

-street parking 
arking as the 

paces).  Under 
mated parking demand, with a 

y and 727 spaces during the weekday 
reets within the 
arking shortfall 

could be alleviated, but the parking shortfall under such a scenario would cause 
spillover into adjacent neighborhoods with limited additional parking supply, such as the 
balance of the Subarea Plan Area and Little Hollywood. 

VIII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

Pursuant to CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline 15093, the Commission hereby 
finds, after consideration of the Final SEIR and the evidence in the record, that each of 

VII.12-13, Figure VII-2) 

Although this alternative would improve the intersection at Harney W
Thomas Mellon Drive, it also increases the height, parking and retail area
All significant and unavoidab
under this alternative, hence, this alternative does not p
benefits as compared to the Project. 

4. Alternative Considered But Rejected - 1:1 P

A 1:1 residential parking ratio scenario was considered, but rejected fr
as an EIR alternative (AECOM, Executive Park Subarea Plan
Transportation Study, May 21, 2010, pp. 57-58). (DSEIR, VII.15) 

The proposed Yerby and UPC development projects would provide a tot
street parking spaces (consisting of 2,400 residential parking spaces 
spaces).  At 1:1.5 parking spaces per dwelling 

requirement for 173 spaces for retail uses.  The Project would gene
demand of approximately 1,935 spaces during the weekday midda
approximately 2,354 spaces during the weekday evening period, and a
meet the estimated parking demand for these time periods. 

A 1:1 parking ratio scenario would provide the minimum required off
spaces for residential use while providing the same amount of retail p
Project (1,600 residential spaces and 27 retail spaces, totaling 1,627 s
this scenario, the parking supply would not meet the esti
shortfall of 308 spaces during the weekday midda
evening.  Given that on-street parking would be provided along some st
Yerby and UPC Development Project sites, some of the short-term p
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the specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other 
Project as set forth below independently and collectively outweighs the 
unavoidable impacts of the Project and is an overriding considera
approval of the Project.  Any one of the reasons for approval cited below
justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude 
reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will
determination that each individual reason is sufficient.  The substa
supporting the various benefits can 

benefits of the 
significant and 

tion warranting 
 is sufficient to 
that not every 
 stand by its 
ntial evidence 

be found in the preceding findings, which are 
in the record of 

hole record of 
ant benefits of 
e unavoidable 
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pproval action.  
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f the proposed 
the Amended 
ing on the far 
predominantly 
ets.  The area 

 San Francisco 
lan envisions a new San Francisco 

blic streets and 
d open space 

 neighborhood parts together and in turn links the 
neighborhood to its surroundings to provide a welcoming environment for visitors and 
residents to the area.  The Subarea Plan intends to implement the goals sets out in 
Section II.B above through the following specific actions: 

1.  New zoning provides for one dwelling unit for every 400 square feet of lot area, 
sufficient density to support public amenities and encourage neighborhood-serving retail 
uses as in other residential areas of the City. 

incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents found 
these proceedings, as described in Section I.F. 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the w
these proceedings, the Commission specially finds that there are signific
the proposed Project to support approval of the Project in spite of th
significant impacts, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding C
The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining P
all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Pro
eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible.  All 
in the FEIR that are applicable to the Project are adopted as part of this a
Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining signifi
the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the fo
overriding economic, technical, legal, social and other considerations. 

The adoption of the Amended Subarea Plan and the implementation o
Yerby and UPC Development Projects generally in accordance with 
Subarea Plan will transition what is now an office park with some hous
eastern end into a vibrant, urban, pedestrian oriented mixed-use, 
residential neighborhood characterized by active, publicly accessible stre
as it exists does not provide a physical framework for supporting a vital
neighborhood.  The Amended Subarea P
neighborhood:  a "mixed-use residential neighborhood with attractive pu
open space connectivity."  The Project would create a new street an
system that knits all of the various
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Having considered the benefits set forth in these findings, including the benefits 
discussed in Section I above, and as described in Section VII.A above "Reasons for 
Selection of the Project", the Commission finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental 
effects are therefore acceptable. 

2.  A town center 
bicycle for daily needs. 

3.  Comprehensive streetscape improvements would result in a str
streetscape improvements that would provide connections from Executive Park to other 

access to recreational resources in the area. 

4.  Streetscape improveme
and street furniture would encourage walking.  Bicycle travel would be 
bicycle paths and bicycle parking. 

5.  The existing Executive Park Transportation Management Program w
to meet transportation demand expected from
Harney Way would be designed to accommodate potential future t
extending through Executive Park to uses in the east.  Automobile owne
discouraged by unbundling parking from housing costs. 

6.  The projects proposed by Yerby and UPC would add 1,600 dwelling
already approved for construction or completed.  New building heig
designed to avoid blocking significant views of public open spaces and
form of Bayview Hill. 

7.  The Subarea Plan would facilitate implementation of new communit
are provided for through the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities an
Fund, including new recreational space, library facilities, community mee
streetscape improvements



 

 
 

Planning Commission Resolution No.  
HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011 

 

Date:  April 21, 2011 
Case No.:  2006.0422EMTUZ 
Project:  Executive Park – General Plan Amendments 
Location:  Highway 101 and Harney Way 
Staff Contact:  Mat Snyder – (415) 575‐6891 
  mathew.snyder@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Approve Amendment  
 

 
APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO THE EXECUTIVE PARK SUBAREA PLAN OF THE BAYVIEW 
HUNTERS  POINT  AREA  PLAN,  THE  LAND  USE  INDEX  ALONG  WITH  OTHER  MINOR 
GENERAL  PLAN  MAP  AMENDMENTS  MAKING  VARIOUS  FINDINGS,  INCLUDING  CEQA 
FINDINGS AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING 
CODE SECTION 101.1.   
.  
 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides to the 
Planning  Commission  the  opportunity  to  periodically  recommend General  Plan Amendments  to  the 
Board of Supervisors; and 

Pursuant  to  Planning Code  Section  340(c)  Yerby Company  (“Yerby”)  and Universal  Paragon 
Corporation  (“UPC”)  (together, “Project Sponsors”), owners of  the properties  located between, Harney 
Way, Executive Park Boulevard North , Executive Park Boulevard, submitted applications to amend the 
General Plan.  In working with the Project Sponsors, the Planning Department is proposing amendments 
to the General Plan by amending the Executive Park Subarea Plan and the Bayview Hunters Point Area 
Plan, the Land Use Index, along with other minor amendments throughout the General Plan Elements.   

This  General  Plan  Amendment  application  is  part  of  a  larger  project  that  includes  three 
components: (1) a development project sponsored by UPC that would include up to 1,100 dwelling units, 
approximately 70,000 gross square feet of retail, and approximately 1,677 off‐street parking spaces (2) a 
development  project  sponsored  by  Yerby  Co.  that  would  include  up  to  500  dwelling  units  and 
approximately 750 off‐street parking  spaces; and  (3)  the  subject General Plan amendments along with 
Planning Code Map and Text amendments.   

The subject General Plan amendments along with the proposed Planning Code provisions would 
transition the subject site from an office park to a mixed‐use predominately residential neighborhood.  

The history of Executive Park starts in the mid 1970s.  In 1976, the Planning Commission certified 
the San Francisco Executive Park Final EIR which  included 833,000 square  feet of office space, 174,000 
square  feet of hotel/meeting space and 75,000 square  feet of retail space  (about 1,100,000 square  feet  in 
total), plus 3,900 parking  spaces At  the  time, Amendments were made  to  the South Bayshore Plan  to 

www.sfplanning.org 
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allow commercial uses at the location.   In 1978, a master development plan (“1978 Development Plan”) 
was created to guide development based on the Project analyzed in the 1976 EIR.   

In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commission approved minor changes to the 1978 Development 
Plan, which slightly altered the locations and amounts of the various land uses.   The City issued permits 
for the construction of four office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan; three of 
the office buildings had been  constructed by 1985  (OB‐1, OB‐2 and OB‐3),  for a  total of about 307,600 
square  feet  of  office  space  and  2,500  square  feet  of  retail  space.  The  fourth  office  building  and  the 
restaurant were not constructed. 

In  1985,  following  certification  of  a  subsequent  environmental  impact  report,  the  Planning 
Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 Development Plan that, when 
combined with  the  four  office  buildings  and  restaurant  previously  approved,  provided  for  1,644,000 
square feet of office space, 234,000 square feet of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and 
600 residential units, plus about 5,300 parking spaces   At the same time, the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
was established as part of the South Bayshore Area Plan  to memorialize the development program and 
urban  form  through a General Plan Amendment.   Related Planning Code Map amendments were also 
approved. 

In  1992,  the  developer  sought  and  obtained  a  further  revision  to  the  1985  Planned  Unit 
Development.  This revision added 25,000 square feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care 
space  and  an  additional  10,000  square  feet  of  restaurant  space  and  increased  the  square  footage  of 
residential use but not the unit count.  Five residential buildings, located in the eastern portion of the site, 
containing 304 units and 517 parking spaces have been constructed under this development proposal by 
TopVision.    (ʺTopVision  Phases  I  and  IIʺ).    Minor  General  Plan  amendments  were  approved  in 
conjunction with this approval 

In 1999, the Planning Commission certified a supplemental environmental impact report, and in 
2000, approved a Planned Unit Development  that extended and modified  the prior 1985 Planned Unit 
Development  authorization  by  including  a  residential  variant,  which  provided  for  some  additional 
residential  development  in  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  site.   Amendments  to  the Executive Park 
Subarea Plan  that  replaced  all of  the Plan’s  figures  and  added  text were  adopted  in  conjunction with 
these approvals.  The general land use program remained the same.   

In 2005, Signature Properties development project was approved under a separate PUD for the 
northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Area.  Nearing completion, it will include up to 450 residential 
units,  14,000  square  feet of  retail  space,  and  588 parking  spaces when built‐out.   Amendments  to  the 
Executive Park Subarea Plan were adopted as a part of this Planned Unit Development authorization.   

In 2007 TopVision obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development Plan for a Phase III 
development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parking spaces north of existing TopVision Phases 
I and II residential buildings on the eastern portion of the Subarea Plan Area. 

Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area currently 
include up to approximately 1,220 residential units, 307,600 square feet of office space in OB‐1, OB‐2 and 
OB‐3, 17,400  square  feet of  retail and  restaurant  space, 2,013  residential parking  spaces and 830 office 
parking spaces. 

The Yerby Company (“Yerby”) has applied for approval to demolish OB‐1 and replace it with a 
mixed  use,  predominantly  residential  development  of  up  to  500  dwelling  units  and  750  subsurface 



Resolution No.          Case No 2006.0422EMUTZ 
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011     Executive Park  
    General Plan Amendments 
 

 3

parking spaces, and Universal Paragon Corporation (“UPC”) has applied for approval to demolish OB‐2 
and OB‐3 and replace them with up to 1,100 residential units and 1,677 subsurface parking spaces.  These 
projects will  require  amendment  of  the  Executive Park  Subarea Plan  and  related  amendments  to  the 
Zoning Map and Planning Code.  The proposed General Plan amendments would apply to the entire 71‐
acre  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan Area,  be  consistent with  existing  development  and  approvals,  and 
provide for the transition of the existing office park development within a 14.5 acre southern portion of 
the Subarea Plan Area (the Yerby and UPC development sites) to a new, primarily residential area with 
1,600 additional residential units and about 73,000 gsf retail.   These projects would complete the build‐
out of the Subarea Plan Area and accomplish its transition from the office park first approved in 1976 to a 
new mixed‐use, predominantly residential neighborhood.   

Since  2006,  proposed  amendments  to  the  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  and  the  development 
proposals  of   Yerby  and UPC have  been  reviewed  in public meetings  by  the Bayview Hunters Point 
community, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood community and other stakeholders, 
including at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Advisory Committee, a body composed of 
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area Committee, 
and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance.  

On April  7,  2011,  pursuant  to  Planning Code  sections  340  and  the Commission  initiated  the 
General  Plan  amendments  by  Resolution  No.  18310,  including  amendments  to  the  Executive  Park 
Subarea Plan, Land Use Index and other minor amendments to maps and figures throughout the General 
Plan;  and scheduled a public hearing to consider the amendments; and 

On May 5, 2011, by Motion No. ____, the Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (“FEIR”) as accurate, complete and in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”); and 

On May 5, 2011, by Resolution No. _____, the Commission adopted findings in connection with 
its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
and related zoning text and map amendments, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 
of  the  San  Francisco Administrative Code  and made  certain  findings  in  connection  therewith, which 
findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth; and 

A draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as to form, 
would amend  the Executive Subarea Plan,  the Land Use Index along with other minor amendments to 
maps and figures throughout the General Plan.   

NOW THEREFORE BE  IN RESOLVED, That  the Planning Commission hereby  finds  that  the 
General  Plan  amendments  promote  the  public welfare,  convenience  and  necessity  for  the  following 
reasons: 

1. The  General  Plan  amendments  would  enable  the  creation  of  a  mixed‐use  predominately 
residential units that would include upwards of 1,100 additional units of housing on a portion of 
the Executive Park site that features an underutilized insular suburban‐style office park that does 
not sufficiently take advantage of its shoreline location.    

2. The General Plan amendments  include an entire revised Executive Park Subarea Plan  that sets 
out  objectives  and  policies  that  promote  vibrant  high‐density,  mixed‐use,  multi‐modal  and 
transit oriented development as a means to fully realize its shoreline location and to help connect 
and integrate adjacent neighborhoods.     
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3. The  General  Plan  amendments  support  development  that  will  provide  employment 
opportunities in construction, residential property management and operation, and related retail 
and services .     

4. The General Plan amendments  call  for a  robust  system of  streets and open  space where  there 
currently is none. 

5. The  General  Plan  amendments  anticipate  future  improvements  to  regional  transportation 
infrastructure  thereby  providing  a  framework  where  future  development  will  appropriately 
interface with expected future infrastructure.. 

6. The  General  Plan  amendments  include  objectives  and  policies  that  promote  multi‐modal 
transportation with all new streets designed for multiple modes of transport, emphasizing travel 
by foot and by bicycle.   

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Planning  Commission  finds  the General  Plan 
amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan as provided in Exhibit B: 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Planning  Commission  finds  the General  Plan 
amendments in general conformity with Planning Code Section 101.1 as provided in Exhibit B:  

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 
Commission recommends to the Board of Supervisors approval the General Plan amendments. 

 

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

 

 

 
Linda D. Avery 
Commission Secretary 
 

AYES:     
 

NOES:     

 

ABSENT:   
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EXECUTIVE PARK 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS 

Exhibit A 

Draft Ordinance and Legislative Digest 

5M RANCI$O 
PLANNING DEPARTENT 



FILE NO. 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[General Plan Amendments - Executive Park Subarea Plan.] 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by amending the Executive Park 
Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, the Land Use Index and maps 
and figures in various elements and adopting findings, including environmental 
findings and findings of consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 
101.1. 

Existing Law 

The San Francisco General Plan consists of various Elements and Area Plans that set forth 
goals, policies and programs for the future physical development of the City and County that 
takes into account social, economic and environmental factors. Charter Section 4.105 
provides that the Planning Commission "shall periodically recommend to the Board of 
Supervisors for approval or rejection proposed amendments to the General Plan." 

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordinance proposes amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan, which comprises 
a portion of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan. The amendments aim to facilitate the 
transition of the existing suburban-like office development in the area to a vibrant, urban, 
pedestrian oriented mixed-use, predominantly residential neighborhood characterized by 
active publicly-accessible streets. It also proposes amendments to various Elements of the 
General Plan to make these Elements consistent with the proposed amendments to the 
Subarea Plan. 

Background Information 

The San Francisco Executive Park Subarea, a 71 acre area bounded by Highway 101, San 
Francisco Bay to the south and Bayview Hill to the north has been the subject of several 
development plans, environmental analyses, and City actions since 1975. The original 
development plan envisioned low-density office uses and resulted in the construction of the 
existing office development that is on a portion of the site. In 1985, the City approved 
residential development in the undeveloped portions of the site and residential developments 
have been completed or are approved in those areas. The proposed amendments to the 
Subarea Plan would create a vision for mixed-uses that would be predominately residential, 
but would provide for smaller blocks, pedestrian and bicycle paths, new open space, 
community amenities, better connections to nearby open space areas and sufficient density to 
support active street uses. This ordinance is part of a package of amendments to the General 
Plan, the Zoning Map and the Planning Code that will facilitate the transition of the existing 
office park to a medium to high density, mixed-use, predominately residential area. 

Planning Commission  
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FILE NO. 	 ORDINANCE NO. 

[General Plan Amendments - Executive Park Subarea Plan.] 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by amending the Executive Park 

Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, the Land Use Index and maps 

and figures in various elements and adopting findings, including environmental 

findings and findings of consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 

101.1. 

NOTE: 	Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman; 
deletions are strike through italics Times New Roman. 
Board amendment additions are double-underlined; 
Board amendment deletions are ctrikethrough normal. 

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

Section 1. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco hereby 

finds and determines that: 

A. The proposed amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview 

Hunters Point Area Plan, the Land Use Index and the maps and figures in various elements of 

the General Plan will establish a new vision for the area of creating a vibrant, urban, 

pedestrian oriented mixed-use, predominantly residential neighborhood characterized by 

active publicly-accessible streets. 

B. The General Plan amendments are necessary because the existing plan 

contemplates suburban-like office and hotel development where mixed-use residential 

development is now desirable. Since 1976, the San Francisco Executive Park Subarea has 

been the subject of several development plans, environmental analyses, and City actions. 

	

(1) 	In 1976, the Planning Commission certified the San Francisco Executive Park 

Final El  and approved a development of 833,000 square feet of office space, 174,000 

square feet of hotel/meeting space and 75,000 square feet of retail space (about 1,100,000 

Planning Commission 
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square feet in total), plus 3,900 parking spaces. At the time, Amendments were made to the 

	

2 
	

South Bayshore Plan to allow commercial uses at the location. ("1978 Development Plan"). 

	

3 
	

(2) 	In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commission approved minor changes to the 

	

4 
	

1978 Development Plan, which slightly altered the locations and amounts of the various land 

	

5 
	

uses. The City issued permits for the construction of four office buildings and a restaurant 

	

6 
	

under the 1978 Development Plan; three of the office buildings had been constructed by 1985 

	

7 
	

(013-1, 013-2 and 013-3), for a total of about 307,600 square feet of office space and 2,500 

	

8 
	

square feet of retail space. The fourth office building and the restaurant were not constructed. 

	

9 	(3) 	In 1985, following certification of a subsequent environmental impact report, the 

	

10 	Planning Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 

	

11 	Development Plan that, when combined with the four office buildings and restaurant 

	

iI 	previously approved, provided for 1,644,000 square feet of office space, 234,000 square feet 

	

13 	of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and 600 residential units, plus about 

	

14 	5,300 parking spaces. At the same time, the City developed the Executive Park Subarea 

	

15 	Plan, an amendment to the General Plan, which memorialized the development program and 

	

16 	urban form for the area. The City also approved related Planning Code Map amendments. 

17 
(4) 	In 1992, the developer sought and obtained a further revision to the Planned 

18 
Unit Development, including minor General Plan amendments. This revision added 25,000 

19 
square feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care space and an additional 

20 
10,000 square feet of restaurant space and increased the square footage of residential use 

21 
but not the unit count. Five residential buildings, located in the eastern portion of the site, 

22 
containing 304 units and 517 parking spaces have been constructed under this development 

23 
proposal by TopVision. ("TopVision Phases I and II"). 

24 

25 
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1 
	

(5) 	In 1999, the Planning Commission certified a supplemental environmental 

	

2 
	

impact report and extended and modified the prior 1985 Planned Unit Development 

	

3 
	

authorization by adopting a residential variant, which provided for some additional residential 

	

4 
	

development in the northwestern portion of the site ("2000 Planned Unit Development"). The 

	

5 
	

City also amended the Executive Park Subarea Plan, replacing all of the Plan’s figures and 

	

6 
	

adding new text. The general land use program remained the same. 

	

7 	(6) 	In 2005, Signature Properties obtained approval under a separate Planned Unit 

	

8 	Development for the northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Area. Nearing completion, it 

	

9 	will include up to 450 residential units, 14,000 square feet of retail space, and 588 parking 

	

10 	spaces when built-out. The City adopted further amendments to the Executive Park Subarea 

	

11 	Plan as part of this Planned Unit Development approval. 

12 
(7) 	In 2007 TopVision obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development 

13 
Plan for a Phase III development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parking spaces 

14 
north of existing TopVision Phases I and II residential buildings on the eastern portion of the 

15 
Subarea Plan Area. 

iE 

	

17 
	 (8) 	Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subarea 

	

18 
	Plan Area currently include up to approximately 1,220 residential units, 307,600 square feet of 

	

19 
	office space in 013-1, 013-2 and OB-3, 17,400 square feet of retail and restaurant space, 2,013 

	

20 
	residential parking spaces and 830 office parking spaces. 

	

21 
	

(9) 	The Yerby Company ("Yerby") has applied for approval to demolish 013-1 and 

	

22 
	

replace it with a mixed use, predominantly residential development of up to 500 dwelling units 

	

23 
	

and 750 subsurface parking spaces, and Universal Paragon Corporation ("UPC") has applied 

	

24 
	

for approval to demolish 013-2 and OB-3 and replace them with up to 1,100 residential units 

	

25 
	

and 1,677 subsurface parking spaces. These projects will require amendment of the 
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1 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan and related amendments to the Zoning Map and Planning 

	

2 
	

Code. The proposed General Plan amendments would apply to the entire 71-acre Executive 

	

3 
	

Park Subarea Plan Area, be consistent with existing development and approvals, and provide 

	

4 
	

for the transition of the existing office park development within a 14.5 acre southern portion of 

	

5 
	

the Subarea Plan Area (the Yerby and UPC development sites) to a new, primarily residential 

	

6 
	

area with 1,600 additional residential units and about 73,000 gsf retail. These projects would 

	

7 
	

complete the build-out of the Subarea Plan Area and accomplish its transition from the office 

	

8 
	

park first approved in 1976 to a new mixed-use, predominantly residential neighborhood. 

	

9 	(10) Since 2006, proposed amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan and the 

	

10 	development proposals of Yerby and UPC have been reviewed in public meetings by the 

	

11 	Bayview Hunters Point community, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood 

	

12 	community and other stakeholders, including at meetings held before the Executive Park 

	

13 	Citizens Advisory Committee, a body composed of property owners of Executive Park, the 

	

14 	Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area Committee, and the Visitacion Valley 

	

15 	Planning Alliance. 

	

16 	C. 	On 	2011, by Resolution No. 	 , the Planning Commission 

	

17 	certified as adequate, accurate and complete the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") 

	

18 	for the Executive Park project. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 

	

19 	is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

	

20 	D. 	In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board adopted 

	

21 	Resolution No. 	concerning findings pursuant to the California Environmental 

	

22 	Quality Act. Said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No 

23 

	

24 	E. 	Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 4.105 and Planning Code Section 

	

25 	340, any amendments to the General Plan shall first be considered by the Planning 
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1 
	

Commission and thereafter recommended for approval or rejection by the Board of 

	

2 
	

Supervisors. On 	 , 2011, by Resolution No 
	

the Commission 

	

3 
	

conducted a duly noticed public hearing on the General Plan amendments pursuant to 

	

4 
	

Planning Code Section 340, adopted the General Plan amendments and recommended them 

	

5 
	

for approval to the Board of Supervisors. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 

	

6 
	

is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.  

	

7 
	

F. 	The Board of Supervisors finds that this ordinance is in conformity with the 

	

8 
	

Priority Policies of Section 101.1 of the Planning Code and, on balance, consistent with the 

	

9 
	

General Plan as it is proposed for amendment herein, and hereby adopts the findings set forth 

	

10 
	

in Planning Commission Resolution No. 	 and incorporates such findings by 

	

11 
	

reference as if fully set forth herein. 

	

12 
	

Section 2. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the following amendments to 

	

13 
	

the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan ("BVHP") of the 

	

14 
	

General Plan. These amendments are described generally below. 

	

15 
	

A. The existing Executive Park Subarea Plan, which includes Objective 19, Policies 

	

16 
	

19.1 through 19.9, and Figures 18 through 21 of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, 

	

17 
	

provides for the creation of a balanced urban gateway to the city containing office, retail space 

	

18 
	

and residential uses integrated with a "town center," promenades and open space, with a new 

	

19 
	

residential community to the east. Figures 18 through 21 illustrate the San Francisco 

	

20 
	

Executive Park Land Use Plan, Auto Access, Auto Egress and Urban Form Plan. The Board 

	

21 
	

of Supervisors hereby repeals in its entirety the text and figures of the existing Executive Park 

	

22 
	

Subarea Plan, which are shown in Exhibit A to this ordinance, on file with the Clerk of the 

	

23 
	

Board of Supervisors in File No.  

	

24 
	

B. The Board adopts as an entirely new Executive Park Subarea Plan the text and 

	

25 
	

figures marked as Exhibit B to this ordinance, which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
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Supervisors in File No. 	 . Described generally, the amendments to the text, 

maps and figures of the Executive Park Subarea Plan reflect the change in the nature of the 

development proposal for Executive Park from primarily an office development to a mixed-use 

predominantly residential neighborhood. 

1. The amended text of the General Plan Amendments contained in the Executive 

Park Subarea Plan provides for the transition from an office park with some housing that is 

internally focused and gated to a mixed-used residential neighborhood with attractive public 

streets and open space connectivity. The amendments are designed to: (1) create a urban 

residential neighborhood, including the redevelopment over time of the office uses now there, 

(2) meet the daily needs of residents within the neighborhood by encouraging neighborhood - 

serving retail uses, (3) create a city street pattern supportive of an urban residential 

neighborhood, (4) encourage walking and bicycling, (5) reduce dependency on the 

automobile, (6)establish a residential community that reflects the scale and character of a 

typical San Francisco urban neighborhood, (7) create a distinctive skyline that complements 

Bayview Hill, the surrounding neighborhoods and the Bay and is viewed as a gateway to San 

Francisco from the south, (8) promotes the sustainability of resources, (9) provides and 

enhances community facilities in the neighborhood and (10) enhances and provides improved 

connections to public open space. 

2. The amended figures in the Executive Park Subarea Plan contain the following 

entirely new figures: 

Figure 1 - Context Map 

Figure 2 - Neighborhood Map 

Figure 3 - Existing Lot Pattern 

Figure 4 - Existing Land Use Districts 

Figure 5 - Proposed Land Use Districts 
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1 
	

Figure 6 - Proposed Street Network 

	

2 
	

Figure 7 - Proposed Circulation Network 

	

3 
	

Figure 8 - Existing Height Districts 

	

4 
	

Figure 9 - Proposed Height Districts 

	

5 
	

Section 3. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the following amendments to 

	

6 
	

other figures in the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan of the General Plan by updating Figures 

	

7 
	

4, 5, 8, 9, 12, and 15 to add a boundary around Executive Park and a referral notation to the 

	

8 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan. 

	

9 
	

Section 4. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the following amendments to the 

	

10 
	

maps and figures in other Elements of the General Plan as follows: 

	

11 
	

Commerce and Industry 

	

12 
	

Map 1 - Generalized Commercial and Industry. Remove shading at Executive Park. 

	

13 
	

Map 2 - Generalized Commercial and Industry Density Plan. Remove shading at 

	

14 
	

Executive Park. 

	

15 
	

Transportation 

	

16 
	

Map 6 - Vehicular Street Map. Insert boundary around Executive Park and refer to the 

	

17 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan. 

	

18 
	

Map 11 - Pedestrian Network. Insert boundary around Executive Park and refer to the 

	

19 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan. 

	

20 
	

Map 12 - Neighborhood Pedestrian Streets. Insert boundary around Executive Park 

	

21 
	

and refer to the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan. 

	

22 
	

Urban Design 

	

23 
	

Map 4 - Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings. Insert boundary around 

	

24 
	

Executive Park and refer to the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point 

	

25 
	

Area Plan. 
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1 
	

Map 5 Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings. Insert boundary around 

	

2 
	

Executive Park and refer to the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point 

	

3 
	

Area Plan. 

	

4 
	

Recreation and Open Space 

	

5 
	

Map 8 - Eastern Shoreline Plan. Add shading at the location of the Executive Park 

	

6 
	

Open Space. Insert boundary around Executive Park and refer to the Executive Park 

	

7 
	

Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan. 

	

8 
	

Section 5. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the following amendment to the 

	

9 
	

General Plan to amend the Land Use Index: 

	

10 
	

Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2. 

	

11 
	

Section I. Housing 

	

12 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan 

	

13 
	

Objective 1, Policies 1. 1, 1. 2, 1.3 

	

14 
	

Objective 2, 2.1 

	

15 
	

Housing Figures - Land Use Maps from the General Plan 

	

16 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan 

	

17 
	

Figure 5� Proposed Land Use Districts 

	

18 
	

Commerce and Industry Figures - Land Use Maps from the General Plan 

	

19 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan 

	

20 
	

Figure 5� Proposed Land Use Districts 

	

21 
	

Section III -- Recreation and Open Space 

	

22 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan 

	

23 
	

Objective 9, Policy 9.1 

	

24 
	

Objective 10, Policies 10.1, 10.2 

	

25 
	

Recreation and Open Space Figures - Land Use Maps from the General Plan 
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1 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan 

	

2 
	

Figure 10� Pedestrian Network and Open Space 

	

3 
	

Section VI - Population Density and Building Intensity 

	

4 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan 

	

5 
	

Objective 1, Policies 1. 1, 1.2 

	

6 
	

Objective 6, Policy 61 

	

7 
	

Objective 7, Policy 7.1 

	

8 
	

Population Density and Building Intensity - Land Use Maps from the General Plan 

	

9 
	

Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan 

	

10 
	

Figure 4� Existing Land Use Districts 

11 
	

Figure 5� Proposed Land Use Districts 

	

12 
	

Figure 7� Existing Height Districts 

	

13 
	

Figure 8� Proposed Height Districts 

14 

15 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

	

16 
	DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

	

17 
	

By 	 ( 	 Ie 
Elaine C. Warren 

	

18 
	

Deputy City Attorney 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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Attachment A 

Executive Park Subarea Plan 

Text To Be Superseded 

Case No 2006.0422EMTUZ 

 

OBJECTIVE 19  
TO CREATE, AS A ʺGATEWAY TO THE CITYʺ, AN ATTRACTIVE, BALANCED URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT WHERE OFFICE, RETAIL SPACE AND A HOTEL ARE INTEGRATED 
WITH A CENTRAL PLAZA, PROMENADES, AND OPEN SPACE, WITH A NEW 
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY.  

The policies below shall apply to development of the Executive Park subarea. The Land Use Plan 
for the 71 acre Executive Park subarea appears in Figure 18. The Circulation Plan (Automobile 
Access) appear in Figures 19 the Urban Form (height and bulk) Plan appears in Figure 20. 

Figure 18 ‐ San Francisco Executive Park Land Use Plan 

Figure 19 ‐ San Francisco Executive Park Auto Access 

Figure 20 ‐ San Francisco Executive Park Auto Egress 

Figure 21 ‐ San Francisco Executive Park: Urban Form Plan 

POLICY 19.1: URBAN DESIGN 

The Executive Park development should function as an attractive “gateway” to the City as 
viewed from the water, freeway and other roadways.  As such, the development must be 
designed and developed in such a way as to complement the area’s natural resources, including 
the Bay View Hill form, the water and natural vegetation, and should incorporate architectural, 
signage/graphics and landscaping elements that complement rather than detract from or visually 
compete with these natural resources. 

The massing of the development in Executive Park should be designed such that the ensemble of 
buildings, open space and the dramatic backdrop of Bay View Hill and the Bay work together to 
form a prominent, dramatic gateway to the South Bayshore community and to the City, while 
meeting all other policies of this plan.  This massing also should be internally consistent, so that it 
helps form and define Executive Park as its own special place.  The visual qualities of the total 
development, including its building orientation, massing, height, landscaping, color, texture and 
signage, should address views from the freeway in both directions and all other major public 
spaces and rights‐of‐way, including the water.  
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The color of buildings or other design elements should not attract the eye such that the visual 
prominence of the area’s natural resources is diminished.  Signage should be limited to business 
and identifying signs and should be effective but subtle and should not be internally illuminated 
nor feature electronically moving text or images.  There should be no pedestrian bridges or 
arcades. 

Buildings should be built with an urban, rather than suburban, ground floor treatment with well‐
lighted fenestration, a minimum of landscaped setbacks from the sidewalk, and, whenever 
possible, with pedestrian‐interest uses. 

POLICY 19.2  OFFICES  

Develop a maximum of 1,700,000 square feet of office space. Locate all new office space, 
excluding office buildings OB‐1, OB‐2, OB‐3, and OB‐4 as shown on Figure 24, north of Executive 
Park Boulevard in buildings which range in height from 4 stories to 15 stories, becoming taller 
the closer they are to the center. The massing of the structures, stepping up and back from the 
street incrementally, should reflect the form of the hillside to the north and reinforce the urban 
character of the project. Each building should extend out to the edge of the street incorporating 
an arcade which covers the sidewalk.  Office buildings may contain other, complementary uses 
such as child care, fitness center and retail services. 

POLICY 19.3   TOWN CENTER  

Develop a Town Center which features convenience personal service and retail activity to serve 
Executive Park workers, visitors and residents.  This retail and personal service activity should be 
designed in such a fashion as to serve as a gathering place for the different users/occupants of the 
area; a place where workers and residents can meet and communicate.  The Town Center should 
feature convenience  goods and services that contribute to the dynamic, convenience shopping of 
a neighborhood center.  The Town Center should be centrally located between existing and new 
development and should be easily identifiable by and accessible to workers and residents, and 
should incorporate outdoor seating areas.   

POLICY 19.4  HOTEL  

In the future, The Project Sponsor may deem it desirable to build a hotel to serve office uses in the 
area.  If a hotel is deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission, it should be located ,and the 
building so oriented and designed, in such a way as to complement the Executive Park project as 
a visual “gateway” to the City and to styrengthen the pedestrian interest and livability of the 
Town Center.  The Hotel should provide garage space for the hotel and the displaced surface 
parking under the hotel.   

POLICY 19.5  RETAIL USES  

Provide approximately 55,000 square feet of neighborhood‐sering retail space integrated with the 
office uses and situated primarily around the Town Center. Orient retail uses to serve office 
workers and residents of the area as well as those of surrounding communities. Provide 
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additional retail space within the hotel. In addition, allow a restaurant south of Alana Way.  
Allow additional square feet of space for a child care center and a fitness center/health club.   

POLICY 19.6  RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY  

Seek to create an urban village at Executive Park by incorporating new housing to accommodate 
new workers to the area.  Affordable housing to accommodate workers in new office buildings or 
a hotel should be well integrated with market‐rate housing on‐site.  Develop housing primarily 
on the eastern portion of the site in two‐to‐eight‐story structure over one‐to‐two level parking 
podiums.  Construct the housing following the form of the hillside contours.  Include children’s 
plan areas.   

POLICY 19.7  OPEN SPACE  

Develop approximately twenty‐six acres of the northern portion of the site as a permanent open 
space preserve to be improved by removing non‐native vegetation, replanting native vegetation 
in such a way as to minimize erosion and stabilize the hillside, and to maintain the hillside as a 
scenic resource for residents and visitors to the area and City.  At a minimum of one location with 
the open space preserve, construct a hiking trail leading to a level vista point that offers views of 
the water to the south.  This vista point should be furnished with benches, picnic tables, and trash 
receptacles.   

Create a variety of landscaped zones on the hillside. The area adjacent to the freeway should be 
densely planted with trees and shrubs. Trees should be used to screen the parking structure as 
well as provide an appropriately scaled backdrop to the office buildings. The northern‐most zone 
adjacent to Bayview Hill Park should be planted with trees and shrubs which are similar to those 
already growing within it, visually integrating both sides of the hill. The central portion of the hill 
should be planted with smaller shrubs and cascading plant materials which will cover the 
hillside with low growing vegetation, thereby softening the quarried texture of the exposed rock. 

Landscape the open area not used for streets and parking areas, except the 26 acre open space 
preserve, with ornamental plantings and coordinated flowering ground covers to provide a 
continuous series of related open spaces and to create a unified visual environment. 

POLICY 19.8  TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM  

The Executive Park management should continue to seek ways to increase public transit service 
and use by area workers and residents to reduce automobile traffic to and from the development 
and should develop and implement a comprehensive transportation management program 
(TMP) in cooperation with the City, transit operators, ridesharing agencies and other agencies or 
organizations, to provide alternative to single‐occupant vehicle use by commuters.  This TMP 
may, at least in the short‐term, include the provision of private shuttle service to transport 
workers, residents, and visitors to public transit stations.  This service to the area, in terms of 
hours of service or routes, and should not compete for ridership with public transit providers.  . 

Page 3 of 4 



Executive Park Subarea Plan  
Text to be Superseded 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Page 4 of 4 

Provide continuing on‐site transportation brokerage services over the life of the project for 
subarea employees, residents and visitors, to coordinate a phased program of reduced trip‐
making by single‐occupant vehicle for both commute and non‐commute travel. 

POLICY 19.8[10]  PARKING  

Limit the total number of commuter parking spaces to the extent reasonable and feasible and 
without adverse impact on adjacent areas, to encourage alternatives to single‐occupant vehicle 
for employee travel. 

Develop parking facilities to adequately serve the uses in all commercial buildings, with 
preferential rideshare and short‐term visitor/patron parking provided closest to building 
entrances, design any commercial parking structure to blend visually with the hillside, and soften 
the visual impact of parking facilities with landscaping.  If long‐term transit use goals are met by 
area workers and residents, or if parking resources are not needed at night or on week ends by 
residents or workers, surplus parking should be made available for use by commuter parking for 
the City.   

POLICY 19.9  TRANSIT  

The City has a long‐term goal of providing improved transit service to Executive Park and its 
recreational environs.  In the short‐term, Executive Park should provide continuing shuttle 
service throughout the day and evening hours when area workers need it between the subarea, 
downtown and other regional transportation terminals as a supplement to public transit service, 
with sufficiently short headways to encourage their use and reduce dependency on autos for 
both commute and non‐commute transportation needs. Such shuttle service shall be evaluated 
every three years to determine if patronage and market are sufficient to support public transit 
service for both commute and non‐commute needs at the same levels of service. 

 



Attachment A 

Executive Park Subarea Plan 

Text To Be Superseded 

Case No 2006.0422EMTUZ 

cii ’ç 
I i ikIJ i - 	T_WmL N I N I PDiT&I I 	-MULIN W11MAIrM!I 

JpJyIlf. (11I!J!II 	ii 
:uIjtJJ! 1.! WJUiItJJri)i1! U.P OfJ11LWJ!P.J1UL1JhU1U - 

Mwelly,  my,  --------- 
-- -.----. 



Executive Park Subarea Plan 
Text to be Superseded 

Page 3 of  



I 	 - - - - - - - 

I ------ 
I - -. 

os 

CRESCE \(/) 	ç7!E 
1 	L7 	 N 

A 
EXECUTIVE PARK N. 

.’. 	. 	CANDLESTICK POINT STATE 
RECREA TION AREA 

SAN FRANCISCO 

A HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTAL C OFFICE/ RETAIL/ SERVICE/ HOTEL AND /OR HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 	P PARKING 

B OFFICE/RETAIL/SERVICE 0 EATING /DRINKING 	 OS OPEN SPACE 

FIGURE 18 
SAN FRANCISCO EXECUTIVE PARK 

LAND USE PLAN 



Ii CRE

SCENT 

PARK 

PARK N 

EXE T1 PA K 

CANOLESTICK POINT STATE 
RECREArIONAREA 

I 	 SAN FRANCISCO CIIYANO COUN1Y 
- 	

- 	

SANSATEOCOUNTY/CfIYOFBNISBANE - - 	 - - - - - - - - - 

BAY 

FIGURE 19 
SAN FRANCISCO EXECUTIVE PARK. 

AUTO ACCESS 

(~,k( 



/ 

r---’ � 
I 	 � - - - � - 

Li \ I 
’I 

ZONE HEIGHT BULK BULK LIMITS 

1 40 X Height Above 	Maximum Maximum 

2 100 G Which Maximum 	Building Diagonal 

140 H 
Symbol Dimensions Apply 	Length Dimension 

3 

4 200 I G 80 	 170 200 

5 165 I H 100 	 170 200 

6 80 x I 150 	 170 200 

7 60 x X Bulk Limits Not Applicable 

8 80 X 

A 40 X 

B OS 

FIGURE 20 
SAN FRANCISCO EXECUTIVE PARK 

URBAN FORM PLAN 



EXECUTIVE PARK 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS 

Attachment B  
to Draft Ordinance  

 

Executive Park Subarea Plan Text and 
Figures 

Amended as Proposed 

 



 

 



ATTACHMENT B 

Text of the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
 

[place for Figure 1 Context Map, Figure 2 Neighborhood Map and Figure 3 Existing Lot 
Pattern] 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

This is the Subarea plan for Executive Park. It contains objectives and policies to guide land use 
decisions, and background to them. 

 

Where is Executive Park 
Executive Park is a Subarea of the Bayview/Hunters Point neighborhood in southeastern San 
Francisco. The Executive Park Subarea comprises the southernmost 71 acres of Bayview. It is 
bounded on the west by US Highway 101, on the east by the Candlestick Point Special Use 
District, on the north by Bayview Hill, and on the south by Candlestick State Park and San 
Francisco Bay. 

 

Executive Park faces south towards San Francisco Bay. While the area itself lies within Bayview 
Hunters Point, Executive Park is closely connected to Visitacion Valley and the Little 
Hollywood neighborhoods west of Highway 101. Being on the south side of Bayview Hill 
separates it physically from Bayview Hunters Point. Candlestick Point, and the 49ers Stadium 
and parking lot is to the immediate east. Executive Park’s focus on the Bay and its street network 
both orient the area to the neighborhoods to the west and to the south. 

 

Neighborhood Vision 
Executive Park is now an office park with some housing on the far eastern end. The office 
buildings are surrounded by surface parking and some of the housing is internally focused and 
gated. The area as it exists does not provide a physical framework for supporting a vital San 
Francisco neighborhood. The Executive Park Subarea Plan challenges this pattern. It envisions a 
new San Francisco neighborhood: a mixed-used residential neighborhood with attractive public 
streets and open space connectivity. This pervasive public quality would be achieved through a 
street and open space system that knits all the various neighborhood parts together and in turn 
links the neighborhood to its surroundings. The plan focuses on providing a welcoming 
environment for visitors and residents to the area through the creation of good streets, good 
urban design, and sound land use policies. 
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Plan Goals 
The Executive Park Sub-area Plan sets forth objectives and policies to aide the area’s transition 
to a residential neighborhood. It is based on the following goals. 

 

1. Create a new residential neighborhood to help address the city’s and the region’s housing 
needs, support regional transit use, and strengthen community facilities and services, 
including neighborhood-serving retail. 

2. Create a livable urban community with easy access to the waterfront and well-designed 
streets and open spaces. 

3. Create a pedestrian-oriented urban environment that encourages walking. 

4. Enhance public linkages within the area and to nearby neighborhood commercial 
districts. 

5. Encourage residents, workers, and visitors to use alternative modes of transportation. 

6. Provide a home for some 8,000 residents in as approximately 2,800 dwelling units. 

 

01 LAND USE 

 
In recent years there has been a shift in land use in Executive Park from office to housing. This 
plan capitalizes on this interest in residential development, taking advantage of the area’s 
proximity to open space and transit to create a mixed-use residential neighborhood that balances 
housing density and livability, provides the services needed to support the residential population, 
and supports and encourages the neighborhood-serving uses in adjacent neighborhoods. 
 

OBJECTIVE 1 

CREATE A SENSITIVELY PLANNED AND DESIGNED URBAN RESIDENTIAL 
NEIGHBORHOOD IN EXECUTIVE PARK, INCLUDING THE REDEVELOPMENT OVER 
TIME OF THE OFFICE USES NOW THERE. 
 
POLICY 1.1 
Create an urban neighborhood that balances density with livability. 
 
Development within Executive Park must be dense enough to create a lively residential 
neighborhood of active, gracious streets and sufficient public amenities, with outstanding 
livability and quality of life. 
 
POLICY 1.2 
Create a neighborhood form that supports residential density. 
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The intent of the plan is to encourage high residential densities but in a way that assures high 
quality livability and excellent urban design. For the portions of the Executive Park Plan area 
that have not yet been entitled, the targeted density level would be one dwelling unit for every 
400 square feet of lot area, the density level of existing RM-3 (Residential, Mixed, Medium 
Density) Districts and RC-3 (Residential-Commercial Combined, Medium Density) Districts, the 
same zoning districts that include portions of the Marina, Nob Hill, North Beach, among others. 
Densities would be based on existing lot configuration, but would be applied to resultant lot 
configuration even after portions of the lots are dedicated to creating a new internal street grid 
and possibly to reconfigurations of Harney Way and Alana Way. The intent is also to allow 
densities to be spread unevenly over the site, similar to many San Francisco neighborhoods. 
While some portions of the yet-to-be-entitled blocks will be at lower densities and heights, others 
will feature residential towers. 
 
POLICY 1.3 
Create a neighborhood supportive of diverse families and mixed incomes. 
 
A diverse neighborhood provides a number of benefits ranging from increased social interaction, 
reduction of crime, and long-term benefits to children. This new residential neighborhood should 
benefit from the benefits of diversity and in doing so, increase livability in the area. Executive 
Park development should be consistent with dwelling unit bedroom requirements elsewhere in 
the City and strive to provide even greater number of units suitable to families where possible.  
 

OBJECTIVE 2 

MEET THE DAILY NEEDS OF RESIDENTS WITHIN THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
POLICY 2.1 
Encourage the development of centralized neighborhood-serving retail uses to serve the daily 
needs of residents.  
 
Create a town center within an easy walk for all residents to allow them to shop via foot or 
bicycle for daily needs, while depending on larger commercial districts like Leland Avenue in 
Visitacion Valley and anticipated retail at Candlestick Point for less frequent shopping needs. 
Small-scale retail uses should be scattered throughout the area as it grows. The retail services 
provided within Executive Park should not unduly compete with existing neighborhood 
commercial districts outside the Sub-area Subarea. The main core of retail should be at the Town 
Center at Thomas Mellon and Executive Park Boulevard, but allowing retail throughout.  
 
POLICY 2.2 
Improve physical connections that would encourage residents to shop in nearby neighborhood 
commercial districts, such as Leland Avenue. 
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As part of any development, a comprehensive plan for streetscape improvements should be 
created to clearly lay out street design for Thomas Mellon, Executive Park, Executive Park East, 
Executive Park West, and the new proposed streets within them. Such a plan should strive to 
improve the pedestrian and bicycle connection to Leland Avenue (the neighborhood commercial 
district for Visitacion Valley) in order to minimize the geographic barriers that currently exist. 
Similarly, the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund, identify 
streetscape improvements that could include the Blanken Avenue Tunnel as a possible use of 
funds collected through the program. Executive Park developers, residents and other interested 
parties should work with residents to the west in advocating for, and planning a seemless 
connection from Executive Park, through the Blanken tunnel to the Little Hollywood and 
Visitacion Valley neighborhoods. Such seemless connection would not only connect existing and 
future residents of Executive Park to existing neighborhoods westward, but would enable easier 
access Visitacion Valley and Little Hollywood to Candlestick Point State Recreation Area and 
new development eastward.  
 
[place for Figure 4 Existing Land Use Districts, and Figure 5 Proposed Land Use Districts] 

 

02 STREETS AND TRANSPORTATION 
 

OBJECTIVE 3 

CREATE A CITY STREET PATTERN SUPPORTIVE OF AN URBAN RESIDENTIAL 
NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
POLICY 3.1 
Establish a new internal street grid between Harney Way, Alana Way, Executive Park 
Boulevard, Executive Park West and Executive Park East that would divide the existing site into 
smaller blocks more in keeping with the typical San Francisco built pattern. 
 
 The end goal is to ensure the development of a residential street pattern that reflects the fine 
grain of adjacent neighborhoods, organizes neighborhood activities, is walkable, landscaped, and 
adequately furnished, lit at night, and equally designed for all modes of travel. The proposed 
street network is provided in Figure 6. 
 
The newly established streets should accomplish the following:  
 

1. Recognize and correct the inadequacies of the existing street system to support a new 
residential community,  

2. Improve the physical and visual connections to the Bay and to other neighborhoods, 

3. Allow for better circulation in and around the Executive Park Subarea, 

4. Establish main points of entry into the Subarea, 
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5. Identify areas within the neighborhood for community activity, 

6. Highlight streets of particular significance, 

7. Connect public spaces throughout the Subarea, and 

8. Focus on landscaping, sidewalk widenings, street lighting, and street furniture to 
coordinate the development and character of individual development sites. 

 
POLICY 3.2 
Ensure existing street and new proposed streets are deigned and constructed in a way that 
promotes pedestrian and bicycle usage, clarifies travel ways and purpose of different streets, and 
is aesthetically coherent and pleasant. 
 
Based on the proposed street network provided in Figure 6, a more detailed comprehensive 
streetscape plan is to be developed to not only finalize standards for street cross sections, but to 
find a palate of streetscape improvements and plantings that can coherently be installed across 
Executive Park. 
 
POLICY 3.3 
Reconfigure the intersection of Harney Way, Mellon Drive and Alana Way to support the 
Subarea’s new role as a residential neighborhood. 
 
Improvements to the intersection of Harney Way, Alana Way and Thomas Mellon Drive have 
been required of the entitled Projects of the residential development north of Executive Park 
Boulevard. 
 
On top of needing to better handle new traffic volumes by the entitled projects, the intersection 
of Harney Way, Mellon Drive, and Alana Way is currently not conducive to a residential 
neighborhood. It is clear that the intersection needs to be reconfigured and simplified to better 
accommodate pedestrians and better connect the Executive Park neighborhood (along with Little 
Hollywood and Visitacion Valley) to the Bay shore across Harney. However, it is anticipated 
that Harney will be widened and reconfigured to handle heavier traffic volumes and to provide 
dedicated transit lanes to accommodate additional development at Candlestick Point and Hunters 
Point Shipyard. Also anticipated is a new Harney / Highway 101 Interchange. Studies are 
ongoing as to the best solution for Harney and the interchange and what their spatial needs will 
be. 
 
One possible solution that had been contemplated would separate the Alana Way and Thomas 
Mellon interfaces with Harney as two separate intersections, with each Alana and Thomas 
Mellon turning to meet Harney at 90-degree angles. At this time, this proposal is not being 
pursued. This solution should still be considered if future conditions allow, but should not be 
depended upon. 
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POLICY 3.4 
Require that buildings and their uses along Harney and Alana face those streets with appropriate 
entries, setbacks or other features that will enable appropriate activation of Harney and Alana as 
urban streets, regardless of the final configuration. 
 
POLICY 3.5 
Establish a mechanism that will assign responsibility in an equitable way on the implementation 
of streetscape and infrastructure improvements along with other possible off-site improvements. 
 
 

OBJECTIVE 4 

ENCOURAGE WALKING AND BICYCLING AS THE PRIMARY MEANS OF ACCESSING 
DAILY SERVICES AND NEEDS. 
 
The development of a streetscape master plan will enable the full realization and articulation of 
the circulation network. (Figure 7) The circulation network illustrates the pattern of circulation 
throughout the area, including bikes, pedestrians, and local vehicle traffic. The circulation 
network establishes safe and attractive travel routes for all modes of transportation. It calls for 
the addition of sidewalks on streets where currently there are none, and an eventual gracious 
pedestrian crossing at Harney Way to Candlestick State Park. New bike facilities should also be 
established throughout consistent with the City’s Bike Plan and any other relevant MTA policies. 
 
POLICY 4.1 
Create a pedestrian network that includes streets devoted to or primarily oriented to pedestrian 
use. 
 
Walking should be a clear and comfortable choice. All streets should be walking streets, and the 
pedestrian network should include public plazas and open spaces. Land uses adjacent to the 
major links in the pedestrian network should be of interest to pedestrians. Conflicts between 
pedestrians and vehicular traffic should be minimized and street crossings should be gracious. 
 
The proposed pedestrian network should connect pedestrians to the new town center for the 
Subarea, to parks and open spaces, and to adjacent neighborhoods. The pedestrian network 
concepts are shown in the proposed Pedestrian Network and Public Open Space in Figure 9. 
 
POLICY 4.2 
Improve pedestrian areas by ensuring human scale and interest. 
 
In addition to landscaping, other features along streets add to the comfort and interest of 
pedestrians. Sidewalk paving and furnishings, if designed in a unified way, make walking more 
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pleasurable. Gentle changes in level have the same effect. In commercial areas, continuous and 
well-appointed shop windows are invitations both to movement and to strolling. Transit stops 
should be gracious, with benches and shelters. 
 
POLICY 4.3 
Provide for safe and convenient bicycle use as a viable means of transportation. 
 
Bikes should be provided for throughout the plan area in a way that assures travel by bike is 
comfortable, safe, and accessible and is consistent with the City’s Bike Plan and any other bike-
related policies. The development of a Streetscape Master Plan should include provisions for 
bicycle travel and parking. Designations for bicycle travel should be consistent with the City’s 
bike plan and any related MTA bicycle related policies. 
 
POLICY 4.4 
Provide ample, secure and conveniently located bicycle parking.  
 

OBJECTIVE 5 

REDUCE DEPENDENCY ON THE AUTOMOBILE.  
 
Executive Park local service is provided by San Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI) bus and 
light rail lines. The Third Street Light Rail Line runs on Bayshore Boulevard, with stops at the 
CalTrain Bayshore Station, and at Sunnydale and Arleta Avenues. Executive Park is also served 
with an existing shuttle system, a part of the area’s Transportation Management Program. 
 
A new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system that would run from the Balboa Bart Station to 
Candlestick Point and Hunters Point is now planned. The right-of-way for such transit could run 
along Harney in front of Executive Park along its own right-of-way. 
 
POLICY 5.1 
Provide a range of transportation opportunities to the residents of Executive Park. 
 
There is currently an Executive Park Transportation Management Program in place. It was 
created to divert office workers from their cars to transit. The Transportation Management 
Program should be revised to include the management of the transportation demand that would 
be expected from planned new residential development. It should aim to maximize the number of 
people who arrive at Executive Park by public transit, by the Executive Park shuttle service, and 
by carpools and vanpools. The program should also facilitate car sharing, and expand the 
existing shuttle service both in number of trips as well as number of stops. The Transportation 
Management Plan could also include the provision of transit passes to the area’s residents.   
 
POLICY 5.2 
Encourage the expansion of transit services to the area. 
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Harney Way is a main street to Executive Park, and a major access to the Bayview, Candlestick 
Point State Park, and other uses to the east. As new development occurs in these areas, Harney 
Way or alternative routes through Executive Park should accommodate the option to extend 
transit services and sufficient vehicle capacity to serve these areas commensurate with creating a 
gracious boulevard bringing the Executive Park neighborhood to the waterfront. 
 
POLICY 5.3 
Discourage the ownership of automobiles by unbundling parking from the provision of housing. 
 
No one should be required to rent parking they do not want nor need. The cost of parking is often 
aggregated in other costs, however, especially in rents for residential property. This forces people 
to lease parking, with no consideration of need or the availability of alternatives to driving. To 
avoid this, parking costs should be made visible and disaggregated from residential rents or the 
cost of for-sale units. 

 

[sidebar]  Better Streets Plan 

The Better Streets Plan (BSP), of San Francisco, approved in December 2010, sets out new 
standards for streetscape improvements building on existing requirements, which are codified in 
Planning Code Section 138.1. The Plan was created to lay out a unified set of policies and 
guidelines which emphasize and improve the City’s public realm. 

 

The BSP describes streets and the public realm in a systematic way that clarifies their function 
and how to best organize and improve the public realm. It provides standards for street 
typologies, lays out which improvements are appropriate for each street type, and describes 
specific guidelines for each element. 

 

A Streetscape Master Plan will be required prior to the first approval for development at 
Executive Park. Staff will review the Streetscape Master Plan against the guidelines and 
principles of the Better Streets Plan, and may require specific streetscape and sidewalk elements. 

 

03 URBAN DESIGN 
 

OBJECTIVE 6 

ESTABLISH A RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY THAT REFLECTS THE SCALE AND 
CHARACTER OF A TYPICAL SAN FRANCISCO URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
POLICY 6.1 
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Provide a consistent streetwall that defines the street as a useable, comfortable civic space. 
 
 
POLICY 6.2 
Require an engaging transition between private development and the public realm. 
 
Development must complement and enhance the neighborhood environment. In recent years, 
Executive Park has seen the construction of a gated residential enclave and office buildings that 
contribute little to the pedestrian environment, exacerbated by above ground parking and 
featureless walls facing the street. Applying clear development standards and design guidelines 
can result in buildings that contribute positively to the neighborhood and to the city. 
 
 

OBJECTIVE 7 

CREATE A DISTINCTIVE SKYLINE THAT COMPLIMENTS THE LARGER FORM OF 
BAYVIEW HILL, THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOODS AND THE BAY, AND IS A 
GATEWAY TO SAN FRANCISCO FROM THE SOUTH. 
 
POLICY 7.1 
Preserve public views of the bay from the neighborhood and through the neighborhood from key 
distinct public locations. 
 
New buildings that extend to heights greater than 85 feet should not block significant views of 
public open spaces, especially large parks and the Bay. Buildings near these open spaces should 
permit visual access, and in some cases physical access, to them. This plan uses height limits and 
design guidelines to define the area’s public realm and building form to preserve public views 
and affect the variety, activity, and liveliness of the area. 
 
POLICY 7.2 
Respect the form of Bayview Hill and follow the policies already established in the Urban 
Design Element that address building heights near the waterfront. 
 
New buildings should accentuate the topography of Bayview Hill while allowing for visual 
permeability to the Bay. 
 
POLICY 7.3 
Ensure that existing and new streets and open spaces receive adequate sunlight and sky access.  
 
Maximize sky exposure from street level and maintain an airiness to the skyline for 
neighborhood livability. Application of the design guidelines described in this plan will achieve 
this policy. 
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OLICY 7.4P  
gs greater than 85 feet in height only if they meet all of the criteria in the Design Allow buildin

Guidelines.  
 

he arrangeT ment of buildings over 85 feet can be a strong determinant of livability of the 
immediate area at street level. The presence of buildings over 85 feet must be tailored to support 
a living environment. Care must be taken to maintain sunlight to public spaces including parks 
and streets. 
 

OBJECTIVE 8 

 SUSTAINABILITY OF RESOURCES.PROMOTE THE  

OLICY 8.1
 
P  

nd construction of new buildings, streets, and open space in Executive Park, use In the design a
best practices for sustainable design and resource conservation. 
 
Sustainability addresses topics including energy, hazardous materials, water, human health, 
parks, open spaces, streetscapes, transportation and building methodologies and technologies. 
Promote resource conservation and rehabilitation of the built environment, using an 
environmentally sensitive “green building standards” approach to development. 
 
Ongoing commitment to conservation saves, recycles, rehabilitates and reuses valuable 
materials. The components of green building standards include resource-efficient design 
principles both in rehabilitation and deconstruction projects, the appropriate selection of 
materials, space allocation within buildings and sites for recycling, and low-waste landscaping 
techniques. The salvage and reuse of construction and demolition materials that are structurally 
sound as part of new construction and rehabilitation projects promotes the principles of green 
building standards and achieves sustainability. 

 [place for Figure 8 Existing Height Districts, and Figure 9 Proposed Height Districts] 

4 COMMUNITY FACITIES – RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE

 

0  

BJECTIVE 9

 

O  

 ENHANCE COMMUNITY FACILITIES TO SERVE EXISTING AND PROVIDE AND
FUTURE RESIDENTS. 
 
POLICY 9.1 

elopment that provides the necessary community facilities to serve the intended Encourage dev
population and to create a livable neighborhood. 
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laces such as parks and playgrounds, a full 
 
A great neighborhood has a variety of gathering p
range of public services for residents such as libraries and schools, and its own special character 
shaped by its physical setting, streets, buildings, open spaces, and residents. Development in 
Executive Park should recognize these requirements for creating a neighborhood, and they 
should be integral to the planning and design of individual sites within the Subarea. 
 
A key goal of this plan is to create an urban neighborhood that supports the anticipated housing 
development at Executive Park but also contributes to the strengthening, improvement, and 
enhancement the neighborhoods to the west. If the plan is realized, new residents will create 
significant new needs. While new development will generate real estate transfer taxes and annual 
property tax increases, pay citywide school fees and meet inclusionary housing requirements, 
additional investments in parks, streets, and community facilities and services – beyond what can 
be provided through property tax revenue – may be essential to meeting the needs of new 
residents. 
 
The Visitation Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund was established in 
November 2005. This ordinance imposed a fee on new residential development in the Visitacion 
Valley area and established a “Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Fund” 
to mitigate impacts from new residential development in Executive Park and elsewhere on public 
infrastructure in Visitacion Valley. A Nexus Study has been completed to describe the 
relationship between new development and the need for new infrastructure and facilities.  The 
Nexus Study establishes that growth in Visitacion Valley, including Executive Park, will 
generate needs for a new library, street improvements, transit improvements, community 
facilities, childcare and parks and recreation amenities.  The Fee and Fund will enable the City to 
provide necessary public infrastructure to new residents while increasing neighborhood livability 
and investment in the area.  Improvements could include the following:  
 
 Active Recreational Spaces: development of neighborhood playground, pool, and outdoor 

education center. 

Library Facilities: construction of a new neighborhood library in Visitacion Valley. 

Community Facilities: development of community meeting spaces. 

Streetscape Improvements: Blanken Avenue improvements including but not limited to 
sidewalk widening and lighting improvements, . 

 

BJECTIVE 10O  

LIC OPEN SPACE AND CONNECTIONS TO IT.ENHANCE PUB  
 
POLICY 10.1 
Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. 
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terests. Some recreation space Recreation space should be provided to serve all age groups and in
should be within walking distance of every dwelling. The more visible the recreation space is in 
each neighborhood, the more it will be appreciated and used. 
 
Recreation space should be easily accessible, and be connected by gracious streets, walkways 
and bicycle paths. San Francisco Bay is among the major recreation resources of the city, and 
visual and physical access to the Bay should be maximized. 
 
Public open spaces within the new developments should be designed with its intended use and 
adjacencies in mind. Its deign and construction should be done in coordination with the design 
and construction of the new streets. Open spaces should be part of a larger coherent network of 
streets, paths and larger regional open spaces including bayview Hill Park and the Candlestick 
Point State Recreation Area. See Pedestrian Network and Public Open Space (Figure 9). 
 
POLICY 10.2 
Provide adequate maintenance for public and publicly accessible areas. 
 
In view of the importance attached to the cleaning, paving and other maintenance of streets as an 
index of neighborhood upkeep, and as a stimulant to private improvements, these types of 
programs should be carried on continuously and effectively. 

 
OBJECTIVE 9 

 ENHANCE COMMUNITY FACILITIES TO SERVE EXISTING AND PROVIDE AND
FUTURE RESIDENTS. 

OLICY 9.1

 

P  

elopment that provides the necessary community facilities to serve the intended Encourage dev
population and to create a livable neighborhood. 

A great neighborhood has a variety of gathering places such as parks and playgrounds, a full 
range of public services for residents such as libraries and schools, and its own special character 
shaped by its physical setting, streets, buildings, open spaces, and residents. Development in 
Executive Park should recognize these requirements for creating a neighborhood, and they 
should be integral to the planning and design of individual sites within the Subarea. 

A key goal of this plan is to create an urban neighborhood that supports the anticipated housing 
development at Executive Park but also contributes to the strengthening, improvement, and 
enhancement the neighborhoods to the west. If the plan is realized, new residents will create 
significant new needs. While new development will generate real estate transfer taxes and annual 
property tax increases, pay citywide school fees and meet inclusionary housing requirements, 
additional investments in parks, streets, and community facilities and services – beyond what can 
be provided through property tax revenue – may be essential to meeting the needs of new 
residents. 
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ed in The Visitation Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund was establish
November 2005. This ordinance imposed a fee on new residential development in the Visitacion 
Valley area and established a “Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Fund” 
to mitigate impacts from new residential development in Executive Park and elsewhere on public 
infrastructure in Visitacion Valley. A Nexus Study has been completed to describe the 
relationship between new development and the need for new infrastructure and facilities.  The 
Nexus Study establishes that growth in Visitacion Valley, including Executive Park, will 
generate needs for a new library, street improvements, transit improvements, community 
facilities, childcare and parks and recreation amenities.  The Fee and Fund will enable the City to 
provide necessary public infrastructure to new residents while increasing neighborhood livability 
and investment in the area.  Improvements could include the following:  

 

1. Active Recreational Spaces: development of neighborhood playground, pool, and outdoor 
education center. 

2. Library Facilities: construction of a new neighborhood library in Visitacion Valley. 

3. Community Facilities: development of community meeting spaces. 

4. Streetscape Improvements: Blanken Avenue sidewalk widening and lighting 
improvements, . 

 

OBJECTIVE 10 

ENHANCE PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AND CONNECTIONS TO IT. 

 

POLICY 10.1 

Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities. 

e should be provided to serve all age groups and interests. Some recreation space Recreation spac
should be within walking distance of every dwelling. The more visible the recreation space is in 
each neighborhood, the more it will be appreciated and used. 

 

Recreation space should be easily accessible, and be connected by gracious streets, walkways 
and bicycle paths. San Francisco Bay is among the major recreation resources of the city, and 
visual and physical access to the Bay should be maximized. 

 

Public open spaces within the new developments should be designed with its intended use and 
adjacencies in mind. Its deign and construction should be done in coordination with the design 
and construction of the new streets. Open spaces should be part of a larger coherent network of 
streets, paths and larger regional open spaces including bayview Hill Park and the Candlestick 
Point State Recreation Area. See Pedestrian Network and Public Open Space (Figure 9). 
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POLICY 10.2 

Provide adequate maintenance for public areas. 

In view of the importance attached to the cleaning, paving and other maintenance of streets as an index 
of neighborhood upkeep, and as a stimulant to private improvements, these types of programs should 
be carried on continuously and effectively.   

[place for Figure 10 Pedestrian Network and Public Open Space] 























Exhibit B  
To Planning Commission Resolution Nos. _____,  

 
Executive Park General Plan, Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments 

General Plan Findings and Planning Code Section 101.1 Findings 
 
The following constitute findings that Executive Park General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning 
Map Amendments (the Project) is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan and Planning 
Code Section 101.1.  These findings are made on behalf of Planning Commission Resolutions for 
the approval of General Plan Amendments, Planning Code Text Amendments, Planning Code 
Zoning Map Amendments, and the adoption of Design Guidelines.   
 
BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN 
 
The Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan (BVHP Area Plan) provides broad principles, objectives, and 
policies for community development in the Bayview neighborhood.  The BVHP Area Plan discusses the 
need to arrest the demographic decline of the African American population; provide economic development 
and jobs, particularly for local residents; eliminate health and environmental hazards including reducing 
land use conflicts; provide additional housing, particularly affordable housing; provide additional 
recreation, open space, and public service facilities, and better address transportation deficiencies by 
offering a wider range of transportation options.     
 
The Project, including General Plan Amendments / Planning Code text and map Amendments, are  
consistent with and implements the following BVHP Area Plan’s Objectives and Policies.   
 
OBJECTIVE 4    DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN A SYSTEM FOR THE EASY MOVEMENT OF 

PEOPLE AND GOODS, TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ANTICIPATED NEEDS 
OF BOTH LOCAL AND THROUGH TRAFFIC. 

 
POLICY 4.5   Create a comprehensive system for pedestrian and bicycle circulation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5   PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL 

NEIGHBORHOODS. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6   ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND 

MARKET RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS 
THAT ENHANCE THE OVERALL RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW 
HUNTERS POINT. 

 
POLICY 6.5   In the vicinity of Bayview Hill, encourage well‐sited housing development 

that complements the natural areas and open space, as well as provides for 
local economic development. 

 
OBJECTIVE 10   ENHANCE THE DISTINCTIVE AND POSITIVE FEATURES OF BAYVIEW 

HUNTERS POINT. 
 
POLICY 10.1   Better define Bayview’s designated open space areas by enabling ppropriate, 

quality development in surrounding areas. 
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OBJECTIVE 11   IMPROVE DEFINITION OF THE OVERALL URBAN PATTERN OF 

BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT 
 
POLICY 11.1   Recognize and enhance the distinctive features of Bayview Hunters Point as 

an interlocking system of diverse neighborhoods. 
 
POLICY 11.2    Increase awareness and use of the pedestrian/bicycle trail system that links 

subareas in Bayview Hunters Point with the rest of the City. 
 
OBJECTIVE 13   PROVIDE CONTINUOUS PUBLIC OPEN SPACE ALONG THE 

SHORELINE OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT UNLESS PUBLIC ACCESS 
CLEARLY CONFLICTS WITH MARITIME USES OR OTHER NON‐OPEN 
SPACE USES REQUIRING A WATERFRONT LOCATION. 

 
POLICY 13.1   Assure that new development adjacent to the shoreline capitalizes on the 

unique waterfront location by improving visual and physical access to the 
water in conformance with urban design policies. 

 
The Project meets and furthers the Objectives and Policies of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan in that 
it provides a new mixed‐use predominately residential neighborhood in the location of an existing 
disconnected and insular office park.  The new residential community will better connect existing 
neighborhoods and recent residential development together more cohesively, without effecting any existing 
Bayview neighborhoods.  It will take advantage of its location near the shoreline by increasing densities 
near regional open space resources, and by creating an urban form that will create a dynamic southern 
gateway to San Francisco.  The Project’s urban form will complement Bayview Hill and the shoreline.  The 
Project calls for the creation of a fine‐grained street grid more typical of residential development in the 
Bayview and throughout the City.  The new street grid will improve connectivity of surrounding 
neighborhoods and development, while encouraging travel by bike and by foot.    
 
HOUSING ELEMENT 
 
The principle objectives of the Housing Element are to provide new housing; retain the existing supply; 
enhance physical conditions and safety without jeopardizing use or affordability; support affordable 
housing production by increasing site availability and capacity; increase the effectiveness and efficiency of 
the affordable housing production system; protect the affordability of existing housing; expand financial 
resources for permanently affordable housing; ensure equal access; avoid or mitigate hardships imposed by 
displacement; reduce homelessness and the risk of homelessness in coordination with relevant agencies and 
providers; pursue place making and neighborhood building principles in increasing the supply of housing; 
and strengthen citywide affordable housing programs through coordinated regional and state efforts. 
 
The Project is consistent with and implements the following objectives and policies of the Housing 
Element:  
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OBJECTIVE 1   TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING, IN APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH 
MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKES INTO ACCOUNT 
THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED BY 
EMPLOYMENT DEMAND. 

 
OBJECTIVE 4   SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION BY INCREASING 

SITE AVAILABILITY AND CAPACITY 
 
POLICY 4.2   Include affordable units in larger housing projects. 
 
POLICY 4.6   Support a greater range of housing types and building techniques to 

promote more economical housing construction and potentially achieve 
greater affordable housing production. 

 
POLICY 6.5   Monitor and enforce the affordability of units provided as a condition of 

approval of housing projects. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8   ENSURE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES. 
 
POLICY 8.9   Encourage the provision of new home ownership opportunities through new 

construction so that increased owner occupancy does not diminish the 
supply of rental housing. 

 
POLICY 11.2   Ensure housing is provided with adequate public improvements, services, 

and amenities. 
 
POLICY 11.3   Encourage appropriate neighborhood‐serving commercial activities in 

residential areas, without causing affordable housing displacement. 
 
POLICY 11.10   Include energy efficient features in new residential development and 

encourage weatherization in existing housing to reduce overall housing costs 
and the long‐range cost of maintenance. 

 
The Project is consistent with and implements the Housing Element in that it accommodates up to 1,600 
units of high density housing at Executive Park.  New development enabled by the Project will participate 
in the City’s inclusionary housing program, thereby increasing the supply of affordable housing in San 
Francisco.  Finally, the Project includes provisions for community‐serving retail and allows many 
community facility uses.  The Project calls for new streetscape and open space infrastructure to serve both 
new residents and existing residents in surrounding communities.  The Design Guidelines component of 
the Project calls for a sustainable approach to development.   
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COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
 
The principle objectives for Commerce & Industry are to manage economic growth and change, maintain a 
sound and diverse economic base and fiscal structure, provide expanded employment opportunities for city 
residents particularly the unemployed and underemployed in a wide range of fields and levels, improve 
viability of existing businesses as well as attract new businesses – particularly in new industries,  and 
assure entrepreneurial opportunities for local businesses.   
 
The following objectives and policies are relevant to the Project:  

OBJECTIVE 6   MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.  

POLICY 6.1  Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood‐serving 
goods and services in the cityʹs neighborhood commercial districts, while 
recognizing and encouraging diversity among the districts.  

POLICY 6.2   Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster 
small business enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to 
economic and technological innovation in the marketplace and society  

POLICY 6.4   Encourage the location of neighborhood shopping areas throughout the city 
so that essential retail goods and personal services are accessible to all 
residents.  

POLICY 6.5  Discourage the creation of major new commercial areas except in conjunction 
with new supportive residential development and transportation capacity.  

POLICY 6.7      Promote high quality urban design on commercial streets.  

The Project meets and furthers the Objectives and Policies of the Commerce and Industry Element by 
reinforcing the typical San Francisco pattern of including resident serving uses along with residential 
development.  The Amendments will generally permit small scale retail and community related uses 
throughout requiring it within the Executive Park “town‐center”, which will accommodate up to 71,000 
square feet of commercial use.  The Amendments require that neighborhood commercial retail be established 
in a pedestrian‐oriented active environment typical of San Francisco neighborhoods and specifically called 
for in the Commerce and Industry Element.  The provision of retail space will provide entrepreneurial 
opportunities for local residents and workers.  Of course, new development accommodated by the Executive 
Park Amendments will provide construction business opportunities along with opportunities for property 
management and maintenance.   
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RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
 
The principle objectives of the Recreation and Open Space Element are to preserve large areas of open space 
sufficient to meet the long‐range needs of the Bay Region, develop and maintain a diversified and balanced 
citywide system of high quality public open space, provide a continuous public open space along the 
shoreline, and provide opportunities for recreation and the enjoyment of open space in every neighborhood.  
 
The following objectives and policies are relevant to the Project:  
 
OBJECTIVE 2    DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN A DIVERSIFIED AND BALANCED 

CITYWIDE SYSTEM OF HIGH QUALITY PUBLIC OPEN SPACE.  
 
POLICY 2.1    Provide an adequate total quantity and equitable distribution of public open 

spaces throughout the City.  
 
POLICY 2.2    Preserve existing public open space. 
 
POLICY 2.3    Preserve sunlight in public open spaces.   
 
POLICY 2.6    Make open spaces accessible to people with special needs.  
 
POLICY 2.9    Maintain and expand the urban forest.  
 
POLICY 2.13    Preserve and protect significant natural resource areas.  
 
POLICY 3.5    Provide new public open spaces along the shoreline.  
 
OBJECTIVE 4   PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND THE ENJOYMENT 

OF OPEN SPACE IN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD.  
 
POLICY 4.5    Require private usable outdoor open space in new residential development.  
 
POLICY 4.6    Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new residential 

development. 
 
POLICY 4.7    Provide open space to serve neighborhood commercial districts.  
 
The Project meets and furthers the Objectives and Policies of the Recreation and Open Space by creating a 
new street and open space network within an existing expansive parking lot.  The new street network will 
improve connectivity from existing residential neighborhoods and developments to the CPSRA and 
shoreline and to the Bayview Hill Open Space, which was created by an earlier phase of Executive Park 
development.  The Amendments recognize Executive Park immediate location next to two regional open 
space resources and calls for the creation of small intimate urban spaces to complement the larger expansive 
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spaces.  The Project reserves space that will provide the best public views of the shoreline as public open 
space.   
 
TRANSPORTATION  
 
The Transportation Element is largely concerned with the movement of people and goods.  It addresses the 
need for multi‐modal streets and facilities, implementation of the City’s transit‐first policy, the need to 
limit parking and auto capacity on the roads, and ways to incentivize travel by transit, bike and by foot.  It 
also addresses the relationship between transportation and land use and how the two should be coordinated 
to reduce the need for auto trips. 
 
The following objectives and policies are relevant to the Project:  
 
OBJECTIVE 1    MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, 

CONVENIENT AND INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO 
AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION 
WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT 
OF THE BAY AREA.  

 
POLICY 1.2    Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.  
 
POLICY 1. 6    Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each mode when 

and where it is most appropriate.  
 
POLICY 2.5     Provide incentives for the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, walking and 

bicycling and reduce the need for new or expanded automobile and 
automobile parking facilities.  

 
OBJECTIVE 18     ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE 

FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF EACH STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH 
THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT LAND.  

 
POLICY 18.2     Design streets for a level of traffic that serves, but will not cause a 

detrimental impact on adjacent land uses, or eliminate the efficient and safe 
movement of transit vehicles and bicycles.  

 
POLICY 18.4     Discourage high‐speed through traffic on local streets in residential areas 

through traffic ʺcalmingʺ measures that are designed not to disrupt transit 
service or bicycle movement, including: 

 Sidewalk bulbs and widenings at intersections and street entrances; 

 Lane off‐sets and traffic bumps; 

 Narrowed traffic lanes with trees, landscaping and seating areas; 
and 
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 colored and/or textured sidewalks and crosswalks.  

POLICY 20.5     Place and maintain all sidewalk elements, including passenger shelters, 
benches, trees, newsracks, kiosks, toilets, and utilities at appropriate transit 
stops according to established guidelines.  

 
OBJECTIVE 23     IMPROVE THE CITYʹS PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO 

PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT, PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT.  
 
POLICY 23.1     Provide sufficient pedestrian movement space with a minimum of 

pedestrian congestion in accordance with a pedestrian street classification 
system.  

 
POLICY 23.2     Widen sidewalks where intensive commercial, recreational, or institutional 

activity is present, sidewalks are congested and where residential densities 
are high.  

 
POLICY 23.3     Maintain a strong presumption against reducing sidewalk widths, 

eliminating crosswalks and forcing indirect crossings to accommodate 
automobile traffic.   

 
POLICY 23.6     Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian crossings by minimizing the distance 

pedestrians must walk to cross a street.  
 
OBJECTIVE 24  IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.  
 
POLICY 24.2     Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to 

support them.  
 
POLICY 24.3     Install pedestrian‐serving street furniture where appropriate.  
 
POLICY 24.5    Where consistent with transportation needs, transform streets and alleys 

into neighborhood‐serving open spaces or “living streets”, especially in 
neighborhoods deficient in open space.  

 
OBJECTIVE 26    CONSIDER THE SIDEWALK AREA AS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT IN 

THE CITYWIDE OPEN SPACE SYSTEM.  
 
OBJECTIVE 27    ENSURE THAT BICYCLES CAN BE USED SAFELY AND 

CONVENIENTLY AS A PRIMARY MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION, AS 
WELL AS FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES.  

 
OBJECTIVE 28     PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR 

BICYCLES.  
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POLICY 28.1     Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and 

residential developments.  
 
OBJECTIVE 34    RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF 
THE CITYʹS STREET SYSTEM AND LAND USE PATTERNS.  

 
POLICY 34.3    Permit minimal or reduced off‐street parking supply for new buildings in 

residential and commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along 
transit preferential streets.  

 
OBJECTIVE 35    MEET SHORT‐TERM PARKING NEEDS IN NEIGHBORHOOD 

SHOPPING DISTRICTS CONSISTENT WITH PRESERVATION OF A 
DESIRABLE ENVIRONMENT FOR PEDESTRIANS AND RESIDENTS.  

 
The Project meets and furthers the Objectives and Policies of the Transportation Element by requiring the 
creation of a new fine‐grained street grid in place of existing expansive surface parking.  The Project 
accommodates the creation of a new mixed‐use predominately development in a pattern that encourages 
walking, bicycling and using transit.  The Project calls for the creation of a Streetscape Master Plan to 
assure a quality public realm environment with a coordinated approach to street amenities including but 
not limited to pedestrian oriented street lamps, street trees and other landscaping, and other furniture.  The 
Project also calls for streetscape improvements that will calm auto traffic while assuring pedestrian comfort 
and enjoyment.  The Project accommodates mid to high density development at a location where a future 
bus rapid transit (BRT) system is anticipated, thereby furthering the Element’s emphasis on land use and 
transportation coordination.   The Project particularly accommodates planned BRT by restricting and 
discouraging development on land that may be needed for its implementation.   
 
URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 
 
The Urban Design Element addresses the physical character and order of the City.  It establishes objectives 
and polices dealing with the city pattern, conservation (both of natural areas and historic structures), major 
new developments, and neighborhood environment.   It discusses meeting “human needs”, largely by 
assuring quality living environments, and by protecting and enhancing those characteristics of 
development that make San Francisco special.     
 
The following objectives and policies are relevant to the Project:  
 
 
OBJECTIVE 1    EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE 

CITY AND ITS NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, 
AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.  

 
POLICY 1.1    Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to 

those of open space and water.  
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POLICY 1.2    Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is 

related to topography.  
 
POLICY 1.3   Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that 

characterizes the city and its districts.  
 
POLICY 1.5   Emphasize the special nature of each district through distinctive landscaping 

and other features.  
 
POLICY 1.6   Make centers of activity more prominent through design of street features 

and by other means.  
 
POLICY 1.7    Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections 

between districts.  
 
POLICY 2.9   Review proposals for the giving up of street areas in terms of all the public 

values that streets afford.  
 
POLICY 2.10  Permit release of street areas, where such release is warranted, only in the 

least extensive and least permanent manner appropriate to each case.  
 
OBJECTIVE 3   MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT 

THE CITY PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.  

 
POLICY 3.3   Promote efforts to achieve high quality of design for buildings to be 

constructed at prominent locations.  
 
POLICY 3.4   Promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open 

spaces and other public areas.  
 
POLICY 3.5   Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to 

the height and character of existing development.  
 
POLICY 3.7   Recognize the special urban design problems posed in development of large 

properties.  
 
POLICY 3.8   Discourage accumulation and development of large properties, unless such 

development is carefully designed with respect to its impact upon the 
surrounding area and upon the city.  

 
OBJECTIVE 4   IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO 

INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY . 
 
POLICY 4.3   Provide adequate lighting in public areas.  
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POLICY 4.4   Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians.  
 
POLICY 4.5   Provide adequate maintenance for public areas.  
 
POLICY 4.6   Emphasize the importance of local centers providing commercial and 

government services.  
     
POLICY 4.8   Provide convenient access to a variety of recreation opportunities.  
 
POLICY 4.10   Encourage or require the provision of recreation space in private 

development.  
 
POLICY 4.12   Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.  
 
POLICY 4.13   Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest.  
 
The Project is consistent with and furthers the Urban Design Element in that it enables the establishment 
of a new vibrant mixed‐use neighborhoods on currently underutilized land.  Pursuant to the policies of the 
amended Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, the Project calls for 
development patterns typical of San Francisco be applied to the new neighborhood.  These patterns  include 
but not be limited to:  breaking up the existing block pattern with a more fine‐grained block pattern, 
particular attention placed on the design of streets and other public realm elements, with particular 
attention given to how buildings interface with the public realm, and  emphasis on pedestrian safety and 
comfort in the design of the streets.   
 
The Project would be large scale in nature.  However, the development standards and design guidelines 
contained ensure that the development fits within its San Francisco context.  Policies within these 
regulating plans call for fine‐grained networks of typical San Francisco‐sized blocks, and, while buildings 
would be larger than in most typical San Francisco neighborhoods, policies require proving human‐scale 
interface with the street and public realm.  Similarly, while the Project allows for three residential towers, 
the Project’s new controls will assure that the placement and design of the towers will not compliment and 
distract from views of Bayview Hill and the shoreline.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 
 
The Environmental Protection Element is concerned with protecting the natural environment within San 
Francisco’s urban context.  The element provides objectives and policies for the following topics: the Bay, 
ocean and shoreline, air, fresh water, land, flora and fauna, transportation noise, and energy.    
 
The following objectives and policies are relevant to the Project:  
 
OBJECTIVE 1    ACHIEVE A PROPER BALANCE AMONG THE CONSERVATION, 

UTILIZATION, AND DEVELOPMENT OF SAN FRANCISCO‘S NATURAL 
RESOURCES. 
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Policy 1.4   Assure that all new development meets strict environmental quality 

standards and recognizes human needs. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 15  INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND 

ENCOURAGE LAND USE PATTERNS AND METHODS OF 
TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY. 

 
POLICY 15.3   Encourage an urban design pattern that will minimize travel requirements 

among working, shopping, recreation, school and childcare areas. 
 
The Project is consistent with and implements the Environmental Protection Element in that it calls for 
mixed‐use, high density, transit‐friendly, sustainable development.  The Executive Park EIR  identifies 
potential significant and unavoidable impacts regarding noise and air pollutant emissions; these impacts 
are largely traffic and construction related and are substantially due to the Project’s scale and intensity.  
The Project and all related City approvals are nonetheless consistent with the Environmental Protection 
Element as the Project satisfies and implements the preponderance of Element’s objectives and policies: the 
Project furthers the Element’s emphasis on the need to coordinate land use and transportation  and on 
efficient, compact, and sustainable development.      
 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT  
 
The Community Facilities element addresses police facilities, neighborhood center facilities, fire facilities, 
library facilities, public health facilities, and touches upon educational facilities, institutional facilities 
(colleges, etc.) wastewater facilities, and solid waste facilities.    
 
The following objectives and policies are relevant to the Project:  
 
OBJECTIVE 3   ASSURE THAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HAVE ACCESS TO 

NEEDED SERVICES AND A FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES 
 
POLICY 3.6    Base priority for the development of neighborhood centers on relative need. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4   PROVIDE NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS THAT ARE RESPONSIVE TO THE 

COMMUNITY SERVED. 
 
POLICY 4.1   Assure effective neighborhood participation in the initial planning, ongoing 

programming, and activities of multi‐purpose neighborhood centers 
 
OBJECTIVE 6   DEVELOPMENT OF A PUBLIC LIBRARY SYSTEM IN SAN FRANCISCO 

WHICH WILL MAKE ADEQUATE AND EFFICIENT LIBRARY SERVICE 
FREELY AVAILABLE TO EVERYONE WITHIN THE CITY, AND WHICH 
WILL BE IN HARMONY WITH RELATED PUBLIC SERVICE FACILITIES 
AND WITH ALL OTHER FEATURES AND FACILITIES OF LAND 
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DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION PROVIDED FOR IN OTHER 
SECTIONS OF THE GENERAL PLAN 

 
The Project is consistent with and implements the Community Facilities Element.  The Project allows for 
community serving uses on the ground floor throughout the development.  Whether or not community uses 
will eventually establish themselves will depend on community needs and demands as development enabled 
by the Project gets built out.  The Visitacion Valley Community Facilities Fee and Fund was established to 
help assure that community‐related improvements can be made in conjunction with new development  The 
Visitation Valley Nexus Study establishes that funds could be used for community centers and 
neighborhood library improvements among other things.   
 
PUBLIC 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. 
 
POLICY 2.3    Consider site soils conditions when reviewing projects in areas subject to 

liquefaction or slope instability. 
 
POLICY 2.9    Consider information about geologic hazards whenever City decisions that 

will influence land use, building density, building configurations or 
infrastructure are made. 

 
POLICY 2.12   Enforce state and local codes that regulate the use, storage and 

transportation of hazardous materials in order to prevent, contain and 
effectively respond to accidental releases. 

 
The Project is consistent with and implements the Community Safety  Element.  All improvements, 
including infrastructure, buildings and open space improvements will be constructed to local seismic 
standards, taking into account, among other considerations, the geological condition of the soil and where 
applicable,  remediation activity. 
 
ARTS ELEMENT 
 
The Arts Element is concerned with, among other things, providing guiding principles for the City and 
County of San Francisco relative to the arts; validating and increasing the role of the arts as a major 
economic force in the region,  and protecting arts organizations and artists through the adoption of policies 
that will withstand changes in political climate.   
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There are no objectives and policies that are specifically related to this project.   [streetscape improvements] 
[ground floor uses] 
 
AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 
 
The Air Quality Element is concerned, in part, with reducing the level of pollutants in the air,  thus  
protecting and improving public health, welfare and the quality of life of the citizens of San Francisco and 
the residents of the metropolitan region. It emphasizes that opportunities for economic growth in the area 
can be enhanced through implementation of transportation, land use and other policies in harmony with 
clean air goals.    
 
The following objectives and policies are relevant to the Project:  
 
OBJECTIVE 3   DECREASE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY  

COORDINATION OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISIONS. 
 
POLICY 3.1   Take advantage of the high density development in San Francisco to 

improve the transit infrastructure and also encourage high density and 
compact development where an extensive transportation infrastructure 
exists. 

 
POLICY 3.2  Encourage mixed land use development near transit lines and provide retail 

and other types of service oriented uses within walking distance to 
minimize automobile dependent development. 

 
POLICY 3.6   Link land use decision making policies to the availability of transit and 

consider the impacts of these policies on the local and regional 
transportation system. 

 
POLICY 3.9   Encourage and require planting of trees in conjunction with new 

development to enhance pedestrian environment and select species of trees 
that optimize achievement of air quality goals 

 
OBJECTIVE 6   LINK THE POSITIVE EFFECTS OF ENERGY CONSERVATION AND 

WASTE MANAGEMENT TO EMISSION REDUCTIONS. 
 
POLICY 6.2   Encourage recycling to reduce emissions from manufacturing of new 

materials in San Francisco and the region.   
 
The Project is consistent with and implements the Air Quality Element in that it calls for mixed‐us 
predominately residential, high density , sustainable development that will enable efficient use of land and 
encourage travel by transit, bicycle and by foot, thereby reducing auto use.  The Design Guidelines 
documents governing development of the Project encourage other sustainable features including storm 
water “low‐impact” development, energy‐saving design, and robust tree planting and landscaping through 
the streets and open spaces.   While the Executive Park EIR identifies potential significant and unavoidable 
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impacts regarding air pollutant emissions, the impacts are largely traffic and construction related, which, 
in turn, is substantially due to the Project’s scale.  The Project is nonetheless consistent with the Air 
Quality Element because it satisfies and implements the preponderance of Element’s objectives and policies; 
most importantly, the Project furthers the Element’s emphasis on coordinating land use and transportation 
and on efficient and compact development.  

-14- 
 



Exhibit B to Resolution Nos. ______, _____, and    Case No 2006.0422EMUTZ 
______ 
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011  
 

Executive Park Amendments 
 

 
General Plan Priority Finding  

(Planning Code Section 101.1 Findings) 
 
 
Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority policies and is a basis by which 
differences between competing policies in the General Plan are resolved.  As described below, the 
Project is consistent with the eight priority policies set forth in Planning Code Section 101.1(b). 

 

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

 

The Project will preserve and enhance existing neighborhood serving retail uses. The 
Project would accommodate roughly 70,000 square feet of new retail uses, focused on a 
long‐planned “town center” at Executive Park.  The retail uses are envisioned to be local 
serving.  The project does not include the removal of any existing neighborhood serving 
retail and is not expected to unduly compete against long established neighborhood retail 
centers like Leland Avenue in Visitacion Valley. 

  

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

The Project accommodates new development on land currently improved by suburban 
style office buildings and surface parking.  It would not accommodate removing or 
changing the character of existing residential neighborhoods.  The proposed amendments 
would subject new development to the City’s inclusionary housing program and the 
family‐sized units requirements of Planning Code Section 307.6.  The Project lays out 
requirements to assure the new development has characteristics of mixed‐use 
neighborhoods throughout San Francisco, including but not limited to a fine‐grained 
system of residential streets, well modulated buildings with active frontages, with the 
ability to establish residential serving retail and community uses. 

3. That the Cityʹs supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 
 

The Project calls for development that would have a positive effect on the City’s affordable 
housing stock. The Project would accommodate up to 1,600 new units, which would be 
subject to the City’s inclusionary housing program.  The Project would not accommodate 
the removal of any dwelling units. 

 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our 
streets or neighborhood parking.  
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The Project anticipates new transit related infrastructure improvements and provides 
regulations to assure that new development at Executive Park would not interfere with 
long‐terms plans for Bus Rapid Transit.  The new Executive Park‐related zoning would 
require all building along Harney Way be setback to assure that adequate space is left 
aside for future transportation‐related improvements.  At the same time, the zoning 
creates a mechanism whereby allowed densities on parts of the site that are expected to be 
needed for future infrastructure can be applied elsewhere.  Another main component of 
the Project is the required creation of a pedestrian‐oriented street and open space network 
that will encourage alternative modes of transportation.  The Amendments will allow 
parking at generally the same levels allowed by existing Planning Code provisions.  
Development accommodated by the amendments is not expected to negatively effect 
neighborhood parking.   

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 would not adversely affect the industrial sector or service sectors.  No such 
uses would be displaced by the sectors.  Construction activity generated by the 
amendments, however, will support these sectors.   

 

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

 

All new construction would be subject to the City’s Building Code, Fire Code and other 
applicable safety standards.  Thus, the Project would improve preparedness against 
injury and loss of life in an earthquake by prompting development that would comply 
with applicable safety standards.  

 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
 

The Project would not accommodate the removal, demolition, or of any known landmarks 
or historic buildings.   

 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 
protected from development.  
 
The Project would not significantly adversely affect existing open spaces or their access to 
sunlight and vistas.  The proposed project would provide a new street grid that will better 
accommodate travel from neighborhoods west of the site to the Candlestick Point State 
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Recreation Area and shoreline and the Bayview Hill Open Space.  While towers would be 
accommodated by the amendments, they would only be allowed where they meet the 
performance criteria provided in the new regulations.  These would assure such taller 
buildings would not unduly effect vistas of Bayview Hill or of the shoreline.  New 
building accommodated by the Project would not create any significant shadows on 
protected open space (The EIR determined that a de minimis shadow could be created by 
one of the buildings). 



 

 
 

Planning Commission Resolution No.  
HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011 

 

Date:  April 21, 2011 
Case No.:  2006.0422EMUTZ 
Project:  Executive Park Planning Code Text Amendment 
Location:  Highway 101 and Harney Way 
Staff Contact:  Mat Snyder – (415) 575‐6891 
  mathew.snyder@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Approve Amendments 
 

 
APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO THE SAN FRACISCO PLANNING CODE BY ESTABLISHING 
THE EXECUTIVE PARK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, THE 65/240‐EP HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, 
AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 309.2 REGARDING REVIEW PROCEEDURES FOR PROJECTS 
WITHIN  THE  EXECUTIVE  PARK  SPECIAL  USE  DISTRICT  MAKING  VARIOUS  FINDINGS, 
INCLUDING CEQA FINDINGS AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN 
AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.   
 .   
 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides to the 
Planning Commission the opportunity to periodically recommend Planning Code Text Amendments to 
the Board of Supervisors; and 

On  May  11,  2006,  Universal  Paragon  Inc.  (Project  Sponsor)  and  on  March  22,  2006  Yerby 
Corporation  (Project Sponsor) submitted applications  to  jointly amend  the Planning Code.    In working 
with  the Project Sponsors,  the Planning Department  is proposing amendment  to  the Planning Code by 
adding Planning Code Section 249.54 to establish the Executive Park Special Use District, Planning Code 
Section  263.27  and Planning  Section  to  establish  the  65/240‐EP Height  and Bulk District  and  controls 
thereto, and Planning Code Section 309.2 ,“Permit Review in Executive Park”.    

This  Zoning  Text  Amendment  application  is  part  of  a  larger  project  that  includes  three 
components: (1) a development project sponsored by UPC that would include up to 1,100 dwelling units, 
approximately 70,000 gross square feet of retail, and approximately 1,677 off‐street parking spaces (2) a 
development  project  sponsored  by  Yerby    that  would  include  up  to  500  dwelling  units  and 
approximately  750  off‐street  parking  spaces;  and  (3) General  Plan  amendments  along with  Planning 
Code Map and subject  Text amendments.   

The history of Executive Park  in  its current form starts  in the mid 1970s.   In 1976, the Planning 
Commission certified the San Francisco Executive Park Final EIR which analyzed a project that included 
833,000 square  feet of office space, 174,000 square feet of hotel/meeting space and 75,000 square feet of 
retail  space  (about 1,100,000  square  feet  in  total), plus 3,900 parking  spaces At  the  time, Amendments 
were made  to  the  South  Bayshore  Plan  to  allow  commercial  uses  at  the  location.    In  1978,  a master 
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development plan  (“1978 Development Plan”) was created  to guide development based on  the Project 
analyzed in the 1976 EIR.   

In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commission approved minor changes to the 1978 Development 
Plan, which slightly altered the locations and amounts of the various land uses.   The City issued permits 
for the construction of four office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan; three of 
the office buildings had been  constructed by 1985  (OB‐1, OB‐2 and OB‐3),  for a  total of about 307,600 
square  feet  of  office  space  and  2,500  square  feet  of  retail  space.  The  fourth  office  building  and  the 
restaurant were not constructed. 

In  1985,  following  certification  of  a  subsequent  environmental  impact  report,  the  Planning 
Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 Development Plan that, when 
combined with  the  four  office  buildings  and  restaurant  previously  approved,  provided  for  1,644,000 
square feet of office space, 234,000 square feet of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and 
600 residential units, plus about 5,300 parking spaces   At the same time, the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
was established as part of the South Bayshore Area Plan  to memorialize the development program and 
urban  form  through a General Plan Amendment.   Related Planning Code Map amendments were also 
approved. 

In  1992,  the  developer  sought  and  obtained  a  further  revision  to  the  1985  Planned  Unit 
Development.  This revision added 25,000 square feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care 
space  and  an  additional  10,000  square  feet  of  restaurant  space  and  increased  the  square  footage  of 
residential use but not the unit count.  Five residential buildings, located in the eastern portion of the site, 
containing 304 units and 517 parking spaces have been constructed under this development proposal by 
TopVision.    (ʺTopVision  Phases  I  and  IIʺ).    Minor  General  Plan  amendments  were  approved  in 
conjunction with this approval 

In 1999, the Planning Commission certified a supplemental environmental impact report, and in 
2000, approved a Planned Unit Development  that extended and modified  the prior 1985 Planned Unit 
Development  authorization  by  including  a  residential  variant,  which  provided  for  some  additional 
residential  development  in  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  site.   Amendments  to  the Executive Park 
Subarea Plan  that  replaced  all of  the Plan’s  figures  and  added  text were  adopted  in  conjunction with 
these approvals.  The general land use program remained the same.   

In 2005, Signature Properties development project was approved under a separate PUD for the 
northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Area.  Nearing completion, it will include up to 450 residential 
units,  14,000  square  feet of  retail  space,  and  588 parking  spaces when built‐out.   Amendments  to  the 
Executive Park Subarea Plan were adopted as a part of this Planned Unit Development authorization.   

In 2007 TopVision obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development Plan for a Phase III 
development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parking spaces north of existing TopVision Phases 
I and II residential buildings on the eastern portion of the Subarea Plan Area. 

Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area currently 
include up to approximately 1,220 residential units, 307,600 square feet of office space in OB‐1, OB‐2 and 
OB‐3, 17,400  square  feet of  retail and  restaurant  space, 2,013  residential parking  spaces and 830 office 
parking spaces. 

Yerby has applied for approval to demolish OB‐1 and replace it with a mixed use, predominantly 
residential development of up  to 500 dwelling units and 750 subsurface parking spaces, and Universal 
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Paragon Corporation  (“UPC”) has applied  for approval  to demolish OB‐2 and OB‐3 and  replace  them 
with  up  to  1,100  residential  units  and  1,677  subsurface  parking  spaces.    These  projects will  require 
amendment  of  the  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  and  related  amendments  to  the  Zoning Map  and 
Planning Code.   The proposed General Plan amendments would apply  to  the entire 71‐acre Executive 
Park  Subarea Plan Area, be  consistent with  existing development  and  approvals,  and provide  for  the 
transition of the existing office park development within a 14.5 acre southern portion of the Subarea Plan 
Area (the Yerby and UPC development sites) to a new, primarily residential area with 1,600 additional 
residential units and about 73,000 gsf retail.  These projects would complete the build‐out of the Subarea 
Plan Area and accomplish its transition from the office park first approved in 1976 to a new mixed‐use, 
predominantly residential neighborhood.   

Since  2006,  proposed  amendments  to  the  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  and  the  development 
proposals  of   Yerby  and UPC have  been  reviewed  in public meetings  by  the Bayview Hunters Point 
community, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood community and other stakeholders, 
including at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Advisory Committee, a body composed of 
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area Committee, 
and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance.  

On April  7,  2011, pursuant  to Planning Code  section 302(b) and  the Commission  initiated  the 
Planning Code text amendments by Resolution No. 18311, including amendments that add Section 249.54 
for  the  Executive  Park  Special  Use  District,  Section  263.27  that  height  and  bulk  provisions  for  the 
Executive Park SUD, and Section 309.2  that add design review provisions  for  the Executive Park SUD;  
and scheduled a public hearing to consider the amendments; and 

On May 5, 2011, by Motion No. ____, the Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (“FEIR”) as accurate, complete and in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”); and 

On May 5, 2011, by Resolution No. _____, the Commission adopted findings in connection with 
its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
and related zoning text and map amendments, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 
of  the  San  Francisco Administrative Code  and made  certain  findings  in  connection  therewith, which 
findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth; and 

A draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as to form, 
would amend the Planning Code by adding Section 249.54, Section 263.27, and Section 309.2 .   

NOW THEREFORE BE  IN RESOLVED, That  the Planning Commission hereby  finds  that  the 
Planning Code text amendments promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity for the following 
reasons: 

1. The Planning Code  text amendments would enable  the creation of a mixed‐use predominately 
residential units that would include upwards of 1,100 additional units of housing on a portion of 
the  Executive  Park  site  that  features  an  underutilized  insular  suburban‐style  office  park  that 
effectively cuts off the rest of the City from the adjacent shoreline.    

2. The amendments  include Planning Code provisions  that promote vibrant high‐density, mixed‐
use, multi‐modal  and  transit  oriented  development  as  a means  to  fully  realize  its  shoreline 
location and to help connect and integrate adjacent neighborhoods.     
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3. The amendments will accommodate development  that will,  in  turn,  support development  that 
will provide  employment opportunities  in  construction,  residential property management  and 
operation, and related retail and services .     

4. The Planning Code  text  amendments  include provisions  that will  require  adherence  to newly 
created Design Guidelines that will assure a high quality public realm and street network. 

5. The Planning Code text amendments anticipate future improvements to regional transportation 
infrastructure  thereby  providing  a  framework  where  future  development  will  appropriately 
interface with expected future infrastructure.. 

6. The Planning text amendments, and by extension the Design Guidelines,  include provisions that 
will new  streets designed  for multiple modes of  transport,  emphasizing  travel by  foot and by 
bicycle.   

AND BE  IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That  the Planning Commission  finds  the Planning Code 
amendments  are  in  general  conformity  with  the  General  Plan,  and  Planning  Code  section  101.1(b) 
pursuant  to Planning Commission Motion No. ___________.       The findings attached to Resolution No. 
______ as Exhibit B, are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth.      

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Planning 
Commission recommends to the Board of Supervisors approval the Planning Code Text amendments. 

 

 

 

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

 

 

 

 

 

Linda D. Avery 
Commission Secretary 
 

AYES:     
 

NOES:     

 

ABSENT:   
I:\Citywide\Community Planning\Southeast BVHP\Executive Park\Work Products in Progress\Approval Packet and Notification\Ex Park - Text Amendments - 
CPC Approval Reso.doc 



EXECUTIVE PARK 
PLANNING CODE TEXT AMENDMENT 

Exhibit A 

Draft Ordinance and Legislative Digest 

SAN PRANCUO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Iir.] 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Zoning - Establishment of the Executive Park Special Use District and Special Height and 
Bulk Provisions and Permit Review Procedures for the Special Use District.] 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by adding Section 249.54 to 
establish the Executive Park Special Use District; adding Section 263.27 to establish 
Special Height Provisions for the Executive Park Special Use District and the 65/240 EP 
Height and Bulk District; amending Table 270 to provide that the Table is not applicable 
to the Executive Park Special Use District; and adding Section 309.2 to establish Permit 
Review Procedures in the Executive Park Special Use District; adopting findings, 
including environmental findings, Section 302 findings, and findings of consistency 
with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

Article 2 of the Planning Code provides for various Use districts in the city and Coun ty of San 
Francisco; Sections 249.1 et seq. establishes various Special Use Districts. Article 2.5 
provides for various San Francisco Height and Bulk Districts and establishes review 
procedures and measurement methods for height and bulk; Section 263 et seq. sets forth 
Special Exceptions for various Height and Bulk Districts. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordinance will add Sections 249.54 and 263.27 to the Planning Code to establish, 
respectively, the Executive Park Special Use District and the 65/240 EP Height and Bulk 
District. Section 263.27 also establishes Special Exceptions related to height and bulk for the 
Special Use District. Table 270 (Bulk Limits) is amended to refer to the new Special Height 
and Bulk District. This ordinance also adds Section 309.2 to establish permit review 
procedures for the Executive Park Special Use District. 

Background Information 

Executive Park is a 71 acre area in the southeastern part of the City located east of Highway 
101 and generally bounded on the south and north by San Francisco Bay and Bayview Hill. 
The Executive Park Special Use District comprises approximately 15 acres in the Executive 
Park Subarea Plan area of the General Plan that contains an existing office park. Other areas 
of Executive Park have been or are being developed for residential uses. The Executive 
Parok Special Use District is generally bounded on the north and east, respectively, by 
Executive Park North and Executive Park East, on the west by Highway 101 and on the south 
by Harney Way. This ordinance is part of a package of amendments to the General Plan, the 
Zoning Map and the Planning Code that will facilitate the transition of the existing office park 
to a medium to high density, mixed-use, predominately residential area. 
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FILE NO. 	 ORDINANCE NO. 

[Zoning Establishment of the Executive Park Special Use District and Special Height and 
Bulk Provisions and Permit Review Procedures for the Special Use District.] 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by adding Section 249.54 to 

establish the Executive Park Special Use District; adding Section 263.27 to establish 

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

Height and Bulk District; amending Table 270 to provide that the Table is not applicable 

to the Executive Park Special Use District; and adding Section 309.2 to establish Permit 

Review Procedures in the Executive Park Special Use District; adopting findings, 

including environmental findings, Section 302 findings, and findings of consistency 

with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

NOTE: 	Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman; 
deletions are strike through italics Times New Roman. 
Board amendment additions are double-underlined; 
Board amendment deletions are ctrikethrough normal. 

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

Section 1. Findings. 

(1) This legislation will affect property located in an approximately 15 acre area of 

southeast San Francisco generally bounded by Harney Way on the south, Highway 101 on 

the west, Executive Park Boulevard North on the north and Executive Park Boulevard East on 

the east. 

(2) On 	 , 2011, by Resolution No. 	 , the Planning 

Commission certified as adequate, accurate and complete the Final Environmental Impact 

Report ("FEIR") for the Executive Park project. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution 

No. 	 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 
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1 
	

(3) 	In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board adopted 

	

2 
	

Resolution No. 	 concerning findings pursuant to the California Environmental 

	

3 
	

Quality Act. Said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

	

4 
	

and those findings are incorporated into this ordinance by this reference. 

	

5 
	

(4) 	Pursuant to Section 302 of the Planning Code, the Board finds that this 

	

6 
	

ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in 

	

7 
	

Planning Commission Resolution No. 	 and the Board incorporates those 

	

8 
	

reasons into this ordinance by this reference. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 

	

9 
	

is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

	

10 
	

(4) 	The Board of Supervisors finds that this ordinance is in conformity with the 

	

11 
	

Priority Policies of Section 101.1 of the Planning Code and, on balance, consistent with the 

	

12 
	

General Plan as it is proposed for amendment in companion legislation on file with the Clerk 

	

13 
	

of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 	 , and hereby adopts the findings set 

	

14 
	

forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 	 and incorporates such findings 

	

15 
	

into this ordinance by this reference. 

	

16 
	

Section 2. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 

	

17 
	

249.53, to read as follows: 

	

18 
	

SEC. 249.53. EXECUTIVE PARK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 

	

19 
	

(a) 	General. A Special Use District entitled the Executive Park Special Use District is 

	

20 
	

hereby established for Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 012, 024, 061, 065, 074, 075, 078, 085 and 086 and 

	

21 
	

Assessor’s Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013, generally bounded by Harney Way on the south, Highway 

	

22 
	

101 on the west, Executive Park Boulevard North on the north and Executive Park Boulevard East on 

	

23 
	

the east, and is set forth in Sectional Map SUJO of the Zoning Map. 

	

24 
	

(b) 	Purpose. The purpose of the Executive Park Special Use District (SUD) is to 

	

25 
	

accommodate and encourage medium to high density, mixed-use, predominately residential 
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development at the location of an existing office  park The new mixed-use development is envisioned to 

tie together the new development with existing and approved residential development north and east of 

the SUD, along with long-established neighborhoods to the west. The SUD provides controls tailored 

to Executive Park’s unique circumstances: the existing area does not feature a fine-grained street and 

	

5 
	

block pattern typical of San Francisco residential development adequate to serve the access, 

circulation and open space needs of the envisioned urban residential and mixed use neighborhood. 

Also, some portions of the area may become part of dedicated public right-of-way as a result of the 

anticipated future widening of Harney Way and redesign of on-ramps and off-ramps to Highway 101 at 

Alana Way and Harney Way. The SUD anticipates a new mixed-use, predominately residential 

	

10 
	

neighborhood, with a fine-grained block and street pattern and new open space, and provides for the 

11 
	

transfer of buildable density from portions of the area that may become part of dedicated public right- 

	

12 
	

of-way to other parts of the area, among other provisions. 

	

13 
	

(c) 	Controls. The Planning Code provisions for the underlying use district shall control 

	

14 
	

except as provided below. 

	

15 
	

(1). 	Executive Park Design Guidelines. In addition to the Planning Code provisions, 

	

16 
	

developments in the SUD shall comply with the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters 

	

17 
	

Point Area Plan of the General Plan, approved by the Board of Supervisors by Ordinance No. 

	

18 
	

on We with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 	 and the 

	

19 
	

Executive Park Design Guidelines as established by Planning Commission Resolution 

	

20 
	

on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No 	 and incorporated into this 

	

21 
	

Section by this reference. The Executive Park Design Guidelines also are on We with the Planning 

	

22 
	

Department in File No. 

	

23 
	

(2). 	Uses. 

	

24 
	

(A) 	Retail uses under Planning Code Section 218 are principally permitted at street level 

25 II throughout the SUD when individual establishments are less than 10,000 square feet of gross floor 
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area. Retail establishments equal to or greater than 10,000 square feet of gross floor area require 

Permit Design Review under Planning Code Section 309.2. Tenant spaces that are expanded to be 

10,000 square feet or greater after initial approval will require addition review under Planning Code 

Section 309.2. 

(B) Ground floor retail is required at the two southern corners of the intersection of 

Executive Park Boulevard North and Thomas Mellon Circle. (Portions of Block 4991, Lots 085 and 

086). For each corner, retail frontage is required for a minimum of 100 feet along Executive Park 

Boulevard North and 50 feet along Thomas Mellon Circle. 

(C) Child-care facilities under Section 209.3(f) are principally permitted. 

10 
	

(D) 	Community facilities under Sec. 209.4(a) and (b) are principally permitted. 

11 
	

(E) 	Non-accessory parking is not permitted. 

12 
	

(3). 	Required Residential to Non-Residential Use Ratio. Non-residential uses are limited to 

13 
	

one occupiable square foot for every six occupiable square feet of residential use. 

14 
	

(4). 	Density Transfer. 

15 
	

(A) 	In accordance with the provisions of this subsection, (i) the density allowed on Block 

16 
	

4991, Lots 024, 061, 065 and 078, and Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013, may be transferred to any other 

17 
	

lot within the SUD north of Alana Way or north of the proposed Harney Way setback line and (ii) if the 

18 
	

portion of Assessor’s Block 4991, Lot 085 south of the Harney setback line becomes its own lot through 

19 
	

a subdivision action, the new lot south of the setback line may transfer its density to any other lot north 

20 
	

of Alana Way or north of the Harney setback line pursuant to the procedures described in this 

21 
	

subsection. The Blocks and Lots in the SUD and the location of the proposed Harney Way setback line 

22 
	

are shown on the map in Figure 249.54(A). 

23 

24 

25 
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(B) 	To transfer density, a Notice of Special Restriction ("NSR") must be recorded against 

lots that both provide and receive the density transfer.  Prior to recording a NSR for a density transfer, 

the Planning Department must have verified that the density transfer proposed is authorized by this 

subsection. The NSR shall explicitly state the square footage of the providing lot, and the maximum 

number of residential units and the maximum gross square footage of non-residential uses that are 

being forgone on the providing lot and transferred  to the receiving lot or lots. If density is being 

distributed between more than one lot, the NSR shall explicitly state how much density each lot is 

receiving. The NSR must also explicitly state that by transferring density, the providing lot is foregoing 

all rights to develop on the providing lot the number of units and amount of non-residential square 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

	
Page 5 

3/24/2011 
n:\Iand\as2Ol  1 \0700285\0068861 7.doc 



footage transferred. In all cases, lots receiving density transfers will continue to be subject to all 

	

2 
	

relevant controls and guidelines notwithstanding new maximum allowed density. The NSR 

	

3 
	

memorializing the transfer must be approved as to form by the City Attorney. 

	

4 
	

(5). 	Family Size Units. Section 207 applies to lots within the SUD. 

	

5 
	

(6). 	Harney Way Setback: No building shall be built on the southern side of the Harney 

	

6 
	

setback line as shown on Figure 249.54(A). Residential and non-residential densities that would have 

	

7 
	

otherwise been allowed south of the setback line may be applied to other portions of the lot or 

	

8 
	

transferred to other lots within the SUD pursuant to Section 249.54(c)(4). 

	

9 
	

(7). 	Site Coverage. Rear yard provisions of Planning Code Section 134 do not apply. The 

	

10 
	

maximum site coverage of any building is 75 percent of the site area as measured at the grade level of 

	

11 
	

the building’s main pedestrian entry and at each succeeding level or story of the building. The site 

	

IIr 
	area used to create new publicly accessible streets, will be credited toward the area required to be 

	

13 
	

unbuilt when calculating the site coverage. The location of proposed new publicly accessible streets 

	

14 
	

and resulting new formulated blocks are shown in Figure 249.54(B). 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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(8). Open Space: For all residential uses, 75 square feet of open space is required per 

dwelling unit. All residential open space must meet the provisions described in Section 135. except 

where modified through Design Review under Section 309.2. Open space requirements may be met 

with the following types of open space: "private usable open space" as defined in Section 135(a) of this 

Code, "common usable open space" as defined in Section 135(a) of this Code, and "publicly accessible 

open space" as defined in 135(h) and (i) of this Code, except that in the case of new publicly accessible 

streets, "publicly accessible open space" does not include the curb-to-curb area that is open to vehicles 

and includes only the sidewalk area. At least 36 square feet of open space per dwelling unit must be 

provided on-site. Exceptions to this requirement may be sought through the Section 309.2 approval 
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process. For purposes of this Section "on-site" means the area within the new formulated blocks 

shown in Figure 249.54(B). On-site includes setback area, but not areas used to create new publicly 

	

3 
	

accessible streets. 

	

El 
	

(9). 	Obstructions. Provisions in the Executive Park Design Guidelines shall be used in-lieu 

	

5 
	

of Planning Code Section 136 in determining allowable obstructions. 

(10). Off-Street Parking. The minimum off-street parking requirements set forth in Section 

151 shall not apply. However, for the purpose of determining the maximum amount of parking allowed 

as an accessory use under Section 204.5, the amount of parking required by this Code shall be the 

amount specified in Section 151 for the use or activity. 

	

10 
	

(11). Parking Location in Building. Parking shall be located below the grade of the floor of 

	

11 
	

the main pedestrian entrance to the building, with exceptions for (A) parking ingress and egress, and 

	

12 
	

(B) parking spaces dedicated to car sharing, vanpools, and handicap accessible parking spaces. 

	

13 
	

Nothwithstanding the above, for sloping lots, building floor dedicated to parking may be partially 

	

14 
	

above grade, if fully wrapped with active uses as defined by Planning Code Section 145.1. 

	

15 
	

(12). Off-street Loading. Off-street loading pursuant to Section 152 through 152.2 is not 

	

16 
	

required. There is no limit to the number of allowed loading spaces as long as loading facilities meet 

	

17 
	

the Executive Park Design Guidelines. 

	

18 
	

(13). Car Sharing. The car sharing provisions of Planning Code Section 166 shall apply to 

	

19 
	

lots within the SUD. 

	

20 
	

(14). Signs. Sign controls for NC-2Districts shall apply to the SUD in-lieu of sign controls 

	

21 
	

for the underlying use district. 

	

22 
	

(15). Streetscape and other Infrastructure Improvements. 

	

23 
	

(A) 	New publicly accessible streets and improvements to existing streets. For each building 

	

24 
	

or phase of development, all bordering streets, including proposed new publicly accessible streets as 

	

25 
	

shown on Figure 249.54(B), shall be fully improved for the entire width of the right-of-way consistent 
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with the Executive Park Subarea Plan and the Executive Park Design Guidelines. If a proposed 

	

2 
	

building or phase does not directly connect with Thomas Mellon Drive, Executive Park Boulevard 

	

3 
	

West, Executive Park Boulevard North or Executive Park Boulevard East, construction of the building 

	

4 
	

or phase must also include right-of-way improvements leading to at least one of these streets. 

	

5 
	

(B) 	Open Space. To provide adequate public open space, the Executive Park Subarea Plan 

	

6 
	

and Executive Park Design Guidelines identify three new public open space areas in the SUD as shown 

	

7 
	

in Figure 249.54(B). For any building or phase of development that is immediately adjacent to any of 

	

8 
	

the three identified open spaces in the SUD as shown in Figure 249.54(B), the construction of the open 

	

9 
	

space shall be completed to the satisfaction of the City prior to the issuance of any temporary or final 

	

10 
	

certificate of occupancy. This requirement applies to the first such building or phase of development 

	

11 
	

adjacent to the open space. 

	

12 
	

(C) 	Street improvements must comply with any applicable provisions of the San Francisco 

	

13 
	

Charter or municipal code and adopted implementing regulations, including, without limitation, those 

	

14 
	

contained in the City’s Subdivision Code and Public Works Code regarding street lighting, sidewalk 

	

15 
	

paving, stormwater management, landscaping and design of public structures. 

	

16 
	

(D) 	Conditions of Approval for development within the SUD shall require the abutting 

	

17 
	

property owner or owners to hold harmless the City and County of San Francisco, its officers, agents, 

	

18 
	

and employees, from any damage or injury caused by reason of the design, construction or 

	

19 
	

maintenance of the improvements, and shall require the owner or owners or subsequent owner or 

	

20 
	

owners of the respective property to be solely liable for any damage or loss occasioned by any act. 

	

21 
	

(E) 	Project Sponsors shall apply for all required permits for changes to the legislated 

	

22 
	

sidewalk widths and street improvements and pay all required fees. 

	

23 
	

Section 3. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 

	

24 
	

263.27, to read as follows: 

25 
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SEC. 263.27. SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS; EXECUTIVE PARK SPECIAL USE DISTRICTAND 

THE 651240 EP HEIGHTAND BULK DISTRICT 

(a) Boundaries of the 651240 EP Height and Bulk District. The boundaries of the EP 

Height and Bulk District are set forth in Sectional Map HTJ 0. 

(b) Controls. In the 651240 EP Height and Bulk District, height and bulk limitations are as 

follows: 

(1) 	There are no bulk limits for portions of buildings below 85 feet in height. Other design 

requirements pursuant to the Executive Park Design Guidelines, as established by Planning 

Commission Resolution 	 , including but not limited to design requirements related to 

10 
	

modulating building mass, among other topics, shall apply. The Executive Park Design Guidelines are 

11 
	

on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 	 and incorporated into this 

12 
	

Section by this reference. The Executive Park Design Guidelines also are on file with the Planning 

13 
	

Department in File No. 

14 
	

(2) Conditional Use for buildings taller than 40-feet in an "R" District is not required for lots 

15 
	

within this Special Use District. 

16 
	

(3) 	Height is limited to 65 feet with the following exceptions: 

17 
	

(A) 	Buildings throughout the 651240 EP Height and Bulk District may be built an additional 

18 
	

three feet in height to 68 feet if the additional three feet in height is added to the ground floor relative 

19 
	

to ground floor heights otherwise required by the Planning Code. 

20 
	

(B) 	Building frontages along Harney Way, or the Harney Way setback line as shown on 

21 
	

Figure 263.27(A), and along Alana Way, may be built to 85 feet measured for a depth of 70 feet 

22 
	

relative to the front of the buildable area of the lot. Buildings or portions of buildings on any 

23 
	

remaining portion of a lot along Harney Way or Alana Way are limited to a height of 65 feet (or 68 

24 
	

feet if otherwise allowed by this section), measured from the upper elevation of the portion of the lot 

25 
	

beyond a depth of 70 feet from the front of the buildable area of the lot. 
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(C) Buildings along Executive Park North may be built to 85 feet, measured from  the 

Executive Park North curb for a depth of 70 feet from the front of the buildable area of the lot. 

(D) For Assessor’s Block 4991, Lot 075, buildings may be built to a height of 85 feet on the 

portion of the lot identified as new Block "6" as shown in Figure 263.27(A), the northwest corner of 

which is located approximately 190 feet east of Executive Park West and 215 feet south of Executive 

Park North and has a rectangular dimension of approximately 165 feet in the north-south direction and 

155 feet in the east-west direction. Upper story setbacks from  public  rights-of-way  are required in 

accordance with the Executive Park Design Guidelines. 

(4) 	Towers: . Three towers (buildings taller than 85 feet) are allowed within the EP Height 

10 
	

and Bulk District as described below: 

11 
	

(A) 	Tower A: 

12 
	

Location. 	Block 4991, Lot 085. The northeast corner of the tower must be 

13 
	

located at the corner of Executive Park North and the new publicly accessible street and must front 

14 
	

directly onto Executive Park North, as shown on Figure 263.27(A). 

15 
	

Height. 	 240 feet 

16 
	

Separation. 	 150-feet from other towers 

17 
	

Plan Length Maximum: 	110 feet 

18 
	

Plan Diagonal Maximum: 150-feet 

19 
	

Floor Plan Maximum 	10,000 square feet of gross floor area 

Orientation: 	 The longer plan dimension of the tower must be 

21 
	

perpendicular to Executive Park North. 

22 
	

LB) Tower B: 

23 
	

Location: 	Block 4991, Lot 086 The tower must be located at the northwest 

24 
	

corner of the lot fronting  both Executive Park North and Thomas Mellon Circle as shown on Figure 

25 
	

263.27(A). 
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Height: 	 200 feet 

Separation: 	 150 feet from other towers 

Plan Length: 	 110 feet 

Plan Diajwnal: 	 150 feet 

Floor Plan Maximum: 	10,000 sguare feet of cross floor area 

Orientation: 	 The longer plan dimension of the tower must be 

perpendicular to Executive Park North. 

(C)Tower C. 

Location: 	Block 4991, Lot 075. The northwest corner of the tower must be 

located 20-feet south alone Executive Park West from the northwest corner of the subject lot. 

Heic!ht. 	 170 feet 

Separation: 	 150 feet from other towers 

Plan Len2th. 	 125 feet 

Plan Dia2onal 	 150 feet 

Floor Plan Maximum: 	10.500 sauare feet of cross floor area 

Section 4. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Table 

I 270, to read as follows: 

TABLE 270 
BULK LIMITS 

District Symbol 	Height Above Which Maximum 	 Maximum Plan 
on Zoning Map 	Dimensions Apply (in feet) 	Dimensions 

(in feet) 

Diagonal 
Length 	Dimension 

A 	 40 	 110 	125 
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B 50 	 110 125 

C 80 	 110 125 

D 40 	 110 140 

E 65 	 110 140 

F 80 	 110 140 

G 80 	 170 200 

H 100 	 170 200 

150 	 170 200 

J 40 	 250 300 

K 60 	 250 300 

L 80 	 250 300 

M 100 	 250 300 

N 40 	 50 100 

R This table not applicable. But see Section 270(e). 

R-2 This table not applicable. But see Section 270(f). 

V 110 140 

V * At setback height established pursuant to Section 253.2. 

OS See Section 290. 

S This table not applicable. But see Section 270(d). 

T At setback height established pursuant 1 	110 125 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

	
Page 14 

3/24/2011 
n:\Iand\as2Ol  1 \0700285\0068861 7.doc 



Section 5. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 

309.2, to read as follows: 

Section - 309.2 Permit Review in the Executive Park Special Use District 

The provisions and procedures set forth in Section 309. 1, applicable in Downtown Residential 

Districts, shall also apply in the Executive Park Special Use District (SUD) to achieve the objectives 

and policies of the General Plan and the purposes of this Code, including but not limited to Section 

249.54 and Section 263.27, except that Section 309.2(a) and (b) shall apply instead of the provisions in 

Section 309.1 (a) and (b), the provisions of Section 309.1(c) are modified as provided in Section 

309.2(c) and Section 309.1(e) is inapplicable in the SUD. 

(a) 	Design Review. 

(1) 	In addition to the standard permit review process, the design of projects for all new 

construction shall be subject to design review and approval by Department staff. A detailed design 

review will be initiated by Department staff working with the project sponsor, at the time an application 

for 309.2 review or building permit is filed, and may take place in advance of filing a building permit 
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application. This comprehensive review shall resolve issues related to the project’s design, including 

the following: 

	

3 
	

(A) 	Overall building massing and scale; 

	

El 
	

(B) 	Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials; 

(C) The design of lower floors, including building setback areas, townhouse-style units and 

entries, entries and parking and loading access; 

(D) The provision of required open space, both on- and off-site; 

(E) Streetscape and other public improvements, including tree planting, street furniture, and 

lighting and adherence to all relevant regulations, plans and guidelines; 

	

10 
	

(F) 	Circulation, including streets, alleys and mid-block pedestrian pathways. 

	

11 
	

(2) 	For review of Projects that include retail space as specified in Planning Code Section 

	

12 
	

281 of 10,000 gross square feet or more, the Commission shall consider the criteria in Section 

	

13 
	

121.2(a)(1) - (3). 

	

14 
	

(3) 	Other changes necessary to bring a project into conformance with the Executive Park 

	

15 
	

Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, approved by the Board of Supervisors on 

	

16 
	

the Executive Park Design Guidelines, approved by the Planning Commission 

	

17 
	

by Resolution No. 	 and incorporated by this reference into this Section, and other 

	

18 
	

elements and area plans of the General Plan. If the project sponsor opposes project modifications and 

	

19 
	

conditions recommended by the Director of Planning pursuant to the design review, the Director shall 

	

20 
	

prepare a report of recommended modifications which shall be presented to the Planning Commission 

	

21 
	

for a hearing pursuant to Subsection (c) and which shall be available to the public upon mail 

	

22 
	

notification of said hearing. 

	

23 
	

(b) 	Exceptions. 

	

24 
	

(1) 	Exceptions to the following provisions of this Code may be granted as provided for 

25 II below: 
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(A) Reductions in the dwelling unit exposure requirements of Section 140. 

(B) Modification from dimension and exposure requirements for site open space 

requirements. 

(C) Reduction of required on-site residential open space of 36 square feet per unit described 

in Section 249.54 to create additional off-site publicly-accessible open space and superior building 

design. 

(D) Design, location, and size of publicly-accessible open space as allowed by Section 

249.53 and equivalence of proposed publicly-accessible open space in size and quality with required 

on-site open space. 

10 
	

(E) 	Minor deviations from the provisions for measurement of height in Sections 260 of the 

11 
	

Code as otherwise provided in Section 304(d)(6), in cases where the Planning Commission finds that 

12 
	

such minor measurement modification is necessary for a project of outstanding overall design, 

13 
	

complementary to the design of the surrounding area, and necessary to meet the intent and policies of 

14 
	

the relevant area plan of the General Plan. 

15 
	

(c) 	Hearing and Determination on Design Modifications and Applications for Exceptions. 

16 
	

The provisions and procedures in Section 309.1(c) shall apply with the following modifications: 

17 
	

(1) 	Hearing. The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing for all projects 

18 
	

involving new construction and projects involving the establishment of retail uses of 10,000 gross 

19 
	

square feet or more. 

20 
	

(2) 	Notice of Hearing. Notice of such hearings shall follow all notice and posting provisions 

21 
	

for Hearings for Conditional Use authorizations for properties within NC Districts. 

22 
	

(3) 	Director’s Recommendations on Modifications and Exceptions. At the hearing, the 

23 
	

Director of Planning shall review for the Commission key urban design issues related to the project 

24 
	

based on the design review pursuant to Subsection (a) and recommend to the Commission 

25 
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1 
	

modifications to the project and conditions for approval as necessar,’. The Director shall also make 

	

2 
	

recommendations to the Commission on any proposed exceptions pursuant to Subsection (b). 

	

3 
	

(4) 	Decision and Imposition of Conditions. If  pursuant to the provisions of Section 

	

4 
	

309.1(c), the Planning Commission determines that conditions should be imposed on the approval of a 

	

[;1 
	

building or site permit application or an application for exceptions to conform the building to the 

	

Rq 
	

standards and intent of the Executive Park Subarea Plan and other elements of the General Plan and 

	

7 
	

the applicant agrees to comply, the Commission may approve the application subject to those 

	

8 
	

conditions. 

	

9 
	

Section 5. This section is uncodified. 

	

10 
	

In enacting this Ordinance, the Board intends to amend only those words, phrases, 

	

11 
	

paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, numbers, punctuation, charts, diagrams or any 

	

12 
	

other constituent part of the Planning Code that are explicitly shown in this legislation as 

	

13 
	

additions, deletions, Board amendment additions, and Board amendment deletions in 

	

14 
	

accordance with the "Note" that appears under the official title of the legislation. This 

	

15 
	

Ordinance shall not be construed to effectuate any unintended amendments. Any additions or 

	

16 
	

deletions not explicitly shown as described above, omissions, or other technical and non- 

	

17 
	

substantive differences between this Ordinance and the Planning Code that are contained in 

	

18 
	

this legislation are purely accidental and shall not effectuate an amendment to the Planning 

	

19 
	

Code. The Board hereby authorizes the City Attorney, in consultation with the Clerk and other 

	

20 
	

affected City departments, to make those necessary adjustments to the published Planning 

	

21 
	

Code, including non-substantive changes such as renumbering or relettering, to ensure that 

	

22 
	

the published version of the Planning Code is consistent with the laws that this Board enacts. 

23 

	

24 
	

Specifically, the Board of Supervisors recognizes that pending ordinances in Fifes Nos. 

	

25 
	

and 
	

amend the one of the same sections of the Planning Code 
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amended by this Ordinance. The Board intends that, if adopted, the Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions shown in all three Ordinances be given effect so 

that the substance of each ordinance be given full force and effect. To this end, the Board 

directs the City Attorney’s office and the publisher to harmonize the provisions of each 

ordinance. 

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

By: 	L 
Elaine C. Warren 
Deputy City Attorney 
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Planning Commission Resolution No.  
HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011 

 

Date:  April 21, 2011 
Case No.:  2006.0422EMTUZ 
Project:  Executive Park Amendments (Planning Code Map) 
Location:  Highway 101 and Harney Way 
Staff Contact:  Mat Snyder – (415) 575‐6891 
  mathew.snyder@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Approve Amendment 
 

 
APPROVING  AMENDMENTS  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  CODE  BY  AMENDING 
ZONING  SECTIONAL MAPS  ZN10, HT10  AND  SU10  AND MAPPING  THE NEW  EXECUTIVE 
PARK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT MAKING VARIOUS FINDINGS, INCLUDING CEQA FINDINGS 
AND  FINDINGS  OF  CONSISTENCY  WITH  THE  GENERAL  PLAN  AND  PLANNING  CODE 
SECTION 101.1.   
 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides to the 
Planning Commission  the opportunity  to periodically  recommend Planning Code Amendments  to  the 
Board of Supervisors; and 

On  May  11,  2006,  Universal  Paragon  Inc.  (Project  Sponsor)  and  on  March  22,  2006  Yerby 
Company  (“Yerby”)  (Project Sponsor)  submitted  applications  to  jointly amend  the Planning Code.    In 
working with  the Project  Sponsors,  the Planning Department  is proposing  the  following Zoning Map 
amendments:  (1) Amendments  to Zoning Sectional Map ZN10 by  rezoning  the  following parcels  from 
their current zoning (either C‐2 or M‐1) to RC‐3: 4991 / Lots: 012, 024, 021, 065, 074, 075, 078, 085 and 086; 
and Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013 ; (2) Amendments to Zoning Sectional Map SU10 by including the same 
parcels within  the newly  created Executive Park Special Use District;  and  (3) Amendments  to Zoning 
Section Map HT10 by  rezoning  the  following parcels  from 40‐X and 80‐X  to 65/240‐EP: Assessor’s Lot 
4991 / Lots: 074, 075, 085 and 086.    

This  Zoning  Map  Amendment  application  is  part  of  a  larger  project  that  includes  three 
components: (1) a development project sponsored by UPC that would include up to 1,100 dwelling units, 
approximately 70,000 gross square feet of retail, and approximately 1,677 off‐street parking spaces (2) a 
development  project  sponsored  by  Yerby    that  would  include  up  to  500  dwelling  units  and 
approximately  750  off‐street  parking  spaces;  and  (3) General  Plan  amendments  along with  Planning 
Code Text amendments and the subject Map amendments.   

The history of Executive Park  in  its current form starts  in the mid 1970s.   In 1976, the Planning 
Commission certified the San Francisco Executive Park Final EIR which analyzed a project that included 
833,000 square  feet of office space, 174,000 square feet of hotel/meeting space and 75,000 square feet of 
retail  space  (about 1,100,000  square  feet  in  total), plus 3,900 parking  spaces At  the  time, Amendments 
were made  to  the  South  Bayshore  Plan  to  allow  commercial  uses  at  the  location.    In  1978,  a master 

www.sfplanning.org 
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development plan  (“1978 Development Plan”) was created  to guide development based on  the Project 
analyzed in the 1976 EIR.   

In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commission approved minor changes to the 1978 Development 
Plan, which slightly altered the locations and amounts of the various land uses.   The City issued permits 
for the construction of four office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan; three of 
the office buildings had been  constructed by 1985  (OB‐1, OB‐2 and OB‐3),  for a  total of about 307,600 
square  feet  of  office  space  and  2,500  square  feet  of  retail  space.  The  fourth  office  building  and  the 
restaurant were not constructed. 

In  1985,  following  certification  of  a  subsequent  environmental  impact  report,  the  Planning 
Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 Development Plan that, when 
combined with  the  four  office  buildings  and  restaurant  previously  approved,  provided  for  1,644,000 
square feet of office space, 234,000 square feet of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and 
600 residential units, plus about 5,300 parking spaces   At the same time, the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
was established as part of the South Bayshore Area Plan  to memorialize the development program and 
urban  form  through a General Plan Amendment.   Related Planning Code Map amendments were also 
approved. 

In 1992,  the developer sought and obtained a  revision  to  the 1985 Planned Unit Development.  
This revision added 25,000 square feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care space and an 
additional 10,000 square feet of restaurant space and increased the square footage of residential use but 
not  the unit count.   Five residential buildings,  located  in  the eastern portion of  the site, containing 304 
units  and  517 parking  spaces  have  been  constructed under  this development proposal  by TopVision.  
(ʺTopVision Phases I and IIʺ).  Minor General Plan amendments were approved in conjunction with this 
approval 

In 1999, the Planning Commission certified a supplemental environmental impact report, and in 
2000, approved a Planned Unit Development  that extended and modified  the prior 1985 Planned Unit 
Development  authorization  by  including  a  residential  variant,  which  provided  for  some  additional 
residential  development  in  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  site.   Amendments  to  the Executive Park 
Subarea Plan  that  replaced  all of  the Plan’s  figures  and  added  text were  adopted  in  conjunction with 
these approvals.  The general land use program remained the same.   

In 2005, Signature Properties development project was approved under a separate PUD for the 
northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Area.  Nearing completion, it will include up to 450 residential 
units,  14,000  square  feet of  retail  space,  and  588 parking  spaces when built‐out.   Amendments  to  the 
Executive Park Subarea Plan were adopted as a part of this Planned Unit Development authorization.   

In 2007 TopVision obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development Plan for a Phase III 
development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parking spaces north of existing TopVision Phases 
I and II residential buildings on the eastern portion of the Subarea Plan Area. 

Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area currently 
include up to approximately 1,220 residential units, 307,600 square feet of office space in OB‐1, OB‐2 and 
OB‐3, 17,400  square  feet of  retail and  restaurant  space, 2,013  residential parking  spaces and 830 office 
parking spaces. 

Yerby has applied for approval to demolish OB‐1 and replace it with a mixed use, predominantly 
residential development of up  to 500 dwelling units and 750 subsurface parking spaces, and UPC has 
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applied for approval to demolish OB‐2 and OB‐3 and replace them with up to 1,100 residential units and 
1,677 subsurface parking spaces.   These projects will require amendment of the Executive Park Subarea 
Plan  and  related  amendments  to  the  Zoning Map  and  Planning  Code.    The  proposed General  Plan 
amendments would  apply  to  the  entire  71‐acre Executive Park  Subarea Plan Area, be  consistent with 
existing  development  and  approvals,  and  provide  for  the  transition  of  the  existing  office  park 
development  within  a  14.5  acre  southern  portion  of  the  Subarea  Plan  Area  (the  Yerby  and  UPC 
development sites) to a new, primarily residential area with 1,600 additional residential units and about 
73,000 gsf retail.  These projects would complete the build‐out of the Subarea Plan Area and accomplish 
its transition from the office park first approved in 1976 to a new mixed‐use, predominantly residential 
neighborhood.   

Since  2006,  proposed  amendments  to  the  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  and  the  development 
proposals  of Yerby  and UPC  have  been  reviewed  in  public meetings  by  the  Bayview Hunters  Point 
community, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood community and other stakeholders, 
including at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Advisory Committee, a body composed of 
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area Committee, 
and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance.  

On April  7,  2011, pursuant  to Planning Code  section 302(b) and  the Commission  initiated  the 
Planning  Code  text  amendments  by  Resolution  No.  18312,  including  amendments  that  include  the 
following: (1) Amendments to Zoning Sectional Map ZN10 by rezoning the following parcels from their 
current zoning (either C‐2 or M‐1) to RC‐3: 4991 / Lots: 012, 024, 021, 065, 074, 075, 078, 085 and 086; and 
Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013  ;  (2) Amendments  to Zoning Sectional Map SU10 by  including  the same 
parcels within  the newly  created Executive Park Special Use District;  and  (3) Amendments  to Zoning 
Section Map HT10 by  rezoning  the  following parcels  from 40‐X and 80‐X  to 65/240‐EP: Assessor’s Lot 
4991 / Lots: 074, 075, 085 and 086.    

On May 5, 2011, by Motion No. ____, the Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (“FEIR”) as accurate, complete and in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”); and 

On May 5, 2011, by Resolution No. _____, the Commission adopted findings in connection with 
its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
and related zoning text and map amendments, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 
of  the  San  Francisco Administrative Code  and made  certain  findings  in  connection  therewith, which 
findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth; and 

A draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as to form, 
would amend the Planning Code by amending Sectional Maps ZN10, HT10, and SU10 .   

NOW THEREFORE BE  IN RESOLVED, That  the Planning Commission hereby  finds  that  the 
Planning  Code  map  amendments  promote  the  public  welfare,  convenience  and  necessity  for  the 
following reasons: 

1. The Planning Code map amendments would enable the creation of a mixed‐use predominately 
residential units that would include upwards of 1,100 additional units of housing on a portion of 
the  Executive  Park  site  that  features  an  underutilized  insular  suburban‐style  office  park  that 
effectively cuts off the rest of the City from the adjacent shoreline.    
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2. The amendments  include Planning Code provisions  that promote vibrant high‐density, mixed‐
use, multi‐modal  and  transit  oriented  development  as  a means  to  fully  realize  its  shoreline 
location and to help connect and integrate adjacent neighborhoods.     

3. The amendments will accommodate development  that will,  in  turn,  support development  that 
will provide  employment opportunities  in  construction,  residential property management  and 
operation, and related retail and services .     

4. The Planning Code Map amendments  include provisions  that will  require adherence  to newly 
created Design Guidelines that will assure a high quality public realm and street network. 

5. The Planning Code map amendments anticipate future improvements to regional transportation 
infrastructure  thereby  providing  a  framework  where  future  development  will  appropriately 
interface with expected future infrastructure.. 

6. The Planning map  amendments,  and by  extension  the Design Guidelines,    include provisions 
that will new streets designed for multiple modes of transport, emphasizing travel by foot and by 
bicycle.   

AND BE  IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That  the Planning Commission  finds  the Planning Code 
amendments  are  in  general  conformity  with  the  General  Plan,  and  Planning  Code  section  101.1(b) 
pursuant  to Planning Commission Motion No. ___________.       The findings attached to Resolution No. 
______ as Exhibit B, are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth.      

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Planning 
Commission recommends to the Board of Supervisors approval the Planning Code Map amendments. 

 

 

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

 

 

 

 

 
Linda D. Avery 
Commission Secretary 
 

AYES:     
 

NOES:     

 

ABSENT:   
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EXECUTIVE PARK 
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 

Exhibit A 

Draft Ordinance and Legislative Digest 

S4 FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPAflTMENT 



FILE NO. 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Zoning Map Amendments - Executive Park Subarea Plan Area] 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by amending Sectional Maps 
SUI 0 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco to establish the 
Executive Park Special Use District; amending Sectional Map HTIO to establish the 
651240-EP Height and Bulk District; amending Sectional Map ZN09 to change certain 
Executive Park parcels from C-2(Community Business) and M-1 (Light Industrial) to RC-
3(Residential-Commercial Combined, Medium Density) ; adopting findings, including 
environmental findings, Planning Code Section 302 findings, and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1. 

Existing Law 

Section 105 of the Planning Code describes the San Francisco Zoning Map as showing the 
"designations, locations and boundaries of the districts established by this Code." The Zoning 
Map is incorporated within the Planning Code pusuantto Section 106. Under Section 302 of 
the Code, the process for amending the Zoning Map is the same as the process for amending 
the text of the Code. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordinance amends the San Francisco Zoning Map by amending Sections Maps SU1O 
and ZN09 to show a newly created Executive Park Special Use District for the blocks and lots 
listed and to change the zoning in some Executive Park parcels from C-2 and M-1 zoning to 
RC-3. Sectional Map HT1 0 of the Zoning Map is being amended to show newly created 
65/240 EP Height and Bulk Districts for the blocs and lots listed, and to supersede the existing 
40-X and 40-X/80-X Height and Bulk Districts applicable to the listed blocks and lots. 

Background Information 

Executive Park is a 71 acre area in the southeastern part of the City located east of Highway 
101 and generally bounded on the south and north by San Francisco Bay and Bayview Hill. 
The Executive Park Special Use District comprises approximately 15 acres in the Executive 
Park Subarea Plan area of the General Plan that contains an existing office park. Other areas 
of Executive Park have been or are being developed for residential uses. The Executive Park 
Special Use District is generally bounded on the north and east, respectively, by Executive 
Park North and Executive Park East, on the west by Highway 101 and on the south by Harney 
Way. This ordinance is part of a package of amendments to the General Plan, the Zoning 
Map and the Planning Code that will facilitate the transition of the existing office park to a 
medium to high density, mixed-use, predominately residential area. 

Planning Commission  
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 	 Page 1
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FILE NO. 	 ORDINANCE NO. 

[Zoning Map Amendments - Executive Park Subarea Plan Area] 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by amending Sectional Maps 

SU1 0 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco to establish the 

Executive Park Special Use District; amending Sectional Map HT10 to establish the 

65/240-EP Height and Bulk District; amending Sectional Map ZN09 to change certain 

Executive Park parcels from C-2(Community Business) and M-1 (Light Industrial) to AC-

3(Residential-Commercial Combined, Medium Density) ; adopting findings, including 

environmental findings, Planning Code Section 302 findings, and findings of 

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

101.1. 

NOTE: 	Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman; 
deletions are strike through italics Times Ncw Roman. 
Board amendment additions are double-underlined; 
Board amendment deletions are strikethrough normal. 

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

Section 1. Findings. 

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

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code 

21000 et seq.) Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 

No. 	and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(b) In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board adopted 

Resolution No. 	concerning findings pursuant to the California Environmental 

Quality Act. Said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

and is incorporated herein by reference. 

Planning Commission 
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1 
	

(c) 	Pursuant to Section 302 of the Planning Code, the Board finds that this 

	

2 
	

ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in 

	

3 
	

Planning Commission Resolution No. 	and the Board incorporates those reasons 

	

4 
	

herein by reference. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 	is on file 

	

5 
	

with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.  

	

6 
	

(d) 	The Board of Supervisors finds that this ordinance is in conformity with the 

	

7 
	

General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set 

	

8 
	

forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 	and incorporates those findings hereby 

	

9 
	

by reference. 

	

10 
	

(e) 	The Board hereby incorporates by reference the project-specific findings set 

	

11 
	

forth in Section 1(B) of the companion ordinance that amends the General Plan by amending 

	

12 
	

the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan. 

	

13 
	

Section 2. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending 

	

14 
	

Sectional Map ZN1O of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows: 

15 

	

16 
	

Description of Property 
	

Zoning District to be 
	

Zoning District Hereby 

	

17 
	

Superseded 
	

Approved 

	

18 
	

Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 
	

Community Business (C-2) 
	

Residential-Corn mercial 

	

19 
	

074, 075, 085 and 086 
	

Combined, Medium Density 

	

20 
	

(RC-3) 

	

21 
	

Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 	Light Industrial (M-1) 	Residential-Commercial 

	

22 
	

012, 024, 061, 065 and 078; 	 Combined, Medium Density 

	

23 
	

Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013 	 (RC-3) 

24 

	

25 
	

Section 3. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending 
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1 
	

Sectional Map SU1O of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as 

	

2 
	

follows: 

3 

	

4 
	

Description of Property 	 I Special Use District Hereby App roved 

	

5 
	

Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 012, 024, 061, 	Executive Park Special Use District 

	

6 
	

065, 074, 075, 078, 085 and 086; Block 5076, 

	

7 
	

Lots 012 and 013 

8 

	

9 
	

Section 4. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending 

	

10 
	

Sectional Map HT1 0 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows: 

11 

	

12 
	

Description of Property 	Height and Bulk District To 	Height and Bulk District 

	

13 
	

Be Superseded 	 Hereby App roved 

	

14 
	

Block 4991, Lot 074 	40-X 	 65/240-EP 

	

15 
	

Block 4991, Lots 075, 085, 	40-X180-X 	 65/240-EP 

	

16 
	

and 086 

17 

18 

19 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

	

20 
	DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

	

21 
	

By: 	 ; 
Elaine C. Warren 

	

22 
	

Deputy City Attorney 

23 

24 

25 
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Planning Commission Resolution No.  
HEARING DATE: MAY 5, 2011 

 

Date:  April 21, 2011 
Case No.:  2006.0422EMTUZ 
Project:  Executive Park Design Guidelines 
Location:  Highway 101 and Harney Way 
Staff Contact:  Mat Snyder – (415) 575‐6891 
  mathew.snyder@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Adopt the Executive Park Design Guidelines 
 

 
ADOPTING  DESIGN  GUIDELINES  FOR  EXECUTIVE  PARK  AND  MAKING  VARIOUS 
FINDINGS,  INCLUDING  CEQA  FINDINGS  AND  FINDINGS  OF  CONSISTENCY  WITH  THE 
GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.   
 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides to the 
Planning Commission  the opportunity  to periodically  recommend Planning Code Amendments  to  the 
Board of Supervisors; and 

On  May  11,  2006,  Universal  Paragon  Inc.  (Project  Sponsor)  and  on  March  22,  2006  Yerby 
Corporation  (Project Sponsor) submitted applications  to  jointly amend  the Planning Code.    In working 
with  the Project Sponsors,  the Planning Department  is proposing amendment  to  the Planning Code by 
adding Planning Code Section 249.54 to establish the Executive Park Special Use District, Planning Code 
Section  263.27  and Planning  Section  to  establish  the  65/240‐EP Height  and Bulk District  and  controls 
thereto, and Planning Code Section 309.2 ,“Permit Review in Executive Park”.    

This  Zoning  Text  Amendment  application  is  part  of  a  larger  project  that  includes  three 
components: (1) a development project sponsored by UPC that would include up to 1,100 dwelling units, 
approximately 70,000 gross square feet of retail, and approximately 1,677 off‐street parking spaces (2) a 
development  project  sponsored  by  Yerby    that  would  include  up  to  500  dwelling  units  and 
approximately  750  off‐street  parking  spaces;  and  (3) General  Plan  amendments  along with  Planning 
Code Map and subject  Text amendments.   

The proposed Planning Code Text Amendments refers to the Executive Park Design Guidelines 
as  further controls and guidance for development.   The Department has prepared draft Executive Park 
Design  Guidelines  (“Guidelines”)  that  are  to  work  as  an  extension  of  and  in  conjunction  with  the 
Objectives and Policies of  the Executive Park Subarea Plan and with  the Planning Code provisions  for 
Executive Park.   The Guidelines  address  issues  regarding  Street  and Block Pattern,  the Public Realm, 
Buildings and Siting, Building Features and Characteristics, and Sustainability.   

The history of Executive Park  in  its current form starts  in the mid 1970s.   In 1976, the Planning 
Commission certified the San Francisco Executive Park Final EIR which analyzed a project that included 
833,000 square  feet of office space, 174,000 square feet of hotel/meeting space and 75,000 square feet of 

www.sfplanning.org 
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retail  space  (about 1,100,000  square  feet  in  total), plus 3,900 parking  spaces At  the  time, Amendments 
were made  to  the  South  Bayshore  Plan  to  allow  commercial  uses  at  the  location.    In  1978,  a master 
development plan  (“1978 Development Plan”) was created  to guide development based on  the Project 
analyzed in the 1976 EIR.   

In 1980 and 1981, the Planning Commission approved minor changes to the 1978 Development 
Plan, which slightly altered the locations and amounts of the various land uses.   The City issued permits 
for the construction of four office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan; three of 
the office buildings had been  constructed by 1985  (OB‐1, OB‐2 and OB‐3),  for a  total of about 307,600 
square  feet  of  office  space  and  2,500  square  feet  of  retail  space.  The  fourth  office  building  and  the 
restaurant were not constructed. 

In  1985,  following  certification  of  a  subsequent  environmental  impact  report,  the  Planning 
Commission approved a Planned Unit Development that revised the 1978 Development Plan that, when 
combined with  the  four  office  buildings  and  restaurant  previously  approved,  provided  for  1,644,000 
square feet of office space, 234,000 square feet of hotel, 50,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space and 
600 residential units, plus about 5,300 parking spaces   At the same time, the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
was established as part of the South Bayshore Area Plan  to memorialize the development program and 
urban  form  through a General Plan Amendment.   Related Planning Code Map amendments were also 
approved. 

In 1992,  the developer sought and obtained a  revision  to  the 1985 Planned Unit Development.  
This revision added 25,000 square feet of health club space, 10,000 square feet of child care space and an 
additional 10,000 square feet of restaurant space and increased the square footage of residential use but 
not  the unit count.   Five residential buildings,  located  in  the eastern portion of  the site, containing 304 
units  and  517 parking  spaces  have  been  constructed under  this development proposal  by TopVision.  
(ʺTopVision Phases I and IIʺ).  Minor General Plan amendments were approved in conjunction with this 
approval 

In 1999, the Planning Commission certified a supplemental environmental impact report, and in 
2000, approved a Planned Unit Development  that extended and modified  the prior 1985 Planned Unit 
Development  authorization  by  including  a  residential  variant,  which  provided  for  some  additional 
residential  development  in  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  site.   Amendments  to  the Executive Park 
Subarea Plan  that  replaced  all of  the Plan’s  figures  and  added  text were  adopted  in  conjunction with 
these approvals.  The general land use program remained the same.   

In 2005, Signature Properties development project was approved under a separate PUD for the 
northwestern portion of the Subarea Plan Area.  Nearing completion, it will include up to 450 residential 
units,  14,000  square  feet of  retail  space,  and  588 parking  spaces when built‐out.   Amendments  to  the 
Executive Park Subarea Plan were adopted as a part of this Planned Unit Development authorization.   

In 2007 TopVision obtained approval under the 2000 Approved Development Plan for a Phase III 
development, which includes 465 units and about 776 parking spaces north of existing TopVision Phases 
I and II residential buildings on the eastern portion of the Subarea Plan Area. 

Existing and approved development projects in the Executive Park Subarea Plan Area currently 
include up to approximately 1,220 residential units, 307,600 square feet of office space in OB‐1, OB‐2 and 
OB‐3, 17,400  square  feet of  retail and  restaurant  space, 2,013  residential parking  spaces and 830 office 
parking spaces. 
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Yerby has applied for approval to demolish OB‐1 and replace it with a mixed use, predominantly 
residential development of up  to 500 dwelling units and 750 subsurface parking spaces, and UPC has 
applied for approval to demolish OB‐2 and OB‐3 and replace them with up to 1,100 residential units and 
1,677 subsurface parking spaces.   These projects will require amendment of the Executive Park Subarea 
Plan  and  related  amendments  to  the  Zoning Map  and  Planning  Code.    The  proposed General  Plan 
amendments would  apply  to  the  entire  71‐acre Executive Park  Subarea Plan Area, be  consistent with 
existing  development  and  approvals,  and  provide  for  the  transition  of  the  existing  office  park 
development  within  a  14.5  acre  southern  portion  of  the  Subarea  Plan  Area  (the  Yerby  and  UPC 
development sites) to a new, primarily residential area with 1,600 additional residential units and about 
73,000 gsf retail.  These projects would complete the build‐out of the Subarea Plan Area and accomplish 
its transition from the office park first approved in 1976 to a new mixed‐use, predominantly residential 
neighborhood.   

Since  2006,  proposed  amendments  to  the  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  and  the  development 
proposals  of Yerby  and UPC  have  been  reviewed  in  public meetings  by  the  Bayview Hunters  Point 
community, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood community and other stakeholders, 
including at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Advisory Committee, a body composed of 
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area Committee, 
and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance.  

On May 5, 2011, by Motion No. ____, the Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (“FEIR”) as accurate, complete and in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”); and 

On May 5, 2011, by Resolution No. _____, the Commission adopted findings in connection with 
its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
and related zoning text and map amendments, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 
of  the  San  Francisco Administrative Code  and made  certain  findings  in  connection  therewith, which 
findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth; and 

A draft of the Executive Park Design Guidelines, attached hereto as Exhibit A, would establish 
design policies related  to street and block pattern,  the public realm, building siting and characteristics, 
and sustainability.   .   

NOW THEREFORE BE  IN RESOLVED, That  the Planning Commission hereby  finds  that  the 
Executive  Park  Design  Guidelines  promote  the  public  welfare,  convenience  and  necessity  for  the 
following reasons: 

1. The Executive Park Design Guidelines would enable the creation of a mixed‐use predominately 
residential units that would include upwards of 1,100 additional units of housing on a portion of 
the  Executive  Park  site  that  features  an  underutilized  insular  suburban‐style  office  park  that 
effectively cuts off the rest of the City from the adjacent shoreline.    

2. The Guidelines include Planning Code provisions that promote vibrant high‐density, mixed‐use, 
multi‐modal and  transit oriented development as a means  to  fully realize  its shoreline  location 
and to help connect and integrate adjacent neighborhoods.     

3. The  Design Guidelines will assure a high quality public realm and street network. 
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4. The Guidelines anticipate future improvements to regional transportation infrastructure thereby 
providing  a  framework where  future development will  appropriately  interface with  expected 
future infrastructure.. 

5. The Design Guidelines,  include provisions that will new streets designed for multiple modes of 
transport, emphasizing travel by foot and by bicycle.   

AND BE  IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That  the Planning Commission  finds  the Executive Park 
Design Guidelines are in general conformity with the General Plan, and Planning Code section 101.1(b) 
pursuant  to Planning Commission Motion No. ___________.       The findings attached to Resolution No. 
______ as Exhibit B, are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth.      

AND BE  IT  FURTHER RESOLVED,  the Planning Commission  adopts  to  the Executive Park 
Design Guidelines. 

 

 

 

 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 
Linda D. Avery 
Commission Secretary 
 

AYES:     
 

NOES:     

 

ABSENT:   
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GUIDELINES FOR

Street & Block Pattern

The intent of these Guidelines along with the Executive Park Subarea 
Plan and the Executive Park Special Use District is to create a 
connected, vibrant, high-density urban residential neighborhood. In 
completing the new neighborhood, the layout of blocks and streets are 
required to meet the following general performance criteria:

Reflect fine-grained block pattern typical of San Francisco; 
Generally, new blocks should be no larger than a typical San 
Francisco 200-foot by 600-foot block. Smaller blocks are 
encouraged. Larger blocks should provide publicly accessible 
pedestrian paths through the block;

Ensure all rights-of-way whether publicly or privately held and 
maintained be publicly accessible at all times;

Provide multiple ways of travel through the new streets for those 
travelling from west of Highway 101 to the Bay shoreline and the 
Candlestick Point State Recreation Area;

Anticipate future improvements to Harney Way and Alana Way, 
while addressing each as a major urban space;

Align new streets through the subject parcels with those recently 
completed as part of the Candlestick Cove and Top Vision 
developments;

Anticipate adjustments to the existing property lines including 
vacation of a portion of Thomas Mellon Circle to create regular 
street corners, enabling Thomas Mellon to meet Harney at a right 
angle, and adjusting the parcel line between lots 086 and 075 of 
Block 4991.
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PASEOS

Paseos, or pedestiran pathways, are either rights-of-way 
that do not allow auto access or allow public pedestrian 
access across blocks. Their public nature is to be 
emphasized as to not give the impression of restricted 
access.  If pathways are not publicly owned, they should 
be publicly accessible at all times and read visually as 
public rights-of-way.

There should be no gates on paseos at any time.

Paseos should be connected to publicly accessible 
rights-of-way at both ends (there should be no 
dead-ends), including connections to streets, alleys, 
pathways or open spaces.

Paseos should have active frontage wherever 
possible.

For paseos in residential zones, townhome-style 
individual residential entries are encouraged on 
pathways wherever possible. In commercial zones, 
active retail frontage on pathways is encouraged.

Paseos should be well lit with downward facing, 
pedestrian-scale lighting.

Street furniture, seating areas, alternative paving 
materials, landscaping, and pedestrian amenities 
must meet or exceed plan requirements. Pathways 
should have a minimum sustained width of 20 feet.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

“Public Open Space” outside of the Bayview Hillside 
open space, as shown in Figure 10 of the Subarea 
Plan should be intimate in scale and tie fluidly into the 
street network. As a part of the public realm network, 
the proposed open spaces are to increase the sense 
of connectivity, access and permeability between 
the established neighborhoods and the shoreline 
open space. The small intimate urban spaces should 
complement the expansive nature-oriented open spaces 
on either side of the neighborhood.

Maximize public open space to serve the site and 
neighboring communities.

Open space should be provided in cohesive, usable 
spaces that become an organizing principle for 
surrounding development, not in the left over spaces 
between buildings.

Open spaces should be part of a larger network of 
pedestrian connections that help lead residents and 
visitors through the neighborhood and connect to 
larger City and regional open space resources such 
as Bayview Hill Open Space and Candlestick Point 
State Recreation Area. 

The development’s provision of open space should 
emphasize public space over private space. Open 
space should be visually and physically accessible 
to the pubic from at least one, and preferably more, 
streets, alleys, or paths, with the interior of the open 
space visible from the street.   It should not be 
gated.

Designated public open spaces should be active, 
accessible and safe. Open spaces should be 
publicly accessible at all hours; security fences and 
gates should not be used in the design of public 
open spaces.

Open spaces should be designed with their 
programming intent in mind; programming for the 
blocks surrounded by Executive Park Boulevard, 
Alana, and Harney could include seating for cafés, 
overlooks, seating for awaiting transit. 

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
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OVERALL SITE

The overall Executive Park neighborhood should create an exciting 
built form when seen from a distance, and with an intimate, fine 
grained scale to the pedestrian when experienced from the street.

Buildings should define and highlight corners, important public 
spaces, and public vistas such as street terminations.

Buildings over 85 feet in height (towers) should create an overall 
composition that creates an attractive and dynamic southern 
gateway to San Francisco.

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

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

Buildings closest to the freeway should be designed to ensure 
adequate buffering from traffic-related emissions and noise.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

GUIDELINES FOR

Buildings and Siting  
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BUILDING FRONTAGES AT PEDESTRIAN LEVEL

Buildings need to be designed with a strong under-
standing of how the pedestrian experiences the building 
at the ground level. Active uses must be incorporated 
into all building frontages facing residential streets, 
and neighborhood commercial streets, and should be 
incorporated on allies and pedestrian paths.

Execept for Executiv e Park West, active frontages 
are required on all street frontages as required and 
defined by Planning Code Secction 145.1

Upper-story units should connect to a lobby entry 
that opens directly onto the publicly accessible 
right-of-way.

Buildings should have individual entries for ground-
floor residential units and a prominent common 
lobby entry to create active frontage and a visual 
presence on the street. Such street entries must 
meet the Planning Department’s guidelines for 
active residential entries.

Residential balconies are strongly encouraged. 
Such balconies should be designed to work within 
the building’s façade and used to help express 
different modulations of the building. Balconies can 
be inset, projecting, or a part of an upper terrace. 
Plantings on balconies are strongly encouraged. 
Romeo balconies, or non-functional balconies are 

discouraged. 

Expansive blank and 
blind walls at the ground 
floor are prohibited. 
Frontage should not be 
used for utilities, storage, 
and refuse collection 
wherever possible; 
where they must be on 
the street, they should 
be integrated into the 
overall articulation and 
fenestration of the façade 
or hidden with notched-in 
sidewalls perpendicular 
to the street.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

RETAIL 

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

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

Retail stores over 10,000 square feet, or with street 
frontage over 80 feet wide, should have at least 2 
street-facing entrances.

Storefronts should be articulated at regular incre-
ments on the order of 20 to 30 feet to express a 
consistent vertical rhythm along the street.

Ground floor retail spaces are required to be 14- feet 
high to allow for higher ceiling heights in commercial 
spaces and a more prominent retail front on the 
street.

Ground floor retail frontages should be at least 60% 
fenestrated and 75% transparent. Mirrored or tinted 
windows are prohibited. Awnings should be used 
to mitigate sun overexposure rather than dark or 
mirrored glass.

Where present, retail frontages should occupy no 
less than 75 percent of a building frontage at the 
ground floor. 

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

Elements or features generating activity on the 
street, such as seating ledges, outdoor seating, 
outdoor displays of wares, and attractive signage 
are encouraged for all mixed-use buildings. 

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

Maximizing window area in businesses along sidewalks and incorporating outdoor activity, 
such as restaurant seating, assures lively and welcoming public realm.
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TOWERS

Towers will be the most visible and identifiable elements 
of Executive Park when seen from a distance. It is 
essential that the towers work together to form a 
cohesive urban form, while at the same time, exhibit 
the highest quality architectural design to distinguish 
themselves in their own right.

Buildings between above 85 feet should have a 
maximum 10,000 square foot floorplate, a maximum 
horizontal dimension of 110 feet on any building 
facade, and a maximum diagonal dimension of 150 
feet.

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

A minimum distance of 150 feet should be 
preserved between buildings at all levels above 85 
feet in height.

The upper termination of buildings greater than 85 
feet in height should create a visually distinctive 
roofline. Building terminations should be integral 
to the overall vertical composition and massing 
of the building, and should not be simply a shape 
appended to the top that bears little or no relation to 
the building’s overall architectural form. 

1.

2.

3.

4.

Towers with 
varied but well 
considered and 
integrated tops.

PARKING AND LOADING

The relationship between the public realm, parking and 
loading, and vehicular access must be carefully planned 
and thought out. Such auto-oriented features must 
be minimized so that sidewalks and streets and not 
overwhelmed.

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

On-street parking created on new public streets 
should be reserved exclusively for residents, visitors, 
and shoppers of the Executive Park neighborhood, 
not for commuters, people visiting for events at 
Candlestick Park, or long-term visitors. Parking 
requirements would be determined by underlying 
zoning.

Parking and loading should be designed to mitigate 
their impacts to the urban design quality of building 
frontages.  In no case should parking and loading 
entries have more than 24 feet of building width 
dedicated to auto and loading ingress and egress 
per block. In no case should individual garage doors 
and driveways be no more than 11 feet for parking, 
or 12 feet for parking and loading jointly.  Where 
appropriate, exceptions to this rule can be made 
along Executive Park West  where such entries will 
serve more than one building.  

1.

2.

3.
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San Francisco has made an unprecedented commitment to 
sustainable development. The San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission requires compliance to the San Francisco Stormwater 
Design Guidelines.  Similarly, the City has recently adopted the Green 
Building Ordinance, creating the most demanding sustainability 
requirements in the nation. The Ordinance requires developments of 
a certain size to meet either LEED or Green Point rated green building 
requirements. Of course, the City is committed to transit-oriented 
development, which emphasizes dense in-fill developments close to 
transit lines to reduce reliance on the automobile.

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

Following are general tenants of green design that, in most cases, are 
already reflected in the City’s laws. This particular set of guidelines 
are similar to those developed for the Visitacion Valley Design for 
Development. These Design Guidelines, however, strongly encourages 
developers to exceed these standards. Developers are encouraged to 
find ways to further embrace sustainability that are unique to the site, 
find a common aesthetic approach to sustainability that can be applied 
across the site, and/or participate in sustainability strategies that are 
being employed in nearby projects. 

GUIDELINES FOR

Sustainable Development
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RENEWABLE ENERGY

Design and build all necessary supporting 
infrastructure (including roof load calculations, 
roof space and orientation design, penetrations 
and waterproofing for panel ‘stand-off’ supports, 
mechanical room space, and electrical wiring and 
plumbing) for future photovoltaic systems or solar 
thermal water heating systems.

Where possible, incorporate renewable energy 
generation should be incorporated on-site.  Methods 
may include:

� Turbine systems and associated equipment.

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

3. Consider recovering waste energy from exhaust air, 
gray water and other systems.

REDUCED POTABLE WATER USE

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

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

1.

2.

1.

2.

New construction should install dual plumbing 
systems in residential and commercial structures 
that allow use of harvested rainwater and gray water 
for landscape irrigation, toilet and urinal flushing 
and other uses, as permitted by Health and Building 
Codes, to reduce the use of potable water. 

Native and low water-use vegetation that does not 
require permanent irrigation systems shall be used 
in public and private open spaces, to restrict or 
reduce the requirement for irrigation.

Drip irrigation and bubblers should be installed at 
non-turf landscape areas to reduce water needs.

Harvested rainwater, and recycled (gray) water 
should be retained and used for landscape irrigation 
and other uses, as permitted by Health and Building 
Codes, rather than a potable water source.

Native and low water-use vegetation that does not 
require permanent irrigation systems should be 
used in public and private open spaces, to restrict or 
reduce the requirement for irrigation.

Irrigation systems required to establish native 
and low water-use landscape material should be 
temporary, and removed within two years of instal-
lation or once new plantings are established.

Landscape areas of 1,000 square feet or greater 
shall require approval from the SFPUC prior to 
construction and shall meet requirments of the 
Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance.  

Assure potable water is not used for construction or 
demolition related activities as stipulated in CCSF 
BOS Ordinance 175-91.  

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.
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STREETS, ALLEYS AND PATHWAYS

Alley: A secondary right-of-way through the site, 
providing secondary circulation for cars, bicycles and 
pedestrians, as well as parking, loading and service 
access. Alleys may have a single shared surface for 
auto and pedestrian use, have minimal or no parking 
on the roadway, Note: For the sake of these guidelines, 
alleys are be wider (generally 40 feet) than how “alley” is 
defined by the Planning Code (less than 30 feet).

Alternative Paving Materials: Paving materials that are 
not traditional asphalt or concrete, including interlocking 
concrete pavers, pervious concrete mixes, pervious 
paving stones, or other materials that enhance storm 
water filtration and the aesthetic quality of the street 
or pathway, yet still function as durable roadway 
infrastructure.

Car-Sharing Program: A program that offers the 
common use of a car or other vehicle by individual 
members, enabling people or households to use a car 
for some trips while not owning, or owning fewer, cars.

Paseo (Pathway): A pedestrian and bicycle only 
circulation element, which may also provide access to 
residential or commercial uses.

Roadway: The width covered by asphalt from curb-to-
curb. For roadways divided by a planted median, the 
roadway does not include the width of the median.

Street: A primary right-of-way through the site, providing 
circulation for cars, bicycles and pedestrians. Sidewalks 
and the roadway are separated by a curb, and there are 
separate lanes for parking and driving.

GENERAL: THE “SUBAREA” AND OR “SITE” 
(ALL PARCELS INCLUDED IN EXECUTIVE PARK)

Adjacent street frontage: Any linear frontage along a 
street directly abutting any side of a building, including 
only the nearer side of the street.

At-grade: At the level of an adjacent publicly accessible 
right-of-way. For sloping sites, at-grade for any given 
point is the midway vertical point between the line that 
connects the front and back lot lines, and the line that 
connects the two side lot lines.

Block: The area encompassed by any closed set of 
publicly accessible rights-of-way, also including railroad 
rights-of-way. 

Block face: Any one side of a block.

Fine-grained: Site and building design that incorporates 
small blocks, narrow lots, frequent street-facing 
residential and commercial entrances, and a rhythmic 
architecture that breaks building façades into narrow 
modules at approximately 25 feet.

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

Human Scale: Building, site, street and open space 
design of a size and character that relate to a pedestrian 
at ground level, as opposed to an individual in a fast 
moving vehicle. 

Pedestrian Scale: see Human Scale.

Publicly Accessible: Open to the public at all times 
(unless otherwise noted), and not closed off by gates, 
guards, or other security measures. Publicly accessible 
also means that there are not overly burdensome rules 
for acceptable and not acceptable behavior, nor design 
cues that make the open space seem unwelcoming.

Definitions
For the purposes of these design guidelines, the following definitions apply.
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Zoning:  M‐1, C‐2; 40‐X AND 80‐X HEIGHT AND BULK 
Location:  Highway 101 and Harney Way:   
Project Sponsor:  Yerby Company and Universal Paragon Corporation 
  5 Thomas Mellon Circle (Yerby) 
  150 Executive Park Boulevard (UPC) 

  San Francisco, CA  94134 
Staff Contact:  Mat Snyder – (415) 575‐6891 
  mathew.snyder@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Approve  General  Plan  Amendments,  Planning  Code  Text  and  Map 

Amendments, and Adopt Design Guidelines 
 
 
SUMMARY 
On April 21, 2011 the Planning Commission was provided with a comprehensive package of documents 
pertaining  to  the May 5, 2011 Hearing  for  the Executive Park  related approvals.   The Packet  included 
materials necessary  to make  take  the  following actions:  (1) adopt CEQA  findings;  (2) approve General 
Plan Amendments  including  the  complete  revision  to  the  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan;  (3)  approve 
Planning Code Text Amendments including the establishment of the Executive Park Special Use District 
(SUD),  the  65/240‐EP Height  and Bulk District,  and new Design Review procedures  for  the Executive 
Park; (4) approve Zoning Map Amendments including rezoning the office park portion of the site from 
M‐1 and C‐2 to RC‐3; and (5) adopt new Executive Park Design Guidelines. 

This packet provides technical edits to some of the original draft approval documents.  Also provided are 
the Mitigation Monitoring  Program  and  an  initial  draft  of  the  Streetscape Master  Plan.    Below  is  a 
description of the edits.  A copy of the corrected page is provided as well.  All other pages not mentioned 
here remain as originally provided.   
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CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO APPROVAL DOCUMENTS: 
General Plan Amendments 

1. Draft  Ordinance  Section  5.  (p.  8):  strike  the  heading  Candlestick  Point  –  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard Phase 2 

2. Attachment C: Draft Amended General Plan Maps and Figures (this was not provided in the 
original approval packet) 

3. Exhibit  B  “Executive  Park  General  Plan,  Planning  Code  and  Zoning Map  Amendments 
General Plan Findings and Planning Code Section 101.1 Findings” p. 12‐13:  strike discussion 
of Arts Element 

 

Planning Code Text Amendments 
1. Draft Ordinance Section 2  (p. 2) Change Planning Code section number  to match assigned 

section number as indicated throughout the rest of the approval documents:     

2. Draft Ordinance  Figures  249.54(A),  249.54(B),  and  263.27(A)  add  notation  that  figures  are 
diagrammatic only and not to scale. 

3. Draft Ordinance Figure 263.27(A): correct orientation of figure 

 

Zoning Map Amendments 
1. Draft Ordinance Section 2 (p. 2):  Strike inclusion of Block 4991 / Lot 012 

 

Design Guidelines 
1. Draft Resolution p. 3:   Add additional  language  immediately before “Now Therefore be  it 

Resolved”: 

The Project Sponsors have been working with staff on a Streetscape Master Plan 
as  indicated  and  required  by  “Public Realm Requirement No.  11  (p.  5)  of  the 
draft Design Guidelines.   The “Executive Park Streetscape Master   Plan 4/28/11 
Draft  for  Review”  as  provided  in Docket No.  2006.0422U will  be  basis  from 
which a final Streetscape Master Plan will be completed.  The Streetscape Master 
Plan  will  help  assure  a  consistent  application  of  the  Design  Guidelines’ 
requirements for the public realm across the SUD portion of the Executive Park 
site.   

2. Draft Resolution p. 4.  Add the additional clause immediately after the adoption clause:  

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED:  That  the  Planning  Commission  hereby 
directs  the  Planning  Director  to  report  to  the  Planning  Commission  of 
completion of the Streetscape Master Plan and prior to submittal of any Design 
Review applications. 

3. Draft Design Guidelines.  Rewrite Public Realm Requirement No. 11 (p. 5):     

A Streetscape Master Plan shall be developed completed by the Project Sponsors 
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based  on  the  Executive  Park  Streetscape  Master  Plan  4/28/11  Draft  for  Review 
provided to the Planning Commission as part of their May 5, 2011 Commission 
Packet.    (see  docket  2006.0422U).    under  the  direction  of  the  Planning 
Department  staff.    The  Streetscape  Master  Plan  shall  identify  a  pallet  of 
streetscape improvements including landscaping and furnishings, and locations 
of  such  improvements.   The Streetscape Master Plan  shall be approved by  the 
Director of Planning after providing the Planning Commission with a report on 
its completion.  Each street segment within the “office park portion” (or the SUD 
portion)  of  the  site  shall  be  completed  as  required  by  Planning Code  Section 
249.54(c)(15),  “Streetscape  and  other  Infrastructure  Improvements”  and 
according  to  the Streetscape Master Plan.   A copy of  the approved Streetscape 
Master Plan shall be submitted with all Design Review (309.2) applications and 
be  included  in the official record of all said applications and related approvals.  
Street  furniture, seating areas, and other pedestrian amenities shall be  installed 
pursuant to a Streetscape Master Plan.   

 

STREETSCAPE MASTER PLAN 
As was indicated in the April 21, 2011 Executive Summary, the Project Sponsors have been working with 
staff on a Streetscape Master Plan (SSMP).  Both the draft Subarea Plan and Design Guidelines require a 
Streetscape  Master  Plan  as  a  tool  in  implementing  the  public  realm  requirements  of  the  Design 
Guidelines.  Usually Streetscape Master Plans are provided in conjunction with actual project approvals.  
However,  because  there  are  two  effected  property  owners  (and  may  be  more  in  the  future),  staff 
determined  that  it was necessary  to start working on  the document while  the current Project Sponsors 
were engaged  in  the General Plan and Planning Code amendments.   Staff wanted  to assure at  least an 
initial understanding of the level of streetscape improvements between the two property owners. 

The “/28/11 – Draft for Review” edition of the SSMP is provided for informational purposes only.  This is 
not  the  intended  final  version  of  the  SSMP  and  no  action  is  requested  regarding  this document.   As 
indicated  above,  the draft Design Guidelines  and  the draft  resolution  adopting  the design  guidelines 
have  been modified  to  recognize  this working  edition of  the  SSMP will  serve  as  the basis  for  it  final 
version.  The revised draft Resolution directs the Director to provide the Commission with a report when 
the SSMP is complete and finalized 

Also,  in  the  Executive  Summary  sent  last  week,  staff  indicated  that  an  update  would  be  provided 
regarding  the  extent  to which  tower  placement  and  configuration  could  be modified.    Staff  and  the 
project sponsors and still exploring this issue.   
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ATTACHMENTS 
CEQA Findings   Attachment B:  Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP)  
 
 General Plan Amendment Draft Resolution 
  Exhibit A:  Draft Ordinance p. 3 with edits 

Attachment C:     General Plan Elements Map Amendments 
Exhibit C:  Draft General Plan Findings p. 12‐13 with edits  

     
Planning Code Text Amendments  

Exhibit A:  Draft Ordinance pp. 2, 5, 7, and 11 with edits  
 
 Planning Code Map Amendments  

Exhibit A:  Draft Ordinance p. 2 with edits   
 

Design Guidelines 
    Draft Resolution pp. 3‐4 with edits. 
    Draft Design Guidelines p. 5 with edits 
 
4/28/11 – Draft for Review Executive Park Streetscape Master Plan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

I:\Citywide\Community  Planning\Southeast  BVHP\Executive  Park\Work  Products  in  Progress\Approval  Packet  and 
Notification\Ex Park ‐  Errata.doc 
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American Heritage Commission (NAHC) regarding the significance of the 
remains CA‐SFR‐7 shell mound and appropriate investigation and treatment 
protocols.  Any NAHC‐recognized Ohlone participant in the Department 
consultation shall be given the opportunity to review and comment on any 
draft archaeological testing, monitoring, or data recovery plan required by this 
measure prior to document approval. 

Archaeological Testing Program  

The archaeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review 
and approval an archaeological testing plan (ATP).  The archaeological testing 
program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP.  The ATP 
shall identify the property types of the expected archaeological resource(s) that 
potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing 
method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing.  The purpose of 
the archaeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible 
the presence or absence of archaeological resources and to identify and to 
evaluate whether any archaeological resource encountered on the site 
constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archaeological testing program, the archaeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO.  If based on 
the archaeological testing program the archaeological consultant finds that 
significant archaeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation 
with the archaeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 
warranted.  Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional 
archaeological testing, archaeological monitoring, and/or an archaeological 
data recovery program.  If the ERO determines that a significant archaeological 
resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re‐designed so as to avoid any adverse 
effect on the significant archaeological resource; or 

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO 

agreement for the 
treatment of human 
remains and/or 
associated or 
unassociated funerary 
objects.    

Archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
draft and final 
Archeological Resources 
Report reports. The ERO 
to review and approve 
the Final Archeological 
Resources Report 
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determines that the archaeological resource is of greater interpretive 
than research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is 
feasible. 

Archaeological Monitoring Program (AMP) 

If the ERO in consultation with the archaeological consultant determines that 
an archaeological monitoring program shall be implemented the archaeological 
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archaeological 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 archaeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall 
be archaeologically monitored.  In most cases, any soils‐disturbing 
activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, 
utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, 
shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archaeological 
monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential 
archaeological resources and to their depositional context;  

• The archaeological 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 protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an 
archaeological resource; 

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

• The archaeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil 
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 
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• If an intact archaeological deposit is encountered, all soils‐disturbing 
activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease.  The archaeological 
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated.  If in the case of pile‐driving 
activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archaeological monitor has cause 
to believe that the pile‐driving activity may affect an archaeological 
resource, the pile‐driving activity shall be terminated until an 
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation 
with the ERO.  The archaeological consultant shall immediately notify 
the ERO of the encountered archaeological deposit.  The archaeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, 
and significance of the encountered archaeological deposit, and present 
the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

Whether or not significant archaeological resources are encountered, the 
archaeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the 
monitoring program to the ERO.   

Archaeological Data Recovery Program 

The archaeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord with an 
archaeological data recovery plan (ADRP).  The archaeological consultant, 
project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP 
prior to preparation of a draft ADRP.  The archaeological consultant shall 
submit a draft ADRP to the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed 
data recovery program will preserve the significant information the 
archaeological resource 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 is 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 property 
that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.  Destructive data 
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archaeological 
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resources if non‐destructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field strategies, 
procedures, and operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected 
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 

• Discard and De‐accession Policy.  Description of and rationale for field 
and post‐field discard and de‐accession policies.   

• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on‐site/off‐site public 
interpretive program during the course of the archaeological data 
recovery program. 

• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to protect the 
archaeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non‐
intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution 
of results. 

• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for the 
curation of any recovered data having potential research value, 
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects 

The treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils‐disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and Federal laws.  This shall include immediate notification of 
the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the 
Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American 
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271 outbound transit trips in the weekday AM peak hour and 283 inbound and 
197 outbound transit trips in the weekday PM peak hour.  Assuming the current 
shuttle capacities, this would require approximately five (5) inbound and 13 
outbound trips in the weekday AM peak hour and 14 inbound and ten (10) 
outbound trips in the weekday PM peak hour (average headways of about four to 
five minutes).  Lower service levels could be provided during the midday, 
evening, and weekend periods.  These changes to the shuttle service would be 
implemented as needed, based on the percentage of buildout of the proposed 
project along with a revised route and stop pattern to make the Bayshore Caltrain 
Station a permanent stop and include two additional stops—one on Bayshore 
Boulevard near Arleta Avenue to improve connections to the T‐Third Street and 
the various bus lines and one stop on Bayshore Boulevard between Leland and 
Visitacion Avenues to improve access to the Visitacion Valley commercial area.  
The location of these stops would be coordinated with MTA and the Visitacion 
Valley community. 

Since these measures were previously identified as project‐related mitigation 
measures in the 1999 FSEIR and were included in the Conditions of Approval 
for the project in the 1985 FSEIR, it was assumed that these measures would be 
included as part of the proposed project and not represent new mitigation 
measures.  However, they would still be considered required mitigation for the 
proposed project. 

Project sponsor 
shall pay its fair 
share of ongoing 
operation of 
shuttle service. 

development sites 

 

Planning Department 
describing the current 
weekly operations of the 
shuttle service, and any 
revisions that have been 
made t the shuttle 
service during the 
previous year.   

M‐TR‐12: Tunnel Avenue/  Blanken Avenue 

The intersection would meet the MUTCD peak hour signal warrant in both the 
AM and PM peak hours.  In addition to the mitigations proposed under 
Mitigation Measure TR‐1, left turns from Blanken Avenue would need to be 
prohibited in both directions and the eastbound and westbound approaches 
programmed to run concurrently instead of on split phases.  This would have 
minimal effect on the eastbound approach, since the volumes on the eastbound 
left movement are very low and alternative access is provided via Bayshore 
Boulevard / Tunnel Avenue.  On the westbound approach, the volumes on the 
westbound left movement are also very low and could be prohibited without 

SFMTA 

Project sponsor 
shall pay its fair 
share 

Prior to issuance of 
Certificate of 
Occupancy for any 
building within the 
Yerby and UPC 
development sites 

 

SFMTA 

Planning Department 

Completed upon 
payment of fair‐
share 
contribution to 
Tunnel 
Avenue/Blanken 
Avenue 
signalization and 
restriping. 
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substantial impacts on neighboring roadways.  It is expected that this traffic 
would switch to Lathrop Avenue—one block south of Blanken Avenue—or 
find alternative routes to reach the freeway (e.g., via eastbound Blanken 
Avenue, Executive Park Boulevard West, and Alanna Way).  After 
implementing these measures, the intersection would operate at LOS C in the 
weekday AM peak hour and LOS D in the weekday PM peak hour.  The Yerby 
Project sponsor and UPC Project sponsor would be required to make a fair‐
share contribution to the implementation of this mitigation measure. 

M‐TR‐21: Tunnel Avenue/ Blanken Avenue  

The intersection would meet the MUTCD peak hour signal warrant in both the 
AM and PM peak hours.  If the mitigation measure described in Mitigation 
Measure TR‐12 for 2030 Cumulative Conditions without Improvements were 
implemented, the intersection would operate at LOS C in the weekday AM 
peak hour and LOS D in the weekday PM peak hour.  The Yerby Project 
sponsor and UPC Project sponsor would be required to make a fair‐share 
contribution to the implementation of this mitigation measure. 

SFMTA 

Project sponsor 
shall pay its fair 
share 

Prior to issuance of 
Certificate of 
Occupancy for any 
building within the 
Yerby and UPC 
development sites 

SFMTA 

Planning Department 

Completed upon 
payment of fair‐
share 
contribution  

M‐TR‐22: Harney Way/ Executive Park Boulevard East  

The poor operations of this intersection in the weekday PM peak hour would 
be a result of conflict on the westbound approach (specifically westbound right 
turns) with the Harney BRT.  Due to a shared westbound through‐right lane at 
this intersection, all movements along westbound Harney Way must be 
stopped during the BRT phase, reducing the efficiency of the signal and the 
vehicle throughput at the intersection. If instead, an exclusive right‐turn pocket 
were provided, right‐turns and through movements along westbound Harney 
Way could be segregated and given separate phases and the through 
movements could occur concurrently with the BRT phase, reducing delay and 
improving intersection operations.   

SFMTA 

Project sponsor 
shall pay its fair 
share 

Prior to issuance of 
Certificate of 
Occupancy for any 
building within the 
Yerby and UPC 
development sites 

 

SFMTA 

Planning Department 

Completed upon 
payment of fair‐
share 
contribution  
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TR‐23: Geneva Avenue / U.S. 101 SB Ramps 

The City of Brisbane and Caltrans, as part of the Harney Interchange Project, 
shall account for existing traffic, background traffic growth, and the most 
recent forecasts of traffic expected to be associated with each of several 
adjacent development projects, including the proposed project. The San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) shall coordinate with the 
City of Brisbane and Caltrans to ensure project‐generated vehicle trips are 
accounted for in the Harney Interchange analyses and design.  Mitigations and 
associated fair‐share funding measures for cumulative regional roadway 
system impacts, including freeway segment impacts, shall be formulated 
through the current interjurisdictional Bi‐County Transportation Study effort 
being led by the SFCTA, or through an equivalent process developed by 
SFCTA in coordination with the City of Brisbane and Caltrans. The project 
applicant shall contribute its fair share to the entire Harney Interchange Project, 
including the Geneva Avenue extension. 

Project sponsor/ 
San Francisco 
County 
Transportation 
Authority (SFCTA) 
/ SFMTA / SFDPW 
/ Caltrans / City of 
Brisbane 

Ongoing as part of the 
Harney Interchange 
Project 

SFMTA/SFCTA  Completed upon 
payment of fair‐
share 
contribution to 
the Harney 
Interchange 
Project. 

M‐TR‐24: Geneva Avenue / U.S. 101 NB Ramps 

The City of Brisbane and Caltrans, as part of the Harney Interchange Project, 
shall account for existing traffic, background traffic growth, and the most 
recent forecasts of traffic expected to be associated with each of several 
adjacent development projects, including the proposed project. The San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) shall coordinate with the 
City of Brisbane and Caltrans to ensure project‐generated vehicle trips are 
accounted for in the Harney Interchange analyses and design.  Mitigations and 
associated fair‐share funding measures for cumulative regional roadway 
system impacts, including freeway segment impacts, shall be formulated 
through the current interjurisdictional Bi‐County Transportation Study effort 
being led by the SFCTA, or through an equivalent process developed by 
SFCTA in coordination with the City of Brisbane and Caltrans. The project 
applicant shall contribute its fair share to the entire Harney Interchange Project, 
including the Geneva Avenue extension. 

Project sponsor/ 
San Francisco 
County 
Transportation 
Authority (SFCTA) 
/ SFMTA / SFDPW 
/ Caltrans / City of 
Brisbane 

Ongoing as part of the 
Harney Interchange 
Project 

SFMTA/SFCTA  Completed upon 
payment of fair‐
share 
contribution to 
the Harney 
Interchange 
Project. 
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Visitacion Valley neighborhood and provide substantial increases in 
service levels. In addition, new shuttle vehicle types should be 
considered to provide additional space and rider amenities; 

• Carpool Services – A carpool match program should be established, 
which would allow residents to access a bank of information 
regarding who is available to drive and ride in carpools. Also, 
designated casual carpool locations should be identified, to allow 
drivers a convenient location to pick up passengers. The carpool 
matching and information entry should be on the Executive Park 
website and real‐time (i.e., if a person is going to be leaving for work, 
they can log in and see if anybody else is looking to leave at the same 
time); 

• Carsharing Services – Individual developers should coordinate with 
one of the various carshare providers to provide carshare spaces 
throughout the neighborhoods. This would reduce the demand for 
parking, as not every unit would need to have their own vehicle. 
Although carshare providers typically provide information on vehicle 
locations and availability, these should also be included on the 
Executive Park website. It should be noted that carshare doesnʹt result 
in a significant decrease in auto use; instead, it gives some security to 
residents who don’t want to own a vehicle and take transit or carpool 
to work; 

• Real‐Time Transit Information – Real‐time information on the 
current status and arrival times of the Executive Park shuttle, T‐Third 
Street, Caltrain, and BART should be included on the Executive Park 
website. This could be maintained through the Muni Nextbus, BART, 
and Caltrain websites. In addition, message boards at Executive Park 
shuttle stops or at the commercial center should be provided to 
present arrival times and the current status of the various transit 
operators (such as whether there are any major system delays). In 
addition, links to the transit provider websites should be maintained; 
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• Transit Pass Sales – A transit store should be included among the 
new commercial establishments at Executive Park, or agreements 
made with an independent merchant to sell transit passes (monthly 
Muni Fast Pass, one‐time fares, BART tickets, Caltrain tickets, etc.); 
and,  

• Other Programs – As appropriate, the Transportation Coordinator 
should pursue other major tasks, such as coordinating with 
developers to provide residents with discounted transit passes (or 
inclusion of transit passes as part of Homeowners Association fees) 
and incentives for residents who don’t own vehicles; working with 
businesses to encourage hiring of local residents; and investigating the 
establishment of HOV bypass lanes on the U.S. 101 on‐ramps from 
Harney Way and Alanna Way / Beatty Road. 

Previous Mitigation Measures Required for Executive Park Property Owners

As required by mitigation measures from the 1985 SEIR, Executive Park 
property owners are required to make local roadway improvements when 
warranted by poor operating conditions. These include the following short‐
term and long‐term improvements.  These measures were also previously 
identified as project‐related mitigation measures in the 1999 FSEIR.  It is 
assumed that these measures are included as part of the proposed project and 
not represent new mitigation measures. However, they would still be 
considered required mitigation for the proposed project.  

Signalization of Harney Way / Executive Park Boulevard East; 

• Signalization and reconfiguration of Harney Way / Alanna Way / 
Thomas Mellon Drive intersection; 

• Widening of Harney Way by one lane; 

• Signalization of Executive Park Boulevard West / Alanna Way and the 
restriping of the southbound approach from one shared lane to one 

The Project 
Sponsor and other 
owners of 
Executive Park 

As such improvements 
become necessary with 
the completion of other 
projects in the 
cumulative scenarios 
studied in the EIR.  
However, if the 
measures are found not 
unnecessary, they will 
not need to be 
implemented. 

The reimbursement 
agreements with the 
City shall provide for 
such contingencies. 

The Project Sponsor and 
other owners of property 
within Executive Park 
shall submit drawings 
and specifications for all 
such proposed 
improvements to 
SFMTA for approval 
before completion 

Considered 
complete upon 
receipt by DBI of 
a writing from 
SFMTA 
indicating 
completion of 
such 
improvements as 
approved 
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reuse, or a combination); 2) the preferred alternative for managing 
contaminated soils on the site and a brief justification; and 3) the specific 
practices to be used to handle, haul, and dispose of contaminated soils on the 
site.  The SMP shall be submitted to the DPH for review and approval.  A copy 
of the SMP shall be submitted to the Planning Department to become part of 
the case file. 

Step 3:  Handling, Hauling, and Disposal of Contaminated Soils 

a. Specific work practices:  If based on the results of the soil tests 
conducted, DPH determines that the soils on the project site are 
contaminated at or above potentially hazardous levels, the 
construction contractor shall be alert for the presence of such soils 
during excavation and other construction activities on the site 
(detected through soil odor, color, and texture and results of on‐site 
soil testing), and shall be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., 
characterize), and dispose of such soils appropriately (i.e., as dictated 
by local, state, and federal regulations, including OSHA work 
practices) when such soils are encountered on the site. 

b. Dust suppression: Soils exposed during excavation for site 
preparation and construction activities shall be kept moist throughout 
the time they are exposed, both during and after work hours. 

c. Surface water runoff control: Where soils are stockpiled, Visqueen (a 
type of polyethylene film) shall be used to create an impermeable 
liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain any 
potential surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during 
inclement weather. 

d. Soils replacement:  If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) 
shall be used to bring portions of the project site, where contaminated 
soils have been excavated and removed, up to construction grade. 

e. Hauling and disposal:  Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the 
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project site by waste hauling trucks appropriately certified with the 
State of California and adequately covered to prevent dispersion of 
the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a permitted 
hazardous waste disposal facility registered with the State of 
California. 

Step 4:  Preparation of Closure/Certification Report 

After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the 
project sponsors shall prepare and submit a closure/certification report to DPH 
for review and approval.  The closure/certification report shall include the 
mitigation measures in the SMP for handling and removing contaminated soils 
from the project site, whether the construction contractor modified any of these 
mitigation measures, and how and why the construction contractor modified 
those mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure Haz‐2:  Dust Program for Asbestos‐Containing 
Serpentine Materials 

The project sponsors would implement the following protective measures to 
assure implementation of the California Air Resources Board Asbestos 
Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for construction‐related activities 
(California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section 93105). 

The construction contractor would be required to submit the appropriate 
notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan specifying 
measures that would be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property 
boundary during construction.  The plan must specify the following measures: 

• Prevent and control visible track‐out from the property. 

• Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles. 

• Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain 
inactive for seven days. 

Project sponsor to 
submit ATCM to 
BAAQMD.  

BAAQMD to 
approve ATCM 

Project sponsor 
and construction 
contractor(s) to 
implement ATCM 

 

Prior to issuance of a 
building permit 

Prior to issuance of a 
building permit 

During each phase of 
construction 

BAAQMD and 
Department of Building 
Inspection 

BAAQMD and 
Department of Building 
Inspection 

Department of Building 
Inspection 
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intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically‐attenuating 
shields or shrouds. 

(2)  Equipment used for project construction shall be hydraulically or 
electrically powered impact tools (e.g., jack hammers and pavement 
breakers) wherever possible to avoid noise associated with 
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically‐powered tools.  
However, where use of pneumatically‐powered tools is unavoidable, 
an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this 
muffler could lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 
10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools themselves should be used 
where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA.  Quieter 
procedures shall be used such as drilling rather than impact 
equipment whenever feasible. 

(3)  Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from existing sensitive 
receptors as possible.  If stationary sources must be located near 
existing receptors, they shall be adequately muffled and enclosed 
within temporary sheds. 

(4)  To the extent feasible, concrete crushers shall be located so that 
existing buildings block noise for adjacent receptors.  Portable sound 
blankets shall be used wherever feasible to reduce noise generated by 
concrete crushers.  Such blankets can provide up to a 10‐dBA noise 
reduction.   

(5)  During construction of new buildings, the exterior facades facing 
existing sensitive receptors shall be enclosed as early in the 
construction process as feasible. 

(6)  During all construction phases, there shall be close coordination 
between construction staff and staff of the residential buildings.  
Residential building staff shall be made aware of the construction 
schedule and activities. 
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(7)  During all construction phases, locations of access roads, delivery 
routes, and loading areas shall be selected to minimize exposure to 
adjacent residential receptors. 

(8)  A designated complaint coordinator shall be responsible for responding 
to noise complaints during the construction phase.  The name and phone number 
of the complaint coordinator shall be conspicuously posted at construction areas 
and on all advanced notifications.  This person shall maintain a log of complaints 
received and take steps to resolve complaints, including periodic noise 
monitoring, if necessary, to ensure that significance thresholds are not exceeded 
by project construction activities. 
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Exhibit B to Resolution No. 	 , 	, and 	 Case No 2006.0422EMUTZ 
Executive Park Amendments 

Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 

AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 

The Air Quality Element is concerned, in part, with reducing the level of pollutants in the air, thus 
protecting and improving public health, welfare and the quality of life of the citizens of San Francisco and 
the residents of the metropolitan region. It emphasizes that opportunities for economic growth in the area 
can be enhanced through implementation of transportation, land use and other policies in harmony with 
clean air goals. 

The following objectives and policies are relevant to the Project: 

OBJECTIVE 3 	DECREASE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY 
COORDINATION OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISIONS. 

POLICY 3.1 	Take advantage of the high density development in San Francisco to 
improve the transit infrastructure and also encourage high density and 
compact development where an extensive transportation infrastructure 
exists. 

POLICY 3.2 	Encourage mixed land use development near transit lines and provide retail 
and other types of service oriented uses within walking distance to 
minimize automobile dependent development. 

POLICY 3.6 	Link land use decision making policies to the availability of transit and 
consider the impacts of these policies on the local and regional 
transportation system. 

POLICY 3.9 	Encourage and require planting of trees in conjunction with new 
development to enhance pedestrian environment and select species of trees 
that optimize achievement of air quality goals 

OBJECTIVE 6 	LINK THE POSITIVE EFFECTS OF ENERGY CONSERVATION AND 
WASTE MANAGEMENT TO EMISSION REDUCTIONS. 

POLICY 6.2 	Encourage recycling to reduce emissions from manufacturing of new 
materials in San Francisco and the region. 

The Project is consistent with and implements the Air Quality Element in that it calls for mixed-us 
predominately residential, high density, sustainable development that will enable efficient use of land and 
encourage travel by transit, bicycle and by foot, thereby reducing auto use. The Design Guidelines 
documents governing development of the Project encourage other sustainable features including storm 
water "low-impact" development, energy-saving design, and robust tree planting and landscaping through 
the streets and open spaces. While the Executive Park EIR identifies potential significant and unavoidable 

1-, 
-13- 



Exhibit B to Resolution No. 	, and 	 Case No 2006.0422EMUTZ 
Executive Park Amendments 

Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 

DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION PROVIDED FOR IN OTHER 
SECTIONS OF THE GENERAL PLAN 

The Project is consistent with and implements the Community Facilities Element. The Project allows for 
community serving uses on the ground floor throughout the development. Whether or not community uses 
will eventually establish themselves will depend on community needs and demands as development enabled 
by the Project gets built out. The Visitacion Valley Community Facilities Fee and Fund was established to 
help assure that community-related improvements can be made in conjunction with new development The 
Visitation Valley Nexus Study establishes that funds could be used for community centers and 
neighborhood library improvements among other things. 

PUBLIC 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. 

POLICY 2.3 	Consider site soils conditions when reviewing projects in areas subject to 
liquefaction or slope instability. 

POLICY 2.9 	Consider information about geologic hazards whenever City decisions that 
will influence land use, building density, building configurations or 
infrastructure are made. 

POLICY 2.12 	Enforce state and local codes that regulate the use, storage and 
transportation of hazardous materials in order to prevent, contain and 
effectively respond to accidental releases. 

The Project is consistent with and implements the Community Safety Element. All improvements, 
including infrastructure, buildings and open space improvements will be constructed to local seismic 
standards, taking into account, among other considerations, the geological condition of the soil and where 
applicable, remediation activity. 

-12- 



	

1 
	

(3) 	In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board adopted 

	

2 
	

Resolution No. 	concerning findings pursuant to the California Environmental 

	

3 
	

Quality Act. Said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

	

4 
	

and those findings are incorporated into this ordinance by this reference. 

	

5 
	

(4) 	Pursuant to Section 302 of the Planning Code, the Board finds that this 

	

6 
	

ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in 

	

7 
	

Planning Commission Resolution No. 	 and the Board incorporates those 

	

8 
	

reasons into this ordinance by this reference. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 

	

9 
	

is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

	

10 
	

(4) 	The Board of Supervisors finds that this ordinance is in conformity with the 

	

11 
	

Priority Policies of Section 101.1 of the Planning Code and, on balance, consistent with the 

	

12 
	

General Plan as it is proposed for amendment in companion legislation on file with the Clerk 

	

13 
	

of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 	 , and hereby adopts the findings set 

	

14 
	

forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 	 and incorporates such findings 

	

15 
	

into this ordinance by this reference. 

	

16 
	

Section 2. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 

	

17 
	

249.53, to read as follows: 	 Ll 

	

18 
	

SEC. 249.53. EXECUTIVE PARK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 

	

19 
	

(a) 	General. A Special Use District entitled the Executive Park Special Use District is 

	

20 
	

hereby established for Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 012, 024, 061, 065, 074, 075, 078. 085 and 086 and 

	

21 
	

Assessor’s Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013, generally bounded by Harney Way on the south, Highway 

	

22 
	

101 on the west, Executive Park Boulevard North on the north and Executive Park Boulevard East on 

	

23 
	

the east, and is set forth in Sectional Map SUJO of the Zoning Map. 

	

24 
	

(b) 	Purpose. The purpose of the Executive Park Special Use District (SUD) is to 

	

25 
	

accommodate and encourage medium to high density, mixed-use, predominately residential 
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1 
	

(c) 	Pursuant to Section 302 of the Planning Code, the Board finds that this 

2 
	ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in 

3 
	

Planning Commission Resolution No.,___________ and the Board incorporates those reasons 

4 
	

herein by reference. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 	is on file 

5 
	with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.  

6 
	

(d) 	The Board of Supervisors finds that this ordinance is in conformity with the 

7 
	

General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set 

8 
	

forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 	and incorporates those findings hereby 

9 
	

by reference. 

10 
	

(e) 	The Board hereby incorporates by reference the project-specific findings set 

11 
	

forth in Section 1(B) of the companion ordinance that amends the General Plan by amending 

12 
	

the Executive Park Subarea Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan. 

13 
	

Section 2. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending 

14 
	

Sectional Map ZN1O of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows: 

15 

16 
	

Description of Property 
	

Zoning District to be 
	

Zoning District Hereby 

17 
	

Superseded 
	

Approved 

18 
	

Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots Community Business (C-2) 
	

Residential-Commercial 

19 
	

074, 075, 085 and 086 
	

Combined, Medium Density 

20 
	

(RC-3) 

21 
	

Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 	Light Industrial (M-1) 	Residential-Commercial 

22 
	

042, 024, 061, 065 and 078; 	 Combined, Medium Density 

23 
	

Block 5076, Lots 012 and 013 	 (RC-3) 

24 

25 
	

Section 3. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending 
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Resolution No. 	 Case No 2006.0422EM11JZ 
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 

	
Executive Park 
Design Guidelines 

Yerby has applied for approval to demolish OB-1 and replace it with a mixed use, predominantly 
residential development of up to 500 dwelling units and 750 subsurface parking spaces, and UPC has 
applied for approval to demolish OB-2 and OB-3 and replace them with up to 1,100 residential units and 
1,677 subsurface parking spaces. These projects will require amendment of the Executive Park Subarea 
Plan and related amendments to the Zoning Map and Planning Code. The proposed General Plan 
amendments would apply to the entire 71-acre Executive Park Subarea Plan Area, be consistent with 
existing development and approvals, and provide for the transition of the existing office park 
development within a 14.5 acre southern portion of the Subarea Plan Area (the Yerby and UPC 
development sites) to a new, primarily residential area with 1,600 additional residential units and about 
73,000 gsf retail. These projects would complete the build-out of the Subarea Plan Area and accomplish 
its transition from the office park first approved in 1976 to a new mixed-use, predominantly residential 
neighborhood. 

Since 2006, proposed amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan and the development 
proposals of Yerby and UPC have been reviewed in public meetings by the Bayview Hunters Point 
community, the Visitacion Valley community, the Little Hollywood community and other stakeholders, 
including at meetings held before the Executive Park Citizens Advisory Committee, a body composed of 
property owners of Executive Park, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area Committee, 
and the Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance. 

On May 5, 2011, by Motion No. __, the Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report ("FEIR") as accurate, complete and in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA"); and 

On May 5, 2011, by Resolution No. _____ the Commission adopted findings in connection with 
its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
and related zoning text and map amendments, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 
of the San Francisco Administrative Code and made certain findings in connection therewith, which 
findings are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth; and 

A draft of the Executive Park Design Guidelines, attached hereto as Exhibit A, would establish 
design policies related, to street and block pattern, the public realm, building siting and characteristics, 
and sustainability. 

The Project Sponsors have been working with staff on a Streetscape Master Plan as indicated and 
required by "Public Realm Requirement No. 11 (p. 5) of the draft Design Guidelines. The "Executive Park 
Streetscape Master Plan 4/28/11 Draft for Review" as provided in Docket No. 2006.0422U will be basis 
from which a final Streetscape Master Plan will be completed. The Streetscape Master Plan will help 
assure a consistent application of the Design Guidelines’ requirements for the public realm across the 
SUD portion of the Executive Park site. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IN RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission hereby finds that the 
Executive Park Design Guidelines promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity for the 
following reasons: 

1. 	The Executive Park Design Guidelines would enable the creation of a mixed-use predominately 
residential units that would include upwards of 1,100 additional units of housing on a portion of 
the Executive Park site that features an underutilized insular suburban-style office park that 
effectively cuts off the rest of the City from the adjacent shoreline. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 3 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Resolution No. 	 Case No 2006.0422EMTUZ 
Hearing Date: May 5, 2011 

	
Executive Park 

Design Guidelines 

2. The Guidelines include Planning Code provisions that promote vibrant high-density, mixed-use, 
multi-modal and transit oriented development as a means to fully realize its shoreline location 
and to help connect and integrate adjacent neighborhoods. 

3. The Design Guidelines will assure a high quality public realm and street network. 

4. The Guidelines anticipate future improvements to regional transportation infrastructure thereby 
providing a framework where future development will appropriately interface with expected 
future infrastructure.. 

5. The Design Guidelines, include provisions that will new streets designed for multiple modes of 
transport, emphasizing travel by foot and by bicycle. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission finds the Executive Park 
Design Guidelines are in general conformity with the General Plan, and Planning Code section 101.1(b) 
pursuant to Planning Commission Motion No. . The findings attached to Resolution No. 

as Exhibit B, are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Planning Commission adopts to the Executive Park 

Design Guidelines. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Planning Commission hereby directs the Planning 
Director to report to the Planning Commission of completion of the Streetscape Master Plan and prior to 
submittal of any Design Review applications. 

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

Linda D. Avery 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

l:\Citywide\Community  Planning\Southeast BVHP\Executive Park\Worlc Products in Progress\Approval Packet and Notification\Ex Park - Design Guidelines - 
CPC Approval Reso.doc 
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4. On-street parking should be provided where 
appropriate. 

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

6. Crosswalks should be boldly marked. 

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

8. Buildings should meet the street with active 
frontages. 

9. Streets should be connected to publicly accessible 
rights-of-way at both ends (there should be no 
dead-ends or cul-de-sacs), including connections to 
streets, alleys, pathways or open spaces. 

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

11. A Streetscape Master Plan shall be completed developed 
by the Project Sponsors based on the Executive Park Streetscape 
Master Plan 4/28/11 Draft for Review provided to the Planning 
Commission as part of their May 5. 2011 Commission Packet 
(See Docket No. 2006.0422U) under the direction of Planning 
Department staff. The Strcctscape Master Plan shall idcrrtifi 
o pallet of 3trcctscapc improvcmcnts including landscaping 
and furnishings, and locations for such improvements. lbs.. 
Streetscape Master Plan shall be approved by the Director of 
Planning after providing the Planning Commission with a report 
on its completion. Each street segment within the "office park 
portion’ (or the SUD portion) of the site sahil be completed 
as required by Planning Commission Section 249,54(c)(15) 
"Streetscape and other Infrastructure Improvements" and 
acording to the Streetscape Master Plan. A copy of the approved 
Streetscape Master Plan shall be submitted with all Design 
Review (309.2) applications and be included in the official record 
of all said applications and related approvals. Street furniture, 
seating areas, and other pedestrian arncnitics shall be installed 
pursuant to a Strcctscapc Master Plan. 

12. Implementation of streetscape and other 
infrastructure improvements should be clearly 

� delineated amongst different phases of devel-
opment. Consistent with Planning Code Section 

249.54 (c)(15), Planning Commission / Planning 
Department approval shall incorporate conditions 
for each phase that clearly lays out which portions of 
the Streetscape Master Plan will be constructed prior 
to the issuance of a Certificate of Final Completion 
for said phase. 

13. Street trees should be planted according to the 
Streetscape Master Plan. In general, street trees 
should be planted every 20 feet on center. Where 
this spacing is not feasible due to a driveway or 
other obstruction, spacing elsewhere should be 
reduced or other means should be taken to achieve 
at least the same number of trees as would be 
provided at the 20-foot interval. 

14. Lighting should be installed pursuant to the 
Streetscape Master Plan. Lighting placement should 
take into consideration appropriate photometric 
studies, the desire to reduce light pollution from the 
sky and light levels adequate to, but not too overly 
light the space being lit. Lighting can be in the 
form of pedestrian-oriented lights for smaller-scale 
streets, and where appropriate, incorporated onto 
adjacent buildings. 

15. All utilities on new streets should be placed 
underground. 

16. Where appropriate, street design shall incorporate 
transit facility improvements and vehicle capacity. 

ALLEYS (NARROW STREETS) 

Alleys’ as identified in these Guidelines and the 
Subarea Plan are narrow rights-of-way (approximately 
40 feet wide and less), that are secondary to the street 
network. While they provide access to parking and 
loading, they are to be similarly treated as other streets 
in assuring easy travel by bicycle and by foot and by 
being pleasant spaces in their own right. 

1. Where provided, alleys should not only be used for 
service functions, but should also be designed for 
all uses and to be pedestrian-friendly, attractive, and 
safe. 
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1.0   Introduction

1.0  INTRODUCTION

1.1  Purpose of the Document

As the controlling documents for the Executive Park Subarea, the Design Guidelines, together 
with the Special Use District and 309.X zoning amendments, control and regulate growth and 
development within the existing office park portions of the Executive Park Subarea plan area.   
Individual projects sited in the Subarea Special Use District must be generally consistent with 
the Design Guidelines, as they will be a driving criteria used in their review and approval.   The 
purpose of this Streetscape Master Plan is to provide a generalized blueprint for streetscape and 
open space improvements throughout the Special Use District portion of the site, so that there 
is a clear strategic and aesthetic approach for the entire area, and an understanding of minimal 
acceptable improvements for each subject street segment and open space.  The purpose of 
this Streetscape Master Plan is to provide a cohesive concept plan and act as a guide to the 
developers within the Executive Park Subarea plan area in determining a consistent design 
framework among improvements throughout its public realm.  The Planning Department shall 
consider the Streetscape Master Plan as a guide to the requirements of the Design Guidelines, 
and shall be reviewed in light of the larger parameters set forth in the Executive Park Subarea Plan 
and Executive Park Special Use District.

The streetscape and open space elements detailed in this concept plan are intended to 
complement the urban design and zoning elements in the Executive Park Design Guidelines.  The 
Design Guidelines lay out standards and recommendations for private development within the 
Executive Park Subarea Plan plan area.  The Executive Park Subarea Plan site developers should 
adhere to the urban design direction and framework espoused in this document.

1.2  How To Use this Document

The streetscape and open space elements detailed in this concept plan are intended to 
complement the urban design and zoning elements laid out in the Executive Park SubArea Plan, 
Special Use District, Executive Park Design Guidelines and San Francisco Better Streets Plan - the 
primary supporting documents to the Executive Park development plan.  Those documents should 
be referred to for guidelines relating to accessibility, transportation, sustainability and stormwater 
management and not featured in the Streetscape Master Plan.  The Planning Department shall be 
responsible for determining that various streetscape improvements are consistent with the intent 
of the Executive Park Design Guidelines, San Francisco Better Streets Plan, and the Streetscape 
Master Plan.

This document is intended for use as a guide to inform the streetscape design.  Descriptions 
contained herein are intended for instructional purposes only and are not meant to propose specific 
design element(s).  Characteristics from this concept plan should be applied wherever possible to 
ensure that new sidewalks and open spaces are improved for pedestrians and to assist individual 

projects in maintaining continuity throughout the public realm of this plan area.  

Also note that building footprints are graphically depicted here to provide context and are meant 
to be consistent with Design Guidelines, however shall not be interpreted as approved building 
conditions.  

1.3  Urban Design Framework

The overall vision for the Executive Park Subarea Plan is for a vibrant, residential community 
including neighborhood serving retail, and public and private open space.  New Open Spaces will 
be created at the intersection of Thomas Mellon Dr. and Alanna Way, at the terminus of the future 
Alley A, and at Executive Park East and Harney Way in an effort to improve the linkages from 
Little Hollywood and Bayview Hill through Executive Park to the Bay. In addition, the Blanken 
Avenue tunnel will be enhanced to provide a safer pedestrian connection to Little Hollywood and 
Executive Park.

1.4  Land Use 

The revitalization and regeneration of the Executive Park neighborhood supports an active mix 
made up of residential and retail uses to support community’s needs; an influx of new residential 
activity to provide “eyes on the street” and bring new life to the area; and a range of open spaces 
and community places to bring the entire community together.

1.5  Street & Block Pattern 

The intent of these Guidelines along with the Executive Park Subarea Plan, and the Executive 
Park Special Use District is to create a connected, vibrant, high-density urban neighborhood. 
In completing the new neighborhood, the layout of blocks and streets are intended to meet the 
following general performance criteria: 

• Reflect fine-grained block pattern typical of San Francisco

• Generally, new blocks should be no larger than a typical San Francisco 200-foot by 600-
foot block

• Smaller blocks are encouraged. Larger blocks should provide publicly accessible 
pedestrian paths through the block

• Assure all rights-of-way whether publicly or privately held and maintained be publicly 
accessible at all times
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5.1   Palette/Images/Color5.0  STREET TREES
Trees will be installed and selected pursuant to the 
Better Streets Plan.  The Better Street plan requires 
Tree species selection and placement to be consis-
tent with the goals of a particular street.

Ceremonial streets, commercial streets, major 
throughways, and other streets important to the 
city pattern should use formal, consistent planting 
palettes chosen for their distinct design qualities to 
provide a strong aesthetic character and facilitate 
place recognition. 

Neighborhood residential or smaller streets may 
use a more diverse, less formal planting palette to 
indicate neighborhood preference and create a rich 
planting variety. 

On DPW maintained streets, the Bureau of Urban 
Forestry may require specific tree species.

Consistent plantings, flowering species, and accent 
trees add aesthetic value. 

Accent trees, distinguished by their contrasting col-
or, texture, or size, may be used to alert motorists 
to approaching intersections or mark the entrances 
of city parks and plazas.

Generally, trees with columnar form are appropriate 
for narrower planting spaces such as small streets, 
alleys, and narrow medians.  

Trees with overarching canopies and medium den-
sity foliage are appropriate on wider streets, such 
as mixed-use streets, throughways, and boule-
vards.  

Medium-sized trees with light to medium density 
foliage are appropriate on neighborhood residential 
and commercial streets.

DECIDUOUS TREES EVERGREEN TREES SCREEN TREES

Celtis Occidentalis

Liquidambar Styraciflua

Platanus acerifolia ‘Bloodgood’

Acacia Melanoxylon

Geijera Parviflora

Olea Europaea ‘Swan Hill’

Cedrus Deodara

Cupressus Arizonica

Pinus Nigra
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5.2   Street Assignment
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6.1   Street Lighting & Tree Grates6.0   MATERIALS & FURNISHINGS
Design Aesthetic

Lighting elements will be installed and selected pursuant to 
the Better Streets Plan.  Lighting elements and tree grates all 
share a contemporary design language of clean lines, simple 
forms and colors chosen from a natural, earth tone palette.  

The Better Street plan requires street lighting poles to be lo-
cated on the sidewalk close to the curb on the curb side edge, 
or centered within, the furnishing zone. 

Align pedestrian lighting poles with the street lighting poles. 
However, on very wide sidewalks pedestrian lighting poles 
may be farther from the curb than the street lighting poles to 
light the primary walkway.

Street lighting fixtures illuminate both roadway and sidewalk 
and are typically 20 to 30 feet high. Typically, the taller the pole 
height, the larger the area each lighting fixture can illuminate 
which will allow for wider spacing and fewer fixtures.

Pedestrian-scale lighting fixtures, typically 12 to 15 feet high, 
illuminate pedestrian-only walkways and provide supplemen-
tal light for the sidewalk. Pedestrian-scale fixtures should be 
encouraged to improve pedestrian lighting
on key streets, and considered in areas with high nighttime 
pedestrian activity and/or wide sidewalks. They should also 
be considered for narrow streets, including local access lanes, 
alleys, shared public ways, and pedestrian pathways, that can 
be adequately illuminated with these fixtures alone.

Light levels must conform to all applicable Codes.  Refer to 
Chapter 6, Figure 6.9 in the Better Streets Plan for preliminary 
targets for pedestrian light levels.

TREE GRATE
TYPE 1

TREE GRATE
TYPE 2

TREE GRATE
TYPE 3

TREE GRATE
TYPE 4

PEDESTRIAN LIGHT
TYPE 1

PEDESTRIAN LIGHT
TYPE 2

PEDESTRIAN LIGHT
TYPE 3

PEDESTRIAN LIGHT
TYPE 4
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6.2   Benches, Bollards & Trash Cans

BENCH TYPE 1 A BENCH TYPE 1 B BENCH TYPE 2 A BENCH TYPE 2 B

TRASH RECEPTACLE 1 BIKE RACK TYPE 1

BOLLARD 
TYPE 1A

BOLLARD 
TYPE 1B

BOLLARD
TYPE 4

BOLLARD 
TYPE 2

TRASH RECEPTACLE 2 TRASH RECEPTACLE 3

BOLLARD
TYPE 3

Design Aesthetic

Seating elements, bicycle racks and trash receptacles will be installed and selected pursu-
ant to the Better Streets Plan.  Seating elements, bicycle racks and trash receptacles all 
share a contemporary design language of clean lines, simple forms and colors chosen from 
a natural, earth tone palette.  

Benches and Seating

Benches and seating are to be located under trees to provide shade and comfort and to in-
tegrate multiple elements.  Informal seating (low walls, etc.) may also be incorporated into 
other elements in the site furnishings zone, such as planter edges. Where space allows, 
benches can be built into planters.  Where seating is oriented parallel to the curb, it should 
face toward buildings when located in the furnishings zone, or away from buildings when 
located in the frontage zone.  Where sidewalk width permits, seating in the furnishing zone 
should be perpendicular to the curb.  On curb extensions, seating should be organized to 
create social spaces.  Seating incorporated into building forms, such as seat walls, may be 
used as an alternative to free-standing benches.

Bicycle Racks

Bicycle racks should conform to SFMTA’s bicycle rack placement criteria.  Bicycle racks 
should be frequent in active commercial districts. Racks should be provided near major 
destinations such as schools, libraries, transit stops, major shopping and service destina-
tions, and other locations with high pedestrian traffic.  Where parking meter consolidation 
programs (as described later in this section) are implemented, bike racks should be provid-
ed to replace meter poles, or meter poles should be retrofitted with rings to allow bike park-
ing.  Racks should be located in either the furnishings zone or on curb extensions where 
possible. Racks should not be placed at accessible parking or passenger loading zones.  
At transit stops, bike racks should be placed near the back of the transit stop, further from 
the shelter (where present), or be placed outside of but adjacent to the transit stop. Bike-
sharing pods, where provided, should be placed outside of but adjacent to the transit stop. 
Bike racks placed in the furnishings zone should be perpendicular to the curb where side-
walks are wide enough so that bikes parked at them do not project into the throughway or 
edge zone. Where this space is not available, bike racks should be placed parallel to the 
curb. Perpendicular bike racks should be placed at either edge of a tree basin, a minimum 
of 2 feet from the edge to allow a person to easily pull their bike in and out.

Trash Receptacles

Trash receptacles should be located near as near to corners as is practicable but out of 
the corner clear zone.   They should be located near high activity generators such as major 
civic and commercial and transit destinations.  There should be a maximum of one trash 
receptacle every 200 feet along commercial streets. A maximum of four trash receptacles 
should be provided at an intersection (one per corner).
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6.3   Paving Standards

Paving Standards

Paving material and surface treatment will be in-
stalled and selected pursuant to the Better Streets 
Plan.  Standard sidewalks should use concrete 
scored in 3’ x 3’ squares.

Special Paving

Pavers consist of sand set pavers, mortar set pavers, 
and permeable or porous pavers over clean drain ag-
gregate. Special pavers include natural stone pavers, 
unit concrete pavers, unit concrete permeable pav-
ers, textured and colored concrete, stamped asphalt, 
concrete with exposed or special aggregate, and 
other finish treatments.
Special aggregates, colors, and textures may also be 
considered.
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6.4   Example Application Plan




