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HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 15, 2018
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Case No.: 2004.1031CRV
Project Address: 601 CRESCENT WAY
Zoning: C-2 (Community- Business) Zoning District

60-X, 80-X, 165-I Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 4991/240
Project Sponsor: Robin Wang

New Horizon Development LLC
500 Executive Park Blvd., #4000
San Francisco, CA  94134

Staff Contact: Ella Samonsky – (415) 575-9112
Ella.Samonsky@sfgov.org

Recommendation: None - Informational Presentation

BACKGROUND
The Executive Park Subarea has been subject to several master development plans since 1976, and the
71 acres have been incrementally subdivided, sold and partially developed.  Since 1985, the easternmost
portion of Executive Park, where the Project Site is located, was designated as Residential Development
Area. On March 5, 1992, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Authorization (Motion
No.  13304)  for  an  amendment  to  the  1985  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  to  increase  the  square
footage of residential use and permit residential development independent of the office development.
From  1997  to  1999,  building  permits  for  five  buildings  containing  304  dwelling  units  (now  known  as
Candlestick  Pointe)  were  issued  under  this  1992  authorization.  On  April  6,  2000,  the  Planning
Commission approved a Conditional Use Authorization for an amendment to and extension of the
PUD, which authorized up to 808 dwelling units in the Residential Development Area.

In 2004 the Project Sponsor applied for a new stand-alone Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the
Project Site, which is the remaining undeveloped parcel in the Residential Development Area. On
March  1,  2007  the  Planning  Commission  approved  a  Conditional  Use  Authorization  (Case  No.
2004.1031C, Motion No. 17386) for a PUD for new construction of a building with six, seven, eight and
sixteen-story elements over six stories of parking, containing up to 465 dwelling units, an
approximately 2,150 square-foot community meeting facility, 776 parking spaces and 129 bicycle
parking spaces. The Project included 32,550 square feet of private useable open space and 41,000 square
feet of common open space.

The Project Sponsor filed a building permit application to construct the PUD (No. 200401144041) and to
grade the project site (No. 200608078808).  The grading permit (No. 200608078808) was issued, and
work was completed March 9, 2009. The building permit was not issued, and review was placed on
hold in 2009. On November 28, 2017 the current Project Sponsor, New Horizon Development LLC, filed
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plan  revisions  for  the  building  permit  (No.  200401144041),  with  updated  architecture.   The  revisions
continue to conform to the conditions of the Planned Unit Development (Case No. 2004.1031C, Motion
No. 17386) and no new entitlement is requested.

CURRENT PROJECT
The Project includes new construction of two residential buildings on a vacant 2.98-acre lot; a sixteen-
story, 160-foot tall building and an eight-story, 80-foot tall building each over six-stories of below grade
parking (collectively measuring approximately 833,526 gross square feet).  The two buildings would be
separated by an open pedestrian passage, of approximately 20 to 39 feet in width, connecting the upper
and lower portions of the Crescent Way.  The buildings would contain a total of 465 dwelling units,
with a unit mix of 165 one-bedroom, 191 two-bedroom and 109 three or more-bedroom units, a 2,175-
square -foot community meeting facility, approximately 52,000 square feet of common open space and
24,000 square feet of private open space, 582 on-site vehicle parking spaces and 264 Class 1 and 24 Class
2 bicycle parking spaces.

The most significant design change is an overall reduction in the building mass.  The current proposal
eliminates the previous six-story element adjacent to the tower and creates a mid-block open space. The
project reduces the proposed amount of parking, thus reducing the volume of excavation into the
hillside and allowing the building massing to step down with the topography. The revised architecture
enhances the ground floor on all sides with active uses and greater connectivity, and creates greater
variation in the articulation, materials and colors of the facades.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
None. Informational only, no Action is required.

RECOMMENDATION: None - Informational Presentation

Attachments:
∂ Motion No. 17386
∂ Building Permit Application Plans, dated September 14, 2018
∂ Entitlement Plans, dated February 2007
∂ Project Sponsor letter
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Subject to: (check if applicable) 
 Inclusionary Housing 
 Childcare Requirement 
 Downtown Park Fund 
 Public Art 
 Public Open Space 
 Jobs-Housing Linkage 
 First Source Hiring Program 
 Transit Impact Development Fee 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

MOTION NO. 17386 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE AUTHORIZATION OF A CONDITIONAL USE 
PURSUANT TO APPLICATION NO. 2004.1031C BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION UNDER 
PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 304 FOR A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT WITH 
UP TO 465 DWELLING UNITS, AN APPROXIMATELY 2,150 SQUARE-FOOT COMMUNITY 
MEETING FACILITY, AND UP TO 776 OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES (“PROJECT”), 
WITH PUD EXCEPTIONS FOR REAR YARD.  THE SITE IS WITHIN A C-2 (COMMUNITY 
BUSINESS) ZONING DISTRICT AND 165-I, 80-X AND 60-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS. 
 
Preamble 
 
On November 18, 2004, Top Vision Development LLC (“Owner”) filed Application No. 
2004.1031C (Application”) with the Planning Department of the City and County of San 
Francisco (hereinafter "Department") for Conditional Use Authorization to allow development of 
up to 465 dwelling units under Planning Code Section 303 designed as a Planned Unit 
Development (“PUD”) under Planning Code Section 304.   

 
On March 1, 2007, the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 
2004.1031C for the above described PUD, at which time the Commission reviewed and 
discussed the findings prepared for its review by the staff of the Department.  The PUD is 
required for exceptions from rear yard requirements. 

 
Pursuant to the Guidelines of the State Secretary of Resources for the implementation of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (hereinafter “CEQA”), an EIR Addendum was issued by the 
Department for the Project on February 14, 2007, which was the subject of Case No. 
2004.1031E. The Addendum discusses the environmental effects of the proposed project within 
the context of the Executive Park Development Plan in accordance with the requirements of 
CEQA. The Planning Commission certified the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (SEIR) for the Executive Park Development Plan on December 2, 1999. The Department 
has determined that the Project will not result in any new significant impacts compared to those 
determined under the 1999 SEIR.  Therefore, under Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, a 
subsequent EIR does not need to be prepared.  This Addendum conforms to the requirements 
of CEQA Guidelines Section 15164. 
 
In reviewing the Application, the Commission has had available for its review and consideration 
studies, case reports, plans, and other materials pertaining to the Project contained in the 
Department's case files, has reviewed and heard testimony and received materials from 
interested parties during the public hearings on the Project. 

 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Conditional Use requested in Application 
No. 2004.1031C based on the following findings: 
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FINDINGS  
 

Having reviewed all the materials identified in the recitals above, and having heard oral 
testimony and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 
1. The above recitals are accurate and also constitute findings of the Commission. 
 
2. Site Condition.  The Project Site is located in a distinct subarea of the City’s 

Bayview/Hunters Point neighborhood (“Bayshore”), called Executive Park.  Bayshore is 
located in southeastern San Francisco bounded by Interstate 280 and US Highway 101 
to the west, Islais Creek to the north, San Francisco Bay to the east and the city line to 
the south.  The Executive Park Subarea comprises the southernmost 71 acres of 
Bayshore, bounded on the west by US Highway 101 and on the east by the Candlestick 
Point Special Use District. 

 
3. Past History And Actions.  Since 1976, the San Francisco Executive Park Subarea 

has been the subject of several development plans, environmental analyses, and City 
actions.  The first environmental documentation of the project was certified in the 1976 
San Francisco Executive Park Final EIR (1976 EIR), which 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.  From this analysis, the first Executive Park Development Plan was 
developed in 1978 (“1978 Development Plan”).   

 
4. Minor changes to the 1978 Development Plan, which slightly altered the locations and 

amounts of the various land uses, were proposed and approved in 1980 and 1981. 
Subsequent to these changes, building permits were issued for the construction of four 
office buildings and a restaurant under the 1978 Development Plan.  Three of the office 
buildings were constructed by 1985, for a total of about 320,000 square feet of office 
space and 2,500 square feet of retail space. The fourth office building and the restaurant 
were not constructed.   

 
5. In 1983, a revised development plan was proposed to amend the previous 1978 

Development Plan by adding additional office and hotel space, and by adding residential 
use.  This plan was slightly modified in 1984, to refine the design and location of the 
uses (“1984 Development Plan Amendment”). Overall, and including the four office 
buildings and the restaurant previously approved, the 1984 Development Plan 
Amendment called 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.  Since these changes resulted in a substantial increase in project 
size, and area-wide conditions had significantly changed since 1976, a subsequent 
environmental analysis was conducted in 1985 (1985 SEIR). 

 
6. In 1990, a transportation impact analysis was conducted to address the adequacy of the 

traffic analysis conducted for the 1985 SEIR, and to address minor changes to the 
development proposal since 1985 (“1992 Traffic Study”).  Later, in 1992, a revised 
development plan (“1992 Development Plan Amendment”) was analyzed in the 1992 

N:\CPC\F_MOTION\17386.doc 



PLANNING COMMISSION 2004.1031C 
Executive Park –St. Francis Bay Phase III 

Assessor’s Block 4991, Lot 240 
Motion No. 17386 

Page 3  
 

Addendum to the previous study and approved, which 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.  Following this approval, building permits were issued 
for the construction of five residential buildings.  As of this time, two of the residential 
buildings, containing 128 units, have been constructed and three more, containing 176 
units, are under construction.     

 
7. In 1998, a supplemental environmental assessment for the 1984 Development Plan 

Amendment was conducted (1999 SEIR) to extend the project authorization, modify the 
previous approvals and to update the 1985 analyses.  As part of the 1999 SEIR, the 
previous 1985 Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures were generally carried 
forward.  In addition, slight modifications to the development program were addressed 
(“1999 Development Plan Amendment”).  In certifying the 1999 SEIR, the Planning 
Commission adopted a Residential Variant to the 1999 Development Plan Amendment 
(“2000 Approved Development Plan”).  In connection with Phase III of the St. Francisco 
Bay project which is the subject of this Motion, an Addendum is being issued which 
discusses changes in the Executive Park Development Plan that would occur upon the 
approval of this Project, in relation to CEQA requirements. The Addendum has 
concluded that the proposed Project would not change the conclusions of the 1999 Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“1999 FSEIR”) and would result in no new 
significant impacts that were not addressed in the 1999 FSEIR.  The Final 
Transportation Study dated November 30, 2006 recommended that the Project Sponsor 
implement the following measures to prevent vehicle queuing at the entrance gate to the 
St. Francis Bay project: 

 
• Restripe the entrance gate to provide one lane for visitors (who stop at the guard 

house) and one lane for residents; 
• Add in-road vehicle detectors along the residential entrance lane, so that the gate 

would stay open for residents if queues develop; and 
• Extend the in-road vehicle detectors along the exit lane, so that the gate would stay 

open for multiple vehicles to pass.  
 
 The Project Sponsor completed these measures in February 2007.  
 
8. Executive Park has been subdivided into over a dozen lots owned by at least four 

different privately owned entities. Developed parcels in Executive Park include three 
office buildings on the southwestern third of the subarea (known as “OB-1,” “OB-2” and 
“OB-3”) with 320,000 sq. ft. of office use and 2,500 sq. ft. of retail use, and two 
residential buildings at the eastern end of the subarea.  A total of 797 parking spaces 
serve the offices and 230 spaces serve the residential units. 

 
9. The two existing residential buildings (referred to herein as the “Phase I Project”) are 

located at 1 Crescent Way and 101 Crescent Way. Each of these consists of 64 
condominium units (for a total of 128 units) and all have been sold and are fully 
occupied.  Thus, in addition to the divided ownership of the major land parcels at 
Executive Park, there are now 128 additional property owners who hold legal title to the 
128 dwelling units.  Each of these condominium buildings is governed by its own 

N:\CPC\F_MOTION\17386.doc 



PLANNING COMMISSION 2004.1031C 
Executive Park –St. Francis Bay Phase III 

Assessor’s Block 4991, Lot 240 
Motion No. 17386 

Page 4  
 

independent homeowner association.  The legal title to the real property on which each 
building sits is held by the associations.  

 
10. Beginning with the 1984 Development Plan Amendment, the eastern portion of 

Executive Park has been the area designated for residential development. The parcels 
included within this portion of Executive Park consist of lots 235 – 240 in Assessor’s 
Block 4991.  These parcels are referred to herein as the “Residential Development Area” 
which totals 11.85 acres. The 1999 Development Plan Amendment and Conditional Use 
approval authorized up to 808 dwelling units in the Residential Development Area.  

 
11. Proposal.  The project site itself, consisting of Lot 240/Block 4991 (the “Project Site”) is 

Phase III of the Residential Development Area.  As noted, Phase I consists of the 
existing 128 unit condominiums; Phase II consists of three buildings (totaling 176 units) 
that are currently under construction. Each of the buildings in Phases I and II has been 
developed in conformity with the 1984 Development Plan Amendment and with 
Conditional Use authorization as Planned Unit Developments (PUD). The Phase III 
project (465 units) would bring the total number of units to 769, or 39 fewer than the 808 
units that were authorized by the 1999 Development Plan Amendment. 

 
12. On November 18, 2004, Top Vision Development LLC, the owner of the 11.85-acre 

Residential Development Area, filed a complete application for Conditional Use 
authorization and Planned Unit Development for the proposed Phase III residential 
project. 

 
13. On September 15, 2004, pursuant to Planning Code Section 307, the Zoning 

Administrator determined that, consistent with the expressed standards, purposes and 
intent of the Planning Code and pursuant to its objectives, a Project Sponsor could seek 
conditional use authorization for a PUD applicable solely to its property.  The property 
owned by Top Vision Development that is subject to this Motion consists of the Project 
Site as part of the 11.85–acre Residential Development Area. Accordingly, this PUD 
Motion for this Project supersedes all other entitlements, conditions and obligations for 
the Project Site except that approval of this PUD Motion does not, remove or alter the 
rights and obligations of other owners of lots located elsewhere within the Residential 
Development Area or the other parcels within the Executive Park Subarea under 
Planning Commission Motion 15017, including any duties they may have to comply with 
any conditions of approval imposed by the Planning Commission and/or to undertake 
mitigation measures.  Except as to the Project Site itself, Planning Commission Motion 
15017 remains in effect unless and until superseded by amendments or new approvals 
properly adopted by the Planning Commission. 

 
14. Planning Code Section 304 permits the creation of a Planned Unit Development for sites 

of greater than one-half acre. The Residential Development Area consists of 11.85 acres 
in size.  Planned Unit Developments must be developed as integrated units and 
designed to produce an environment of stable and desirable character that will benefit 
the occupants, neighborhood and the City as a whole.  Where projects demonstrate 
outstanding overall design, they may seek exceptions from certain Planning Code 
provisions.  The Project Sponsor seeks Planning Code exceptions related only to rear 
yard requirements. 
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15. Planning Code Compliance.  The Project would comply with applicable Planning Code 

provisions, or is subject to variances or modification from those provisions as follows: 
 
A. Use.  The Property is located in a C-2 (“Community Business”) Zoning District.  

C-2 districts permit housing and commercial uses as of right. 
 
B. Residential Density.  Without the PUD designation, residential density in this C-2 

district would be limited to one unit for every 800 square feet of lot area. Under 
the rules pertaining to a PUD as applied to the Residential Development Area, 
the Project could include up to 1 unit per 600 square feet minus one unit, or 859 
units. The Project’s proposed addition of 465 units to the 304 units already built 
or under construction in the Residential Development Area, would bring the total 
number of units to 769, representing a density of one unit per 680 square feet. 

 
C. Floor Area Ratio (FAR).  The maximum FAR permitted in a C-2 district is 3.6-to-

1. When applied to the 11.85-acre Residential Development Area, the maximum 
amount of Floor Area that could be developed is 1,858,426 square feet. The total 
of the Phase I and Phase II buildings is 572,440 square feet and the Proposed 
Project is 973,555 square feet including parking. Thus the total square feet of 
residential development within the Residential Development Area would be 
1,545,995, or 312,431 less than the 3.6:1 limit. 

 
D. Rear Yards.  New projects in a C-2 district must include a rear-yard setback 

equal to 25% of the total depth of the lot, starting at the lowest story containing a 
dwelling unit, and at each succeeding level or story of the building. The 
Commission is being asked to grant an exception for the Project Site from this 
requirement through the PUD procedure. The rear yard open space otherwise 
required by the Planning Code is being met through building setbacks from lot 
lines and through internal courtyards and open plazas with swimming pools and 
other features. 

 
E. Usable Open Space.  The required usable open space is 100 square feet for 

each dwelling unit if all private, multiplied by a factor of 1.33 if common.  The 
Project would provide 32,550 square feet of private usable open space (an 
average of 70 square feet per unit) plus 41,000 square feet of common usable 
open space, or over 22,000 square feet more common open space than is 
required.  

 
F. Exposure.  The Project complies with Planning Code Section 140. 
 
G. Height and Bulk.  The Project Site lies within three different height & bulk 

districts:  60-X, 80-X, and 165-I. As a result, the Project has been designed to 
include four integrated building elements: an 8-story element, a 6-story element, 
a 7-story element, and a 16-story element, all of which conform to the height and 
bulk limitations. 
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H. Parking.  The Project will have adequate off-street parking.  The Planning Code, 
requires 1 off-street parking space for each of the 465 proposed dwelling units. 
The Project proposes a total of up to 776 off-street spaces.   

 
I. Bicycle.  The Project will comply with Planning Code Section 155.5.  The 

Planning Code would require the Proposed Project to provide 25 class 1 bicycle 
spaces plus one space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.  The Proposed Project 
would provide a minimum of 129 spaces, and thus would meet the Planning 
Code requirements.   

 
J. Street Trees.  The Project will be sensitive to its surroundings by planting new 

trees along Crescent Way and landscaping at the main entrance to the Project, 
at the northern terminus of Executive Park Boulevard East.  

 
K. Affordable Housing.  The Project will comply with the Inclusionary Affordable 

Housing Ordinance by setting aside 12% of the total units as affordable housing 
units on site. 

 
16. The Planning Commission may approve a Planned Unit Development as a conditional 

use, in accordance with Planning Code Section 303.  Planning Code Section 303 allows 
authorization of a Conditional Use by the Commission only after holding a duly noticed 
public hearing and making the following findings.  The Project complies with the criteria 
of Section 303(c) in that: 
 
A. The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, 
and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community; 
 
i. The uses included in this proposal are considered desirable and 

compatible for both the surrounding neighborhood and the City as a 
whole.  San Francisco continues to experience a housing shortage.  The 
Project will address this shortage by providing up to 465 units of variable 
sizes and types, including approximately 90 one-bedroom units.  This mix 
contains a larger than typical proportion of family sized units for new 
developments, with approximately 20 percent of units containing three 
bedrooms and approximately 81 percent containing two or more 
bedrooms.  Although the Project could, under the 1999 Development Plan 
Amendment and under the PUD process, provide up to 1 unit per 600 
square feet minus one unit, or 504 units, the Project will provide only up 
to 465 units, representing less than one unit per 680 square feet. 

 
ii. The Project consists of four building elements, each designed to respect 

the significant visual landform of Bayview Hill which forms the backdrop to 
the setting.  These building elements also reflect compliance with the 
different building height limits applicable to different parts of the Project 
Site.  
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The first of the building elements, and the focal point of the Project, is the 
16-story element situated at the head of Executive Park Boulevard East. 
The tower is 16 stories above grade measured at the highest point of the 
Project.  It consists of a lower part and an upper part.  The lower part 
begins at the intersection of Executive Park Boulevard East and Crescent 
Way and provides an attractive visual terminus as one looks up the street 
from Harney Way.  The upper part begins at the upper elevation of the 
Project Site where Crescent Way terminates. The effect of breaking this 
part of the Project into two height elements allows the building to ‘step up 
the site’ consistent with the steep slope of Bayview Hill in this location.   

 
The second major building element is 6-stories.  It abuts the taller 
structure on its east façade and provides a significant “step down” to the 
east.  A central elevator core serves both the 6-story element and the 16-
story tower.  
 
The third and fourth elements are on the eastern portion of the Project 
Site, across the main entry area. The 8-story element fronts on the upper 
part of Crescent Way; the 7-story element fronts on the lower portion of 
Crescent Way, across from the Phase I buildings. The massing of these 
two parts of the Project contributes to the ‘stepping up the hill’ concept. 
The units in the 8-story element share a landscaped ground level 
courtyard.  
 
The main entrance to the Project fronts on the upper portion of Crescent 
Way, and provides access to all building elements.  It consists of a large 
open plaza that leads to the elevator lobbies for each building. The main 
features in the entry area include a large exercise facility and swimming 
and reflecting pools. Overall, the Project will have approximately 651,408 
square feet of residential space. 

 
iii. The Project will encourage alternative modes of travel by providing 

bicycle parking and sidewalk improvements, and by enhancing the 
existing Executive Park shuttle service to allow for both directions of 
travel during the morning and evening, as discussed below. 

 
iv. The cost of housing in the City, both rental and ownership, is increasing.  

Fierce competition for existing housing is creating the greatest pressure 
on the supply of housing affordable to households of lower and moderate 
income.  Providing multi-family dwelling units on this vacant site will help 
alleviate the City’s housing shortage and result in more affordable 
housing by reducing competition for existing housing.  The Project 
Sponsor will set aside 12% of the units for qualified low- and moderate-
income households. 

 
v. The residents of the greater Bayview/Hunters Point area have expressed 

the need for housing at this site and are in support of the project. 
 

N:\CPC\F_MOTION\17386.doc 
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vi. The Project is compatible with surrounding uses.  The Project will help to 
complete the Executive Park Subarea which, while originally envisioned 
and entitled as a large, suburban-style office park, is transitioning into a 
primarily residential neighborhood. This is evidenced by the approval in 
June 2005 of the Candlestick Cove project (Case No. 2003.1113CMK, 
Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 241 and 279), and pending applications from 
other owners of Executive Park sites that would replace the three existing 
office buildings with residential developments similar to the proposed 
Project. 

 
B. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, 

convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or 
injurious to property, improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with 
respect to aspects including but not limited to the following: 
 
i. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the 

proposed size, shape and arrangement of structures; 
 

The Project is compatible with the site. The heights and massing 
arrangements of the building elements respect the visual landform of 
Bayview Hill by placing lower elements at lower elevations, and higher 
elements at higher elevations. The buildings are integrated with the use of 
a common underground parking facility and a common open air entry 
area, exercise facility, meeting room, and swim pool. 

 
ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type 

and volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street 
parking and loading; 

 
a. All parking and loading will be accessed via Crescent Way which 

begins at the intersection of Executive Park Boulevard North and 
East.  Parking in excess of Code requirements will be provided 
within the common underground garage. Three loading spaces 
will be provided in designated areas.    

 
b. Executive Park is served by public transit, with both local and 

regional service provided nearby.  Local service is provided by the 
San Francisco Municipal Railway (“MUNI”) bus lines.  One MUNI 
bus line, the 56-Rutland, provides direct service to Executive 
Park, and five other routes (15-Third, 9-San Bruno, and the 
9X/AX/BS-San Bruno Expresses) operate in the vicinity of 
Executive Park.  In 2007, Muni’s Third Street Light Rail will open 
for service, replacing the 15-Third bus line. 

 
c. Caltrain provides commuter heavy rail passenger service between 

Santa Clara County and San Francisco.  The nearest Caltrans 
stop is Bayshore Station, in Little Hollywood.  SamTrans provides 
bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, 
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operating 14 bus routes that serve San Francisco, 12 of which 
serve the downtown area.  Route #292 operates between San 
Mateo and downtown San Francisco, and Route #397 operates 
between Palo Alto and downtown San Francisco.  Both lines have 
stops at Bayshore Boulevard, near the intersection with Blanken 
Avenue/Arleta Avenue. 

 
d. In addition, the various owners and developers within Executive 

Park have collectively formed a legal entity known as the 
Executive Park Operations and Maintenance Association 
(“EPOMA”) and given it the authority and responsibility to carry 
out certain commonly held obligations established under prior 
Planning Commission Motions.  One such area of responsibility of 
the EPOMA is to oversee and manage the shuttle service that 
connects Executive Park with the Balboa Park BART station, with 
stops to serve Caltrain and MUNI transfers as well.  In 
conformance with prior approvals, the shuttle service will expand 
to include five shuttle round-trips during the weekday AM peak 
hours and four shuttle trips during the weekday PM peak hours to 
accommodate the new transit trips generated by all three Phases 
of the development.  In addition, the validity of the cumulative 
transportation analysis assumes that the St. Francis Bay project 
sponsor would be financially responsible for a fair share mitigation 
contribution for provision of a total of 18 round-trip shuttle trips 
during the weekday AM peak hour (a frequency of every three 
minutes) and a total of 16 round-trip shuttle trips during the 
weekday PM peak hour (a frequency of every four minutes) with 
full development of Executive Park.  Alternatively, project-specific 
and cumulative impacts could be mitigated by a comparable 
financial contribution to MTA to provide equivalent enhanced 
transit service to Executive Park.   

 
e. The Project will have adequate off-street parking.  Under the 

Planning Code, the Project will require one off-street parking 
space for each of the 465 dwelling units proposed.  The Project 
will have a total of up to 776 parking spaces, all of which are 
provided in a multi-level underground parking garage.  

 
This provides a parking ratio per unit of a little above 1:6 to one.  
The goal of 1:1 parking cannot be achieved on the Phase III site 
for several reasons: (1) the site is somewhat atypical of San 
Francisco in that it is isolated due to a large hill on one side, a 
freeway on another, Candlestick Stadium, and San Francisco Bay, 
which makes it hard to reach by walking or intersecting transit 
lines providing a transit mode; (2) none of the nearby streets allow 
any on-street parking for residents or guests, thus creating the 
need for more than typical on-site parking; (3) the next door Little 
Hollywood community has expressed concerns that if the City did 
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not allow enough parking spaces on Phase III, there would be a 
good deal of “spill-over” parking into their neighborhood; and (4) 
given its location next to Highway 101, and statements of buyers 
of Phase I and II units, it is expected that a larger than usual 
number of residents will commute to Silicon Valley and thus that 
several members of a two or three bedroom household will own 
one car.   

 
f. The off-street parking garage will include compact, motorcycle 

and bicycle parking spaces. 
 
g. The Project will include three loading (yellow) zones that will 

adequately serve the needs of the Project. 
 

h. The EIR Addendum identifies street intersection and roadway improvements 
needed to mitigate traffic impacts previously identified in the SEIR that are 
needed with the implementation of the Project as well as those that are 
anticipated to be needed in the future in the event a proposed Executive Park 
General Plan Amendment "(General Plan Amendment") and two additional 
pending proposals for development in accordance with the General Plan 
Amendment are constructed.  The mitigation measures are included in the 
Conditions of Approval.  The mitigation measures obligate the Project Sponsor to 
make a fair share contribution to the implementation of any needed intersection 
and roadway improvements.  Intersection and roadway improvements needed 
with the Project are signalization and reconfiguration of Harney/Alana/Thomas 
Mellon intersection.  In June 2005, the developer of the Candlestick Cove project 
agreed to implement this intersection improvement and seek reimbursement from 
the other project developers in Executive Park. 

  
 The EIR Addendum also identifies intersection and roadway improvements that 

may be needed in the future with the full development of Executive Park and in 
the event of other off-site development.  For mitigation measures that may be 
needed in the future, the Project Sponsor is obligated to contribute a fair share 
contribution to the implementation of these measures in the event these 
measures are needed before the full build-out of the Executive Park 
development. As more fully described in the conditions of approval, to assure the 
implementation of these mitigation measures if and when needed, the Project 
Sponsor shall enter into an agreement with other prospective developers, prior to 
the approval of the General Plan Amendment, naming the City as a third party 
beneficiary, signed by the Director of Planning, and approved as to form by the 
City Attorney, which provides for and secures a fair share contribution from the 
Project Sponsor and other prospective developers for implementation of the 
traffic mitigation measures as warranted.  In the alternative, the Project Sponsor, 
as part of the submission of any subdivision or condominium subdivision map 
prior to the approval of the General Plan Amendment, may provide for and 
secure its fair share contribution for implementation of the traffic mitigation 
measures as warranted in a public improvement agreement pursuant to 
California Government Code Section 66462.   In the event the Project Sponsor is 
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unable to reach agreement with other prospective developers prior to City 
consideration of the General Plan Amendment and has elected to forego the 
creation of a public improvement agreement as set forth above, the Project 
Sponsor shall enter into an agreement with the City which identifies the Project 
Sponsor's expected fair share contribution for the traffic mitigation measures and 
provides financial security in a form acceptable to the City sufficient to assure the 
Project Sponsor's financial obligation for the implementation of these measures 
(the "City Agreement").  Until such City Agreement has been completed and 
executed by the Director of Planning and approved as to form by the City 
Attorney, Project Sponsor may not obtain a Certificate of Final Completion and 
Occupancy ("CFCO") for any of its proposed buildings that are the subject of the 
Addendum. 

 
iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such 

as noise, glare, dust and odor; 
 
a. The uses proposed will not generate significant amounts of 

noxious or offensive emissions that may cause noise, glare, dust, 
and odor. 

 
b. The proposed design will completely screen the parking from 

public view. The proposed garage facility will contain adequate 
ventilation systems to minimize potential odors or fumes that may 
be generated by the parking. 

 
c. The EIR Addendum has also suggested mitigation measures to 

minimize any negative effects the Project may have on its 
surroundings during construction; these measures are included in 
the Conditions of Approval. 

 
iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, 

screening, open spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, 
lighting and signs; and 
 
a. The Project will improve the appearance and amenities in the 

neighborhood. At present, the Project Site comprises an, 
unimproved, non-landscaped lot parcel that was once part of a 
quarry. 

 
b. The Project will be sensitive to its surroundings by planting new 

trees along Crescent Way as well as providing a major 
landscaped entry feature at the upper terminus of Executive Park 
Boulevard East.   

 
c. The Project will exceed the open space requirement, by proposing 

32,550 sq. ft. of private usable open space and 41,000 sq. ft. of 
common usable open space. 
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d. In addition, the Project includes participation in the maintenance in 
perpetuity of the 20-acre open space parcel which was donated as 
permanent open space by the Project Sponsor’s predecessor in 
interest.  

 
e. Parked vehicles will be screened from public view by locating 

them within garages, rather than surface lots.  The southern 
elevations of those garages that could be visible to the public will 
be “wrapped” with residential uses to mask the parking structures. 

 
f. Well-designed lighting will be provided throughout the site. 
 
g. No signage other than project identification, and required 

informational or directional signage will be provided.  
 

C. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions 
of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan: 
 
The Project positively contributes to advancing numerous objectives and policies 
of the General Plan and has no significant conflicts with the objectives and 
policies of the General Plan, as further discussed in Finding 18 below.   

 
17. In consideration of proposals for Planned Unit Developments under Planning Code 

Section 304, the Planning Commission shall consider the following standards and 
criteria in addition to those stated in Section 303(c) of this Code: 

 
A. Affirmatively promote applicable objectives and policies of the Master Plan; 
 

The Project positively contributes to advancing numerous objectives and policies 
of the General Plan and has no significant conflicts with the objectives and 
policies of the General Plan, as discussed in Finding 18 below. 

 
B. Provide off-street parking adequate for the occupancy proposed; 
 

The Project will have adequate off-street parking.  Under the Planning Code, the 
Project would be required to provide 1 space for each dwelling unit.  The Project 
will provide up to 776 off-street parking spaces for the 465 dwelling units 
proposed.   

 
C. Provide open space usable by the occupants and, where appropriate, by the 

general public, at least equal to the open spaces required by this Code; 
 

The Project will exceed the open space requirement, by proposing 32,550 sq. ft. 
of private usable open space and 41,000 sq. ft. of common usable open space.  
In addition, the Project includes participation in the maintenance, in perpetuity, of 
the 20-acre open space parcel which was donated as permanent open space by 
the Project Sponsor’s predecessor in interest. 
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D. Be limited in dwelling unit density to less than the density that would be allowed 
by Article 2 of this Code for a district permitting a greater density, so that the 
Planned Unit Development will not be substantially equivalent to a 
reclassification of property; 

 
Residential density for C-2 districts is limited to a minimum of one unit for every 
800 square feet of lot area.  Under the PUD process, the allowable density in this 
C-2 district could be increased to one unit for every 600 square feet of lot area, 
minus one unit. Thus, the PUD provisions could permit as many as 859 units 
without representing a reclassification of the property. The 1999 Development 
Plan Amendment authorized up to 808 units for the Residential Development 
Area.  Together with the units already built or under construction, the Project will 
provide up to 465 units, bringing the total to 769. 

 
E. In R Districts, include commercial uses only to the extent that such uses are 

necessary to serve residents of the immediate vicinity, subject to the limitations 
for NC-1 Districts under this Code; 
 
This criterion is not applicable to the subject property’s zoning district. 

 
F. Under no circumstances be excepted from any height limit established by Article 

2.5 of this Code, unless such exception is explicitly authorized by the terms of 
this Code. In the absence of such an explicit authorization, exceptions from the 
provisions of this Code with respect to height shall be confined to minor 
deviations from the provisions for measurement of height in Sections 260 and 
261 of this Code, and no such deviation shall depart from the purposes or intent 
of those sections; 
 
The proposed structure complies with the height limitations set forth by Article 2.5 
of the Planning Code and does not seek any exceptions pertaining to height. 
 

G. In NC Districts, be limited in gross floor area to that allowed under the floor area 
ratio limit permitted for the district in Section 124 and Article 7 of this Code; and 
 
This criterion is not applicable to the subject property’s zoning district. 
 

H. In NC Districts, not violate the use limitations by story set forth in Article 7 of this 
Code. 
 
This criterion is not applicable to the subject property’s zoning district. 
 

18. In furtherance of the First Source Hiring Program (San Francisco Administrative Code 
Chapter 83) and the agreement that Project Sponsor has signed pursuant thereto, 
Project Sponsor has voluntarily signed an Agreement with San Francisco CITYBUILD.  
With this Agreement, Project Sponsor has agreed to participate in the CITYBUILD 
Program to promote and ensure equal employment opportunities to minorities, women 
and economically disadvantaged persons in the construction workforce.  In partnership 
with CITYBUILD, Project Sponsor has voluntarily agreed to make good faith efforts to 
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achieve the workforce participation goal set forth in the First Source Hiring Agreement by 
employment of workers referred through (1) CITYBUILD program services and 
community based organizations including (but not limited to) Young Community 
Developers and V.V. Jet and (2) hiring halls approved by the CITYBUILD Program.   

 
19. Responding to the community’s request that the fee required by Section 319.1 of the 

San Francisco Planning Code be paid in advance of Project Sponsor’s receipt of a 
Certificate of Final Completion and Occupancy for the Project (which is the date required 
by Section 319.3),  Project Sponsor shall pay to the San Francisco Treasurer the entire 
amount of such fee, less credits allowed by the ordinance, on or before ninety (90) days 
after issuance of the site permit for the Project; provided, however, that such ninety (90) 
days shall be stayed until the disposition of any appeal of the Site Permit in Project 
Sponsor’s favor.  

 
The Project is, on balance, consistent with and will not adversely affect the General 
Plan.   
 
The Project will promote the following objectives and policies from the Housing Element 
of the General Plan: 

 
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. 

 
Policy 1 Encourage higher residential density in areas adjacent to 

downtown, in underutilized commercial and industrial areas 
proposed for conversion to housing and in neighborhood 
commercial districts where higher density will not have harmful 
effects, especially if the higher density provides a significant 
number of units that are affordable to lower income households.  
Set allowable densities in established residential areas at levels 
which will promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood 
scale and character where there is neighborhoods support. 

 
Policy 2 Encourage and support the construction of quality, new family 

housing. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8 ENCOURAGE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING 

OPPORTUNITIES. 
 
Policy 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. 

 
OBJECTIVE 11 IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE 

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

 
Policy 1 Use new housing development as a means to enhance 

neighborhood vitality and diversity. 
 
Policy 2 Ensure housing is provided with adequate public improvements, 

services, and amenities. 
 
The Project Site is the third and final phase of residential development within the 
Residential Development Area, as designated in prior approved development plans for 
Executive Park.  The 128 units in Phase I have been constructed and the units are fully 
occupied.  The 176 units in Phase II are under construction.  The Project Site itself is 
vacant, undeveloped land. Constructing 465 new residential units on this undeveloped 
former quarry site will directly help alleviate the City’s housing shortage and lead to more 
first time ownership housing. The Project will exceed the open space requirement, by 
proposing 32,550 sq. ft. of private usable open space and 41,000 sq. ft. of common 
usable open space.  In addition, the Project includes participation in the maintenance, in 
perpetuity, of the 20-acre open space parcel that was donated as permanent open 
space by the Project Sponsor’s predecessor in interest. 
 
The unit mix contains a large proportion of family sized units with approximately 81% 
containing two or more bedrooms and approximately 20% containing three bedrooms.  
The Project will also include a community meeting facility of approximately 2150 square 
feet. 
 
In addition, the Project would be subject to the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities 
and Infrastructure Fee and Fund adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2005.  This 
ordinance expressly requires the payment of a fee that is based on the square footage 
of new residential development in the Visitacion Valley neighborhood.  Thus, the fee 
applies to current and future residential development in San Francisco Executive Park, 
including the Project. The proceeds from the fee will be used for a variety of community 
improvements in the Visitacion Valley neighborhood such as improvements to the local 
branch library, the local swim center and playgrounds. 
 
The Project will promote the following objectives and policies from the Transportation 
Element of the General Plan: 
 
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 6 Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each 

mode when and where it is most appropriate. 
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OBJECTIVE 2 USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR 
GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING THE 
ENVIRONMENT. 

 
Policy 1 Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city 

and region as the catalyst for desirable development, and 
coordinate new facilities with public and private development. 

 
Under a June 2000 PUD approval (Motion NO. 15017), the various owners of lots within 
Executive Park provide a shuttle bus service that connects Executive Park with the 
Balboa Park BART station.  The Project Sponsor along with the other owners of property 
at Executive Park will develop a Transportation Demand Management Program (“TMP”) 
that would seek to maximize the number of people who arrive at the Project Site by 
public transit, by Executive Park shuttle service, or carpools and vanpools.  Throughout 
the normal life of the Project, and in conjunction with other Executive Park project 
sponsors, the Project Sponsor will provide a transportation broker on-site who would 
actively and aggressively seek to divert people from use of single-occupancy vehicles to 
other modes of transportation.  The broker will manage the daily operations of the TMP.  
As part of the TMP, the Project Sponsor would be required to pay its fair share of the 
costs to operate and maintain an expanded shuttle service between Executive Park and 
the Balboa Park BART station. The expansion of service will revise the existing 
Executive Park shuttle service to allow for five shuttle round trips during weekday AM 
peak hours and four shuttle trips during the weekday PM peak hours to meet the 
demand for all three Phases of the development.  Similar increases in shuttle service 
would be implemented and paid for by other sponsors as needed, based on the build out 
of the rest of Executive Park. 
 
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 2 Design streets for a level of traffic that serves, but will not cause a 

detrimental impact on adjacent land uses 
 
In compliance with the Transportation Mitigation Measures, the Project will include the 
improvement of street intersections within Executive Park to facilitate traffic flow and 
accommodate the level of traffic expected at the Project Site, but without causing harm 
to adjacent land uses.  The Project Sponsor is responsible for making a fair share 
contribution to the implementation of the following mitigation measures as they are 
warranted: 
 
1. Signalization and reconfiguration of Harney/Alana/Thomas Mellon intersection 

(short-term implementation assumed in Baseline Plus Project traffic analysis for 
St. Francisco Bay project);  
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2. Signalization of Alana/Executive Park West intersection (implementation 
assumed for Cumulative traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions 
from St. Francis Bay project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors); 

    
3. Signalization of Alana/Beatty intersection (implementation assumed for 

Cumulative traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. 
Francis Bay project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors); 

    
4. Widening of Alana Way by one lane (implementation assumed for Cumulative 

traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. Francis Bay 
project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors) as well as widening 
of Alana Way by two lanes (implementation assumed for Cumulative traffic 
analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. Francis Bay project 
sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors); 

    
5. Signalization of Harney/Executive Park East intersection plus addition of an 

eastbound left-turn pocket on Harney Way (implementation assumed for 
Cumulative traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. 
Francis Bay project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors); 

    
6. Widening of Harney Way by one lane (implementation assumed for Cumulative 

traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. Francis Bay 
project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors); 

    
7. Signalization and reconfiguration of new Harney Way/Alana Way intersection in 

proposed Executive Park General Plan Amendment  (implementation assumed 
for Cumulative traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. 
Francis Bay project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors) or, 
alternatively, in the event that the proposed General Plan Amendment new 
Harney Way/Alana Way intersection is not implemented, extension of Executive 
Park West to extend from Alana Way to Harney Way; 

    
8. The cumulative traffic analysis identifies significant impacts to the U.S. 101 

northbound on ramp from Harney Way and the U.S. 101 southbound on-ramp 
from Alana Way which could not be mitigated except by implementation of a new 
U.S. 101 interchange with fair share contributions from each of the Executive 
Park project sponsors. 

 
OBJECTIVE 24 IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN 

ENVIRONMENT. 
 
Policy 2 Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the 

infrastructure to support them. 
 
The Project will include extensive landscaping, such as the planting of new street trees, 
and associated infrastructure. 
 
Policy 3 Install pedestrian-serving street furniture where appropriate. 
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Policy 4 Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages. 
 
The architectural design results in effective utilization of the existing slope and 
topography of the Project Site because the building fronts on Crescent Way both at its 
lower and its higher elevation, allowing some residential units to be ‘at grade’ in a typical 
San Francisco context. These details help achieve a strong physical relationship to the 
pedestrian environment adjacent to the building. Residential units “wrapping” the parking 
garages will provide a pedestrian orientation because units will front onto the sidewalk. 
 
OBJECTIVE 30 ENSURE THAT THE PROVISION OF NEW OR ENLARGED 

PARKING FACILITIES DOES NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT THE 
LIVABILITY AND DESIRABILITY OF THE CITY AND ITS 
VARIOUS NEIGHBORHOODS. 

 
Policy 5 In any large development, allocate a portion of the provided off-

street parking spaces for compact automobiles, bicycles and 
motorcycles commensurate with standards that are, at a minimum, 
representative of their proportion of the city’s vehicle population. 

 
The following measures have been or are being undertaken to make sure that the on-
site parking will not adversely affect the City and its neighborhoods: (1) the off-street 
parking garage will contain bicycle parking, motorcycle parking, and compact car 
spaces; (2) Project Sponsor, in conjunction with other Executive Park owners, will 
increase the number of free shuttle bus round-trips per day; (3) Project Sponsor, in 
conjunction with other Executive Park owners, will develop a Transportation Demand 
Management Program that would seek to maximize the number of people who arrive at 
the Project by public transit and by Executive Park shuttle services or carpools and 
vanpools; (4) Project Sponsor, in conjunction with other Executive Park owners, will 
provide an on-site Transportation Broker who would actively seek to divert people from 
use of single-occupancy vehicles to other modes of transportation; (5) Project Sponsor 
has re-striped the entrance to all three Phases to provide one lane for visitors and one 
lane for residents, in order to prevent queuing on public streets in front of the entrance; 
(6) Project Sponsor has modified the in-road vehicle detectors along the entrance and 
exit lanes so that the project’s gate (built over ten years ago) will stay open for multiple 
vehicles to pass in order to reduce queuing; (7) Project Sponsor, in conjunction with 
other Executive Park owners, will work with the Transportation Broker to (a) provide 
incentives to residents who do not own vehicles and (b) encourage hiring of local 
residents by Executive Park businesses; and (8) City Car Share spaces will be provided 
in Phase III. 
 
OBJECTIVE 33 CONTAIN AND LESSEN THE TRAFFIC AND PARKING IMPACT 

OF INSTITUTIONS ON SURROUNDING RESIDENTIAL AREAS. 
 
Policy 2 Protect residential neighborhoods from the parking impacts of 

nearby traffic generators. 
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As confirmed through environmental review for the Project, the parking demand 
generated by Project will be met by off-street spaces proposed at the Project Site.  
Neither the Little Hollywood neighborhood west of US Highway 101 nor the Bayview 
District east of Candlestick Park will be impacted. 
 
The Project will promote the following objectives and policies from the Urban Design 
Element of the General Plan: 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN THAT GIVES 

TO THE CITY AND ITS NEIGHBORHOOD AN IMAGE, A SENSE 
OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION. 

 
Policy 1 Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular 

attention to those of open space and water. 
 

The Project will preserve views of Bayview Hill for motorists entering the City along US 
Highway 101. 

 
Policy 3 Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total 

effect that characterizes the city and its districts. 
 
Policy 4 Protect and promote large-scale landscaping and open space that 

define districts and topography. 
 
Policy 6 Make centers of activity more prominent through design of street 

features and by other means. 
 
Policy 8 Increase the visibility of major destination areas and other points 

for orientation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2 CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES THAT PROVIDE A SENSE 

OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM 
FROM OVERCROWDING. 

 
Policy 2 Limit improvements in other open spaces having an established 

sense of nature to those that are necessary, and unlikely to 
detract from the primary values of the open space.   

 
Policy 6 Respect the character of older developments nearby in the design 

of new buildings.  
 
OBJECTIVE 3 MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO 

COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BE 
CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT. 

 
Policy 1 Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions 

between new and older buildings. 
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Policy 2 Avoid extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics 

that will cause new buildings to stand out in excess of their public 
importance. 

 
Policy 5 Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city 

pattern and to the height and character of existing development. 
 
Policy 4  Promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity 

of open spaces and other public areas. 
 
Policy 6 Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development 

to avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance in new 
construction. 

 
Policy 7 Recognize the special urban design problems posed in 

development of large properties. 
 
The Project is consistent with the existing character of Executive Park, and will 
harmonize with the residential development that has been approved for sites 
immediately to the west of the Project Site.  The Project will use colors and materials 
that are consistent with and considerate of the existing context of architecture and 
landscape, and will blend in with existing and proposed buildings nearby.  The visual 
focal point of the project will be the 16-story building element at the Project Site’s 
western edge.  The tower will be 16 stories above grade measured at the highest point 
of the Project.  The height and bulk of the other building elements graduate down to 6- 
and 8-stories, thereby breaking up the mass, providing visual interest and avoiding an 
overwhelming or dominating appearance.   
 
OBJECTIVE 4 IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO 

INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND 
OPPORTUNITY. 

 
Policy 1 Protect residential areas from the noise, pollution and physical 

danger of excessive traffic. 
 
Policy 2 Provide buffering for residential properties when heavy traffic 

cannot be avoided. 
 
Policy 10 Encourage and require the provision of recreation space in private 

development. 
 
Policy 12 Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private 

areas. 
 
Policy 15 Protect the livability and character of residential properties from 

the intrusion of incompatible new buildings. 
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The Project will be isolated from streets with heavy traffic.  US Highway 101 is located 
1,200 feet west of the Project Site and Harney Way is 400 feet south of the Project Site. 
Coupled with soundproofing of the proposed buildings, the distance from these major 
roadway noise sources will buffer residents from heavy noise.  The Project will exceed 
the open space requirement by proposing 32,550 sq. ft. of private usable open space 
and 41,000 sq. ft. of common usable open space. In addition, the Project includes 
participation in the maintenance, in perpetuity, of the 20-acre open space parcel which 
was donated as permanent open space by the Project Sponsor’s predecessor in 
interest. 
 
The Project will promote the following objectives and policies from the Recreation and 
Open Space Element of the General Plan: 
 
OBJECTIVE 2 DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN A DIVERSIFIED AND BALANCED 

CITYWIDE SYSTEM OF HIGH QUALITY PUBLIC OPEN SPACE. 
 
Policy 3 Preserve sunlight in public open spaces. 
 
The Project has been deemed in compliance with Section 295 of the Planning Code by 
the Recreation and Park Commission. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4 PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND THE 

ENJOYMENT OF OPEN SPACE IN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO 
NEIGHBORHOOD. 

 
Policy 5 Require private usable outdoor open space in new residential 

development 
 
Policy 6 Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new 

residential development. 
 
The Project will exceed the open space requirement by proposing 32,550 sq. ft. of 
private usable open space and 41,000 sq. ft. of common usable open space.  In 
addition, the Project includes participation in the maintenance, in perpetuity, of the 20-
acre open space parcel which was donated as permanent open space by the Project 
Sponsor’s predecessor in interest. 
 
The Project will promote the following objectives and policies from the South Bayshore 
Area Plan of the General Plan: 
 
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 1 Develop a comprehensive network and schedule of roadway 

improvements to assure that South Bayshore maintains an 
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adequate level of service at key intersections as the residential 
and work force population in the district increases. 

As identified through the environmental review (CEQA) process, and in conjunction with 
other project sponsors in Executive Park, the Project will include improvements to street 
intersections. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND 

MARKET RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY 
LEVELS THAT ENHANCE THE OVERALL RESIDENTIAL 
QUALITY OF SOUTH BAYSHORE.  

 
Policy 5 On Bayview Hill encourage housing development which 

complements the natural areas and open space, as well as 
provides for local economic development.   

 
OBJECTIVE 10 ENHANCE SOUTH BAYSHORE’S DISTINCTIVE AND POSITIVE 

FEATURES. 
 
Policy 1 Better define South Bayshore’s open space area by building up 

the areas around them. 
 
The Project provides first time home ownership units to area residents and the general 
public.  It also helps to define and preserve views of the Bayview Hill open space. 
 
OBJECTIVE 12 PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN ADEQUATELY LOCATED, WELL 

DESIGNED, FULLY EQUIPPED RECREATION FACILITIES AND 
ENCOURAGE THEIR USE. 

 
Policy 1 Make better use of existing facilities. 
 
The developer of the Candlestick Cove project on the northwest portion of Executive 
Park is obligated under Motion 2003.1113CMK to make substantial landscape and other 
improvements to the 20-acre Open Space parcel adjacent to Bayview Hill Park which 
was donated as permanent open space by the Project Sponsor’s predecessor in 
interest. This will include construction on the Open Space Parcel of both a trail 
connecting the Open Space Parcel to Bayview Hill Park and a separately accessible 
picnic area.  Once the slope restoration and landscape plan for the Open Space parcel 
are completed, the Project sponsor or the future homeowners association, along with the 
other owners and developers of Executive Park, and under the auspices of the EPOMA, 
will pay its share of costs to maintain this open-space park, in perpetuity. The Open 
Space parcel will complement the overall recreational experience in the community in 
part, through landscape improvements, which include the removal of non-native plant 
species and re-vegetation with native plant species.   
 
OBJECTIVE 18 REDUCE THE OUTFLOW OF DOLLARS FROM THE 

COMMUNITY DUE TO EXPENDITURES ON ENERGY 
THROUGH THE IMPROVED ENERGY MANAGEMENT OF 
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TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING, COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY, 
AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES. 

 
Policy 2 Enhance the energy efficiency of housing in South Bayshore 
 
Constructing housing in multi-unit structures will promote energy efficiency.  Compared 
to single-family homes, these housing designs can provide relatively moderately priced 
housing with living space large enough to accommodate larger households.  In addition, 
new construction materials and techniques provide significant energy efficiency benefits 
compared to older construction. 
 
OBJECTIVE 19 TO CREATE, AS A "GATEWAY TO THE CITY", 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. 

 
Policy 6 Residential Community 

 
The Project will help to complete the Executive Park Subarea which, while originally 
envisioned and entitled as a large, suburban-style office park, is transitioning into a 
primarily residential neighborhood which, with landmark buildings, will serve as a visual 
gateway to the City. This is evidenced by the approval in June 2005 of the Candlestick 
Cove project (Case No 2003.1113CMK, Assessor’s Block 4991, Lots 241 and 279), and 
pending applications from other owners of Executive Park sites that would replace the 
existing office buildings with residential developments similar to the Project. 
 
Policy 7 Open Space 
 
The Project will exceed the open space requirement, by proposing 32,550 sq. ft. of 
private usable open space and 41,000 sq. ft. of common usable open space. In addition, 
the Project includes participation in the maintenance, in perpetuity, of the 20-acre open 
space parcel which was donated as permanent open space by the Project Sponsor’s 
predecessor in interest. 
 
Policy 8 (Transit), Policy 9 (Transportation Management Program), Policy 10 (Parking)  
 
The Project will have adequate off-street parking.  The Project proposes up to 776 off-
street parking spaces. The Project includes off-street loading spaces in compliance with 
the Planning Code.  
 
Under a June 2000 PUD approval (Motion No. 15017), the various owners of lots within 
Executive Park provide a shuttle bus service that connects Executive Park with the 
Balboa Park BART station.  The Project Sponsor or the future homeowners’ association, 
along with the other owners of property at Executive Park will develop a Transportation 
Demand Management Program (“TMP”) that would seek to maximize the number of 
people who arrive at the Project Site by public transit, by Executive Park shuttle service, 
or carpools and vanpools.  Throughout the normal life of the Project, the Project Sponsor 
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will provide a transportation broker on-site who would actively and aggressively seek to 
divert people from use of single-occupancy vehicles to other modes of transportation.  
The broker will manage the daily operations of the TMP.  As part of the TMP, the Project 
Sponsor or the future homeowners’ association would be required to pay its fair share of 
the costs to operate and maintain an expanded shuttle service between Executive Park 
and the Balboa Park BART station. The expansion will include five shuttle round-trips 
during the weekday AM peak hours and four shuttle trips during the weekday PM peak 
hours to accommodate the new transit trips generated by all three Phases of the 
development.  Similar increases in shuttle service would be implemented and paid for by 
other sponsors as needed, based on the build out of the rest of Executive Park. 

 
20. Section 101.1 of the Planning Code establishes eight priority planning policies and 

requires review of permits for consistency with these policies. Overall, the Project 
complies with these policies as follows: 
 
A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and 

future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such 
businesses enhanced. 
 
The Project will provide an additional 465 dwelling units within one-quarter mile 
(walking distance) of the neighborhood commercial shops proposed at the Town 
Center that is to be developed as part of the Candlestick Cove project, thereby 
providing support for the existing businesses and potentially encouraging 
additional neighborhood-serving retail businesses. 

 
B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in 

order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. 
 
The Project will conserve existing housing and neighborhood character by adding 
to existing adjacent residential development within the density permitted under 
the PUD provisions for this C-2 district. It will also complete the improvements to 
the neighborhood, including new street trees and adding other infrastructure 
including, but not limited to, the landscaped fountain that is to be constructed at 
the street level of the 16-story building element, measured above grade at the 
highest point of the Project. This water feature will serve as an attractive visual 
terminus to Executive Park Boulevard East. 

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

 
The Project will have a positive impact on the supply of existing affordable 
housing by complying with the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance. 

 
D. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets 

or neighborhood parking. 
 
The level of commuter traffic generated by the Project will not impede Municipal 
Railway transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking. 
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E. 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 proposal will not cause a displacement of an industrial use and it is not an 
office development.  The City needs housing, the site is zoned to allow housing 
as a permitted use, the General Plan encourages housing, and the Project 
provides housing. 

 
F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury 

and loss of life in an earthquake. 
 

The proposed structures will meet all seismic requirements under the Building 
Code. 

 
G. That landmark and historic buildings be preserved. 

 
This Project will not affect any landmark or historic buildings. 

 
H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 

protected from development. 
 

The Project will be located along the base of Bayview Hill, which includes 
Bayview Hill Park at its crest. The massing of the building elements conform to 
the height and bulk limits that were established for the Project Site in earlier 
Executive Park development plans.  The building elements are intended to reflect 
and integrate with the contour of Bayview Hill.  Thus, parts of the Project step up 
as the elevation of the Project Site increases (to the north ) along the slope of 
Bayview Hill, while other parts of the Project step down towards the eastern edge 
of the site, reflecting the contour of the hill behind the Project Site.  
 
The Parks and Recreation Commission has approved the minimal amount of 
shadowing pursuant to a motion dated June 15, 2006.   

 
21.     The Commission adopts and incorporates by reference in this Motion the findings set 

forth in EIR Addendum issued on February 14, 2007 and which EIR Addendum is part of 
File No. 2004.1031E. 

 
22. The Commission finds that the EIR Addendum reflects its independent judgment and 

analysis and on the basis of the of the whole record before it finds that the EIR 
Addendum is adequate and complete and there is no substantial evidence that the 
project will have a significant effect on the environment. 

 
23. The Commission finds that granting authorization for the Project will promote the public 

welfare, convenience, and necessity for the reasons set forth above. 
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DECISION 
 

The Commission, after carefully balancing the competing public and private interests, 
and based upon the Findings set forth above, in accordance with the standards specified in the 
Planning Code, hereby adopts the EIR Addendum and approves the Project Authorization for 
the construction of a new PUD including up to 465 dwelling units, and up to 776 independently 
accessible parking spaces, on a 148,195 square-foot site at Assessor’s Block 4991, Lot 240  
subject to the conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit A, which is incorporated herein 
by this reference, and hereby imposes the Mitigation Measures and the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program, attached hereto as Exhibit C, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully 
set forth. 
 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  This conditional use authorization may 
be appealed to the Board of Supervisors through the procedure set forth in planning Code 
Section 308.1 within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 17386.  The effective date 
of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-day period has 
expired) or the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94012. 
 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission on March 
1, 2007.  
 
 
 
       Linda Avery 
       Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   Commissioners Antonini, S. Lee, W. Lee, Olague and Sugaya 
 
NOES: None 
 
ABSENT: Commissioners Alexander and Moore 
 
ADOPTED: March 1, 2007 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
 

  LAND USE AND PARKING 
 
1. This authorization is pursuant to Sections 303 (Conditional Use) and 304 (Planned Unit 

Development) of the Planning Code for the construction of a residential building 
consisting of four elements: three mid-rise elements from 60 to 80 feet in height and one 
high-rise element of 160 feet, together with up to 465 dwelling units and up to 776 off-
street parking spaces (including 129 bicycle spaces) on a 148,195 square-foot site and 
with a design in general conformance with the plans dated June 1, 2006, and stamped 
“Exhibit B” and included in the docket for Case No.2004.1031C. 

 
2. All off-street parking spaces located in the common underground garage shall be made 

available to Project residents only as a separate “add-on” option for purchase or rent and 
shall not be bundled with any Project dwelling unit. Occupants of the Project Site’s units 
will have a priority right to buy/and or lease the required 465 parking spaces.  Any 
affordable dwelling units provided on site pursuant to the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Ordinance shall have the same access to use and purchase of the parking as 
the market rate units, with parking spaces priced not higher than the parking spaces for 
market rate units. Each first purchaser of a unit within the Project shall have the first 
priority right to lease or purchase a parking space.   

 
3. Subject to approval of the homeowners and the homeowners’ associations behind the 

gate to the Phase I and Phase II developments and prior to the issuance of a Certificate 
of Completion and Occupancy for Phase III, Project Sponsor shall call a meeting of such 
homeowners to discuss and vote on the removal of the gate or how to otherwise provide 
unobstructed access to the developments.  The purpose of said meeting will be to seek 
from the homeowners and homeowners association that control the gate the applicable 
approvals for removal of the gate.  Details of what shall replace the gate will be worked 
out in consultation with Planning Staff, the homeowners associations, project sponsor 
and other City Agencies. 

 
 AFFORDABLE UNITS 
 
4. Although the SEIR for this project was certified by the Planning Commission in April 

2000, at which time the on-site affordable housing requirement under the Mayor’s Office 
of Housing policy in effect was ten percent (10%), the Project Sponsor shall provide on-
site affordable housing in accordance with the inclusionary requirements of Section 315 
through 319.3 as they existed prior to June 2006 (twelve (12%) percent on-site).  If the 
Applicant chooses to provide units off-site, the Applicant shall comply with the 
requirements of Section 315.5 as it existed just prior to June 2006.  If the Applicant 
chooses to pay a fee in-lieu of providing units, the Applicant shall comply with the 
requirements of Section 315.6 as it existed just prior to June 2006.  If the Applicant 
chooses to provide units on-site, the Applicant shall designate all affordable units on the 
building plans prior to approval of any building permit.  Affordable units shall (1) reflect 
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the unit size mix of the market rate units, (2) shall be constructed and marketed 
concurrently with the construction and sale of the market rate units, and (3) shall be of 
similar quality and materials as the market rate units in the project. 

 
5. If the Applicant chooses to provide units on-site, prior to issuance of the Building Permit, 

the Project Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that 
records a copy of this Motion and identifies the affordable units satisfying the 
requirements of this Motion.  The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the 
recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to the Mayor’s Office of 
Housing or its successor (MOH), the monitoring agency for the affordable units, at 1 
South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor, San Francisco, California 94102. 

 
 PERFORMANCE 
 
6. Prior to the issuance of any new or amended building permit for the construction of the 

Project, the Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a notice in 
the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, which 
notice shall state that construction of the Project has been authorized by and is subject 
to the conditions of this Motion.  From time to time after the recordation of such notice, at 
the request of the Project Sponsor or the successor thereto, the Zoning Administrator 
shall affirm in writing the extent to which the conditions of this Motion have been 
satisfied. 

 
7. The Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with issues of 

concern to the owners and occupants of nearby properties at all times during Project 
construction.  Prior to the commencement of Project construction, the Project Sponsor 
shall give the Zoning Administrator and the owners of properties within 300 feet of the 
Project site boundaries written notice of the name, business address and telephone 
number of the community liaison. 

 
8. Violation of the conditions noted above or any other provisions of the Planning Code 

may be subject to abatement procedures and fines up to $500 a day in accordance with 
Code Section 176. 

 
9. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from neighborhood residents 

or business owners and tenants, which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor and are 
subsequently reported to the Zoning Administrator and found to be in violation of the 
Planning Code and/or the specific Conditions of Approval for the Project as set forth in 
Exhibit A of this motion, the Zoning Administrator shall report such complaints to the 
Planning Commission which may thereafter hold a public hearing on the matter in 
accordance with Prior to the issuance of any new or amended building permit for the 
construction of the hearing notification and conduct procedures as set forth in Sections 
174, 306.3 and 306.4 of the Code to consider revocation of this Conditional Use 
Authorization. 

 
10. Should the monitoring of the conditions of approval contained in Exhibit A of this Motion 

be required, the Project Sponsor or successors shall pay fees as established in Planning 
Code Section 351(f)(2)  
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11. The authorization and rights vested by virtue of this Motion shall be deemed void and 

canceled if within three (3) years of this Motion a grading permit, site permit or building 
permit for the Project has not been secured by the Project Sponsor. This authorization 
may be extended two times for up to one year each at the discretion of the Zoning 
Administrator. Further extensions will be granted only where the failure to issue a permit 
by the Department of Building Inspection to construct the proposed structure is delayed 
by a City, state, or federal agency, or by any appeal of the issuances of such a permit(s), 
or appeal or by a legal challenge to the approvals contained in this Motion.  

 
12. From time to time after the recordation of the Notice of Special Restrictions in Condition 

of Approval 5 above, at the request of the Director of Planning, the Project Sponsor 
and/or the successor thereto shall report in writing the extent to which the conditions of 
this Motion, including the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (“MMRP”), have been 
satisfied.  This requirement shall lapse when the Director of Planning determines that all 
conditions of approval have been satisfied, the authorization of this Motion has lapsed, 
or that the report is no longer required for other reasons.   

 
13. The Commission hereby incorporates by reference into these findings the Mitigation 

Measures imposed by the Addendum and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (“MMRP”).  The mitigation measures set forth in the MMRP shall be 
implemented by the Project Sponsor, in conjunction with all other Executive Park 
Property owners, according to the schedule set forth in the MMRP.  The Project Sponsor 
shall pay a mitigation monitoring fee to the Planning Department, as set forth in Planning 
Code Section 351(f)(2) and, if necessary, to the Office of the City Attorney, for costs 
related to the monitoring and enforcement of mitigation measures and conditions of 
approval described in this Motion.   

 
 TRANSPORTATION 
 
14. The following transportation mitigation measures were developed for Existing “Baseline 

Plus- Project, Interim Cumulative, and 2025 Cumulative Conditions, where appropriate, 
as those scenarios are” studied in the EIR Addendum issued February 14, 2007, and 
which EIR Addendum is part of File No. 2004.1031E. The Project Sponsor is responsible 
for making a fair share contribution to the implementation of the following mitigation 
measures as they are warranted: 
 
A. Signalization and reconfiguration of Harney/Alana/Thomas Mellon intersection 

(short-term implementation assumed in Baseline Plus Project traffic analysis for 
St. Francisco Bay project). In June 2005, the developer of the Candlestick Cove 
project agreed to implement this intersection improvement and seek 
reimbursement from the other project developers in Executive Park. 

 
B. Signalization of Alana/Executive Park West intersection (implementation 

assumed for Cumulative traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions 
from St. Francis Bay project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors). 
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C. Signalization of Alana/Beatty intersection (implementation assumed for 
Cumulative traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. 
Francis Bay project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors). 

    
D. Widening of Alana Way by one lane (implementation assumed for Cumulative 

traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. Francis Bay 
project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors) as well as widening 
of Alana Way by two lanes (implementation assumed for Cumulative traffic 
analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. Francis Bay project 
sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors). 

    
E. Signalization of Harney/Executive Park East intersection plus addition of an 

eastbound left-turn pocket on Harney Way (implementation assumed for 
Cumulative traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. 
Francis Bay project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors). 

    
F. Widening of Harney Way by one lane (implementation assumed for Cumulative 

traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. Francis Bay 
project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors). 

    
G. Signalization and reconfiguration of new Harney Way/Alana Way intersection in 

proposed Executive Park General Plan Amendment  (implementation assumed 
for Cumulative traffic analysis with enforceable fair share contributions from St. 
Francis Bay project sponsor and other Executive Park project sponsors) or, 
alternatively, in the event that the proposed General Plan Amendment new 
Harney Way/Alana Way intersection is not implemented, extension of Executive 
Park West to extend from Alana Way to Harney Way. 

    
H. The cumulative traffic analysis identifies significant impacts to the U.S. 101 

northbound on ramp from Harney Way and the U.S. 101 southbound on-ramp 
from Alana Way which could not be mitigated except by implementation of a new 
U.S. 101 interchange with fair share contributions from each of the Executive 
Park project sponsors. 

  
15. With the exception of the signalization and reconfiguration of Harney/Alana/Thomas 

Mellon intersection, the EIR Addendum identified the above mitigation measures to be 
needed in the event of approval of a proposed by the Executive Park General Plan 
Amendment and two additional pending proposals for development in accordance with 
the General Plan Amendment.  The Project Sponsor shall enter into an agreement with 
other prospective developers, naming the City as a third party beneficiary, approved as 
to form by the City Attorney and signed by the Director of Planning, which provides for a 
fair share contribution from the Project Sponsor and other prospective developers for 
funding the study, design, construction and installation of all intersection improvements 
listed herein, including any reconfiguration of the intersections to accommodate new 
traffic signals, increases in pedestrian activity and transit operations. The written 
agreement shall allocate responsibility for the financing and implementation by the 
Project Sponsor and other prospective developers of the mitigation measures identified 
herein to assure implementation of these measures as they are warranted by traffic 
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conditions.  The Agreement shall be completed and executed prior to the Planning 
Commission hearing to adopt the Executive Park General Plan Amendment that would 
enable the level of development assumed in the EIR Addendum. In the alternative, the 
Project Sponsor, as part of the submission of any subdivision or condominium 
subdivision map prior to the approval of the General Plan Amendment, may provide for 
and secure its fair share contribution for implementation of the traffic mitigation 
measures as warranted in a public improvement agreement pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 66462.   In the event the Project Sponsor is unable to reach 
agreement with other prospective developers prior to City consideration of the General 
Plan Amendment and has elected to forego the creation of a public improvement 
agreement as set forth above, the Project Sponsor shall enter into an agreement with 
the City which identifies the Project Sponsor's expected fair share contribution for the 
traffic mitigation measures and provides financial security in a form acceptable to the 
City sufficient to assure the Project Sponsor's financial obligation for the implementation 
of these measures (the "City Agreement").  Until such City Agreement has been 
completed and executed by the Director of Planning and approved as to form by the City 
Attorney, Project Sponsor may not obtain a Certificate of Final Completion and 
Occupancy ("CFCO") for any of its proposed buildings that are the subject of this 
Addendum.  Nothing in this condition is intended to impose additional obligations on the 
Project Sponsor beyond its fair share contribution to the implementation of mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR Addendum or to require implementation of these 
mitigation measures before traffic conditions warrant their implementation.   
 
The study and design of these improvements would be conducted by the City’s 
Metropolitan Transportation Agency or through an independent engineering firm 
according to direction and subject to approval by MTA.   

 
16. The Project Sponsor and the other Executive Park property owners shall coordinate the 

intersection redesign and construction efforts with the Planning Department, MTA, 
MUNI, DPW, ISCOTT and other appropriate City agencies. 

 
17. The Project Sponsor along with the other owners of property at Executive Park shall 

signalize the intersection of Harney/Alana/Thomas Mellon.   
 
 TRANSIT 
 
18. The Project Sponsor along with the other owners of property at Executive Park shall 

develop a Transportation Demand Management Program (“TMP”) that would seek to 
maximize the number of people who arrive at the Project Site by public transit, by 
Executive Park shuttle service, or carpools and vanpools. Throughout the normal life of 
the Project, the Project Sponsor or future homeowners’ association shall provide a 
transportation broker on-site who would actively and aggressively seek to divert people 
from use of single-occupancy vehicles to other modes of transportation.  The broker 
shall manage the daily operations of the TMP. 
 
A. As part of the TMP, the Project Sponsor or future homeowners’ association 

would be required to pay its fair share of the costs to operate and maintain an 
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expanded shuttle service between Executive Park and the Balboa Park BART 
station. 

 
B. The expansion to be paid for in part by the Project Sponsor or future 

homeowners association shall revise the existing Executive Park shuttle service 
to allow for both directions of travel (i.e., pick-up and drop-off passengers in both 
the inbound and outbound directions during the morning and evening). 

 
C. The Project Sponsor or future homeowners’ association shall provide five shuttle 

round trips during the weekday AM peak hour and four shuttle trips during the 
weekday PM peak hour to accommodate the new transit trips generated by all 
three Phases of the development.  Lower service levels would be needed during 
the midday, evening and weekend periods.  In addition, the validity of the 
cumulative transportation analysis assumes  that the St. Francis Bay project 
sponsor would be financially responsible for a fair share mitigation contribution 
for provision of a total of 18 round-trip shuttle trips during the weekday AM peak 
hour (a frequency of every three minutes) and a total of 16 round-trip shuttle trips 
during the weekday PM peak hour (a frequency of every four minutes) with full 
development of Executive Park.  Alternatively, project-specific and cumulative 
impacts could be mitigated by a comparable financial contribution to MTA to 
provide equivalent enhanced transit service to Executive Park.   

 
D. The Project Sponsor along with the other owners of property at Executive Park 

shall establish a permanent shuttle stop near the Executive Park North Boulevard 
/ Executive Park East Boulevard intersection with such rider amenities as 
shelters and benches.  

 
Transportation Management Plan 

19. As a means to reduce the amount of auto use and auto ownership rates by Executive 
Park residents, thereby reducing the transportation and parking impacts associated with 
the Proposed Project, the Project Sponsor or future homeowners’ association shall 
participate with the other Owners in Executive Park in a Transportation Management 
Plan (“TMP”).  The TMP should include the following elements: 

 
 Transportation coordinator – As part of his or her responsibilities, the coordinator 

should conduct annual surveys of residents to determine the current modal split 
(percent of resident who drive, carpool, take transit, walk, or bicycle to work), place 
of work, and to identify additional measures that would help residents.  In addition, 
the Transportation coordinator should manage and operate the TMP measures 
described below. 

 
 Executive Park residents website – Maintained by the transportation coordinator, this 

website should present all shuttle, transit, and carpool information, as described 
below. 

 
 Shuttle – The Executive Park shuttle shall be expanded to include new stops within 

Executive Park and in the Visitacion Valley neighborhood, and to provide substantial 
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increases in service levels.  In addition, new shuttle vehicle types should be 
considered to provide additional space and rider amenities. 

 
 Carpool services – The Project Sponsor along with the other owners of property of 

Executive Park shall establish a carpool match program 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 shall be identified, to allow 
drivers a convenient location to pick up passengers.  The carpool matching and 
information entry shall be on the Executive Park website and shall be 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 – Project Sponsor, along with owners of the other Executive 

Park lots, shall coordinate with one of the various carshare providers to provide 
carshare spaces throughout the neighborhoods.  Although the carshare providers 
typically provide information on vehicle locations and availability, these shall also be 
included on the Executive Park website. 

 
 Real-Time transit information – Real-time information shall be included on the 

Executive Park website on the current status and arrival times of the Third Street 
LRT, Caltrain, and BART service.  In addition, message boards at the Executive Park 
shuttle stops or at the commercial center shall be provided to present the current 
status of the various transit operators (such as whether there are any major system 
delays) and to present when the next vehicles are arriving.  In addition, updated links 
to the transit provider websites should be maintained. 

 
 Other programs – Project Sponsor shall work with the Transportation coordinator to 

coordinate with other Executive Park developers to provide discounted transit 
passes to residents, coordinate with developers to provide incentives to residents 
who do not own vehicles, work with businesses to encourage hiring of local 
residents, and to investigate the establishment of HOV-bypass lanes on the US 101 
on-ramps from Harney Way and Alana/Beatty.  

 
AIR QUALITY 

 
20. The Project Sponsor shall prepare and implement a dust control plan. The plan shall be 

submitted to DPW, which would be responsible for field verification of the plan during 
construction. The plan shall comply with the City grading ordinance. To reduce 
particulate matter emissions during construction and demolition phases, the contractor 
shall include in the dust control plan dust control strategies recommended by the 
BAAQMD. The Project Sponsor shall include the following measures, as appropriate, in 
the plans and specifications for construction contracts, and in the dust control plan. 

Basic Control Measures: to be implemented on all construction sites.  

 Cover all trucks hauling construction and demolition debris from the site; 

 Water all exposed or disturbed soil surfaces at least twice daily; 
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 Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of 
pavement; 

 Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers on all unpaved 
parking areas and staging areas; 

 Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved parking areas and staging areas; and 

 Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the site.  

Enhanced Control Measures: to be implemented at construction sites greater than four 
acres in area.  

 Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed 
stockpiles of soil, sand, etc.; 

 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; 

 Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 
roadways; and 

 Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.  
 

NOISE 
 
21. Stationary noise sources (rooftop or exterior air conditioning units, fans, etc.) within the 

Project shall be screened or enclosed to minimize effects on nearby Project Site 
sidewalks, the Town Center and the Candlestick Point State Recreation Area. 

 
VISUAL QUALITY 

 
22. Street Trees.  Newly constructed, internal streets shall be landscaped in general 

conformity with the landscape plans included within the plans attached hereto as Exhibit 
B. 

 
23. No general advertising signs, roof signs or identifying or business signs with electronic 

moving text or internally-illuminated text shall be permitted within the Project Site and/or 
any future subdivision of those parcels.  No signs viewed primarily from the water, 
aircraft, rooftops or from nearby hilltops shall be permitted.  

 
24. Final plans shall be developed in consultation with Department Staff and shall be 

reviewed by Staff prior to final approval of the site permit. Design, materials, glazing, 
color, texture, detailing, lighting, and landscaping, among other issues, shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Department prior to approval of any building permit 
application. The final plans shall meet the standards of the Planning Code and be in 
general conformity with the plans reviewed and approved by the Commission on March 
1, 2007, and filed with the Planning Department as Exhibit B. 

 
25. Mirrored glass is not permitted.  Except for any spandrel glass, only clear glass or lightly 

tinted glass shall be used. Tinted glass required for compliance with Title 24 energy 
standards, such as “Low E” glass, is permitted.  
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26. Space for the collection and storage of recyclable materials, which meets the size, 

location, accessibility and other standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling 
Program, shall be provided. 

 
27. Project sponsor will work with adjacent property owner to the west to create a 

connection that provides access between the two properties. 
 

UTILITIES 
 

28. Project Sponsor shall continue to implement those utility and public services mitigation 
measures that were included as part of Mitigation Measure 14 in the 1999 FSEIR for 
San Francisco Executive Park. 
 
ENERGY 
 

29. Project Sponsor shall continue to implement Condition 4.3.13 (Energy) in Motion 15017 
which approved the 2000 Development Plan. 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

30. Based on the reasonable potential that archeological resources may be present within 
the Project Site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially 
significant adverse effect from the Proposed Project on buried or submerged historical 
resources. The Project Sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological 
consultant having expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. The 
archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological monitoring program. All plans 
and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and 
directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports 
subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data 
recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the 
Proposed Project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the 
suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a 
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential 
effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 
15064.5 (a)(c). 

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

 The archeological consultant, Project Sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on 
the scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing 
activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the project archeologist shall 
determine what project activities shall be archeologically 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 archeological monitoring because of the 
potential risk these activities pose to archaeological resources and to their 
depositional context; 
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 The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for 
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the 
evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of 
apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

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

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

 If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils disturbing activities in the 
vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to 
temporarily redirect demolition/ excavation/ pile driving/ construction crews and 
heavy equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the 
pile driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall 
be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in 
consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the 
ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall, 
after making a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of 
the encountered archeological deposit, present the findings of this assessment to the 
ERO. 

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that a 
significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be 
adversely affected by the Proposed Project, at the discretion of the Project Sponsor 
either: 

A. The Proposed Project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on 
the significant archeological resource; or 

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

If an archeological data recovery program is required by the ERO, the archeological 
data recovery program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data 
recovery plan (ADRP). The project archeological consultant, Project Sponsor, and 
ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP. The archeological consultant 
shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to the ERO for review and 
approval. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological 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 
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Proposed Project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall 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 Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-
field discard and deaccession policies. 

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

 Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological 
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 die 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, 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, including 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 remains, notification of the California State Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, Project 
Sponsor, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the 
treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement 
should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 
analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

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

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

 
IMPLEMENTATION 

 
31. First Source Hiring.  The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring 

Program (Chapter 83 of the Administrative Code) and the Project Sponsor shall comply 
with the requirements of this program.  Prior to the issuance of the final certificate of 
occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall have a First Source Hiring Occupancy Program 
approved by the First Source Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. 

 
32. In furtherance of the First Source Hiring Program (San Francisco Administrative Code 

Chapter 83) and the agreement that Project Sponsor has signed pursuant thereto, 
Project Sponsor has voluntarily signed an Agreement with San Francisco CITYBUILD.  
With this Agreement, Project Sponsor has agreed to participate in the CITYBUILD 
Program to promote and ensure equal employment opportunities to minorities, women 
and economically disadvantaged persons in the construction workforce.  In partnership 
with CITYBUILD, Project Sponsor has voluntarily agreed to make good faith efforts to 
achieve the workforce participation goal set forth in the First Source Hiring Agreement) 
by employment of workers referred through (1) CITYBUILD program services and 
community based organizations including (but not limited to) Young Community 
Developers and V.V. Jet and (2) hiring halls approved by the CITYBUILD Program. 

 
33. Payment of Fees for Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and 

Fund (“Vis Valley Ordinance”): Unless Project Sponsor pays such fee in advance of the 
date legally due, prior to the issuance by the Director of DBI of the first certificate of 
occupancy for any building, the Sponsor shall pay to the Treasurer the entire Fee of 
$4.58 per square foot, less allowed credits under the ordinance, for each net addition of 
occupiable square feet of residential use within the building for which the certificate of 
occupancy is sought.  In order to meet its obligations under the ordinance creating the 
Visitation Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund (Sections 319 
through 319.7 of the San Francisco Planning Code) Project Sponsor will construct on 
site a community meeting facility of approximately 2,150 square feet.  Pursuant to 
Section 319.3(d)(1) Project Sponsor will make the community facility available to 
members of the general public who do not live in the Project on the same terms and 
conditions as to residents of the Project, on a first come/first serve basis, and at a 
charge that shall not exceed amounts that will reimburse for reasonable pro rata costs of 
running the community facility (including  costs to maintain, repair, clean up, and provide 
security as needed),  with a reasonable security deposit to secure users’ obligation to 
restore the facility to its condition prior to use, wear and tear excepted.   

 
OPEN SPACE 
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34. The Project will exceed the open space requirement, by proposing 32,550 sq. ft. of 
private usable open space and 41,000 sq. ft. of common usable open space.  In 
addition, the Project includes participation in the maintenance, in perpetuity, of the 20-
acre open space parcel which was donated as permanent open space by the Project 
Sponsor’s predecessor in interest. 

 
CONSTRUCTION  

35. To reduce the effect of Monster Park events on access to and from Executive Park, the 
Project Sponsor along with the other owners of property of Executive Park shall 
implement the following mitigation measures: 
 
• Implement an education/disclosure program to reduce the potential for disruption in 

access for Executive Park residents, employees and visitors.  The program should 
inform Executive Park residents of the schedule of events at Monster Park, via 
annual mailing of the schedule of events (including start times) to residential tenants 
and owners, and via postings in the residential buildings when information is 
available from event sponsor(s).  In addition, the program should promote alternate 
access routes to and from US 101 and the local roadway network on event days.  
For example, northbound traffic on US 101 could be recommended to use the off-
ramp at Sierra Point, travel north on Bayshore Boulevard and enter the site via 
Blanken Avenue (since access to Executive Park via the Third Street exit would be 
extremely difficult after events).  Southbound traffic on US 101 could be 
recommended to use the Third/Bayshore off-ramp, travel south on Bayshore 
Boulevard, and enter the site via Blanken Avenue. 

 
 SHADOW 
 
36. The Project Sponsor shall pay upon presentation of a demand by the Recreation and 

Park Department up to ten thousand dollars ($10,000.00) for installation of Bollards, 
fencing and street repairs to Bay View Hill Park.  

 



  
 

  

 
EXHIBIT C 

 
MITIGATION AGREEMENT FORM 

 
 
Top Vision Development, LLC, as the sponsor of the St. Francis Bay Phase III Project, hereby agrees to comply with and implement the 
Mitigation Measures included in the EIR Addendum dated ______, 2006, Case No.2004.1031E and to comply with the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program in Attachment 1. 
 
 

______________________________________ 
Signature 

 
 
 

______________________________________ 
Title 

 
 
 

______________________________________ 
Date 
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ST. FRANCIS BAY COMPLEX SUMMARY

BUILDING Bui~~~tvG #7 BUILDING #2 BUILDING #3 BUILDING #4 BUILDING #5 BUILDING #6 SUB-TOTAL

UNITS 64 64 72 52 52 465 769

PARKING 130 130 186 72 776 1,294

PROJECT SUMMARY

1 BDR 2BDR 3BDR+ Total Units Total Area

Building A 33 45 ~3 91 135,357 s.f.

Building B 10 137 79 166 217,020 s.f.

Building C 0 16 4 20 37,362 s.f.

Building D 47 85 56 188 261,669 s.f.

SUBTOTAL 651,408 s.f.

Parking/ Misc. 322,47 s.f.

SUBTOTAL 90 283 92 465 973,555 S.#.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
PHASE 3 OF ST. FRANCIS BAY COMPLEX IS THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE

SIXTH AND HNAL BUILDING OF COMPLEX.

THE BUILDING IS ON A SOUTH DOWNHILL SLOPING SITE WITH VIEWS QF SAN

FRANCISCO BAY AND THE SOUTHERN APPROACH OF F1IGHWAY 101 INTO SAN

FRANCISCO. PROPOSED ARE FOUR BUILDINGS OF RESIDENTIAL OVER FOUR

AND A HALF LEVELS OF SEMI-SUBTERRANEAN PARKING (ALL PARKING ARE

EITHER UNDERGROUND OR WRAPPED WITH RESIDENTIAL UNITS.)

PROJECT INFORMATION:

PROJECT NAME: ST. FRANCIS BAY PHASE III CONDOMIMUMS

PROJECT ADDRESS: 601 CRESCENT WAY, S.F.. CA 94134-3309

PROPOSED USE: RESIDENTIAL UNITS {INCLUDES PARKING, POOL)

NUMBER OF STORIES: 617 / 8 ! 16 LEVELS RESIDENTIAL. 4.5 PARKING LEVELS
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15026928.3  

New Horizon Development, LLC 
150 Executive Park Boulevard, Suite 4000 

San Francisco, CA 94134 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: Informational Hearing of November 15, 2018 on New Horizon's Proposal to 
 Construct 465 New Units On the Hill Overlooking the Executive Park Office 
 Complex. 
 
Dear President Hillis and Honorable Planning Commissioners: 
 
My name is Robin Wang, Senior Development Manager for New Horizon Development, LLC, 
owner of the land at 601 Crescent Way.  We look forward to presenting this project at the 
informational hearing scheduled for next week.  This project is the third phase of a larger 
project originally named St. Francis Bay, Phases I, II and III.  The Phase I and Phase II projects 
were built by the developer who held title before we acquired the 3 acre property known as 
Phase III or 601 Crescent Way.  The Phase I project and the Phase II project consist of five 
buildings with 304 condominiums, built and sold to members of the public over 10 years ago.  
 
Attached as Exhibit A are renderings of the current design.  Attached as Exhibit B is a view of 
where the Phase III project is in relation to the already built Phase I and Phase II sites (or sites 
approved for future building in and around Executive Park). 
 
I.  Background 
 
Prior ownership filed a Phase III Site Permit Application in 2004 and this led to issuance of a 
Conditional Use Approval on March 1, 2007 in a 7-0 vote by the Planning Commission.  
Grading of the Phase III site started in 2009 and several million dollars was spent on the grading, 
which was then completed in 2010.  As a result, the building heights, affordable housing 
percentage and number of parking spaces have become vested.  That is why the hearing on 
November 15, 2018 is an informational hearing, and will only discuss design changes. 
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The Phase III project did not move forward after grading was completed because of the 
challenging economic environment starting early in 2008.  As you know, during the last several 
years there has been a much stronger demand for housing in San Francisco.  As a result, we 
reactivated the Phase III project and made minor adjustments to the approved plans to meet 
today’s market conditions and to create a stronger design.  
 
II.  Design Upgrades.  
 
The height limits for the Phase III site were set in the 1970’s with the original Executive Park 
Master Plan and included height districts of 60, 80 and 165 feet on the site.  Our predecessor’s 
first design proposal to Planning Staff failed to recognize these height districts and instead 
proposed a pair of simple eight story doughnut shaped buildings.  Planning Staff then requested 
that there be a modification of the design (1) to reflect the topography of Bayview Hill and (2) to 
improve the architectural detailing and character so that the project would be more of a landmark 
for the southern entrance to San Francisco. 
 
In connection with the 2006 CUP hearing and also during the last year, the following design 
changes were made:  
 

• Townhomes were added in front of the parking garage to hide the parking and improved 
the aesthetic. 

• The tallest portion of the project was made slender. 
• A landscaped grand staircase was created to promote a pedestrian friendly access. 
• Front door stoops were created so that some residents could directly access their homes 

from the sidewalk. 
• The façade was upgraded to reflect a modern architectural design. 
• The floor plans show a more efficient use of space. 

 
Attached as Exhibit C is a chart discussing specifically the design changes we have made in the 
last year or two, and which we are presenting to you now.  Despite such design changes, we 
kept the originally approved number of units, 465 residential units, and we kept the same 
building height, bulk and buildable lot area.  
 
We increased the amount of public and private open space and we increased the number of 
bicycle parking spaces from 129 spaces to 288 spaces and have added a bike shop for bicycle 
repair.  To provide easier access to the 2,175 square foot community room (“Community 
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Room”) we are building, we made a change to the location of this Community Room so that it is 
accessible by the public without needing entry through the existing project entry gate. 
 
The previous approval had 81% of units containing 2 or more bedrooms, and about 20% 
containing 3 bedrooms. The current unit mix is slightly adjusted to fit in today’s market: 36% 1 
bedrooms, 41% 2 bedrooms, and 23% 3 bedrooms.  This means that 64% of all units will be 2-3 
bedroom units, and 23% will be 3 bedroom units.  The townhouse units and penthouse units are 
counted within the 23% that will be 3 bedroom units.  
 
The original Conditional Use Permit for this site required that we reach out to owners of Phase I 
and II to ask them if they would agree to remove a security gate through which current owners of 
Phase I and Phase II must pass.  In September of 2018, we held an on-site meeting attended by 
over 100 residents from Phase I and Phase II to ask them if they minded if the access control gate 
be removed.  Various recorded agreements between Phase I and II and the predecessor owner of 
our site require that permission of existing owners be given since the owners purchased their 
homes with the gate already there. 
 
At that community meeting and in emails thereafter to the Planning Department, the Phase I and 
II owners overwhelmingly rejected removal of the access control gate.  Because the existing 
homeowners have rejected the gate removal, we have recently changed our plans as to the 
location of the Community Room for Visitacion Valley and Executive Park residents.  We 
originally designed the community space behind the existing access control gate.  However, to 
provide easier access for the Visitacion Valley community and for present and future residents of 
Executive Park, the Community Room will now be accessible by the public without needing 
entry through the existing project entry gate.  Planning Staff subsequently sent an email to some 
residents of Phase I and Phase II letting them know that, and sending a link to the plans we are 
presenting to the Commission on November 15, 2018.  We noticed that Planning Staff did not 
send that for distribution to all Phase I and II owners, and we then forwarded Planning Staff's 
email (with links to the new plans) to the leaders of the two Homeowners' Associations with a 
request that they distribute to all owners.  
 
III.  Changes to Car Parking. 
 
Our parking situation is unusual and unique in ways that are both obvious and not so obvious.  
Unfortunately, our location at the southern edge of the city is not well served by MUNI and does 
not have an adequate amount of nearby retail space.  This increases the need for our 
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homeowners to drive more than people living in the heart of the City.  Also, given statements 
made in the past by buyers of Phase I and II units, it is expected that a larger than usual number 
of residents will commute to Silicon Valley and thus it is expected that several members of a two 
or three bedroom household will own one car.  
 
There is no parking lot in the area open to residents. There are many open commercial parking 
spaces surrounding the existing office buildings but they will soon be replaced by new housing. 
 
These factors mean that reasonable parking needs of our homeowners and their guests must be 
provided on-site in a fully self-sufficient manner.  We also need to include guest parking for 
each of our buildings.  If we did not provide guest parking then no guests would ever be able to 
drive to our project. 
 
These issues were recognized in the previous approvals of this project.  The approval for Phase 
II even allowed two spaces per unit.  To support the City’s public transit program, we reduced 
the previously approved number of parking spaces in Phase III from 776 to 582.  The parking 
ratio will now be 1.25 to 1in order to accommodate the future parking demand.  Also, we will 
be adding more frequent shuttle service to the project area from nearby transportation modes. 
 
IV.  Open Space Changes. 
 
Over 76,000 square feet of common and private open space will be built on our parcel.  Our 
predecessor donated to the community 20 acres of permanent open space adjacent to our project, 
on the south-facing slope of Bayview Hill.  As control of Executive Park has evolved from a 
single owner/developer to multiple owners, the arrangements for this open space have become 
divided among different projects.  Next to our property, Signature Properties has built several 
hundred units and its approval to build made Signature responsible for the landscape plan and 
open space improvements within that 20 acres, including a trail and picnic area, and installation 
of native vegetation.  Most of that has been built, and upon completion, we will become an 
active member of the Executive Park Facility Operation Association and will be paying for the 
future maintenance of the open space along with other property owners at Executive Park. 
 
V.  Community Benefits. 
 
We will be paying a fee of $4.58 per square foot, less allowed credits, into the  Visitacion Valley 
community infrastructure and improvement fund.  The 2011 General Plan Amendment to the 
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Executive Park Special Use District states that the proceeds from the fee will be used for a 
variety of community improvements in Visitacion Valley including a new library, street 
improvements, transit improvements, community facilities, childcare and parks and recreational 
amenities. 
 
VI.  Community Support 
 
We are pleased that our predecessor developer has received letters of support from many 
Visitacion Valley and Bayview/Hunters Point individuals and neighborhood organizations, 
including the Bayview Hunters Point Project Area Committee, the Asian Pacific American 
Community Center, the John W. King Senior Center, Young Community Developers, Inc., the 
Pastor of the True Hope Church of God in Christ, the San Francisco Building and Construction 
Trades Council and others.  Copies of those letters of support are attached to this letter as 
Exhibit D.  Letters of support from individuals may be found in your Planning Staff's file. 
 
VII.  Local Jobs  
 
As stated in the 2007 Motion of Approval, the previous owner has signed an agreement that 
subjects this project to the First Source Hiring Program, and pursuant to that, the project is 
subject to an Agreement with San Francisco CityBuild.  With this Agreement, the project will 
participate in the City Build Program to promote and ensure equal employment opportunities to 
minorities, women and economically disadvantaged persons in the construction workforce. 
 
VII.  Conclusion. 
 
We believe that our market rate homes will be some of the most affordable new homes built at 
market rates in San Francisco, partially because the location is not in downtown San Francisco 
where per square foot condominium values are much higher.  Housing at the southern border of 
the City will result in fewer commutes to the City's already crowded downtown and more 
commutes to businesses in the Peninsula.  Finally, we believe that with more modern amenities 
(including more bicycle spaces, a co-working space and a more accessible Community Room), 
and with a design which reflects current consumer needs, the project will be well received and 
will provide new housing that the City really needs at this time.   
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We look forward to the opportunity to present this project to the Planning Commission once 
again. 
 
Very Truly Yours,  
 
 
Robin Wang, Senior Development Manager 
New Horizon Development, LLC 
 
cc:  Brett Gladstone, Esq. 
 



EXHIBIT A 
 







EXHIBIT B 
 



New Horizon Project
601 Crescent Way, SF

Executive Park
100/150/250 Executive Park Blvd, SF

Signature Townhomes



EXHIBIT C 
 



  

 
TVDIII Comparison Chart - Phase III1 

 

 2007 Approved  
CU PUD #17386 

Case 2004.1031EC 

2017 Proposed 
Revised Plan 

Reason for Changes 

 
Site Area 

 
4991/lot 240 

11.85 acres / 3 phases 

  
No change / same 

 

 

 
Number of 
Buildings 
 

 
Four (4) building 

components 

 
Four (4) building components 

 

 
Building 
Height 
 

16-story / 8-story 
7-story / 6-story 

16-story / 8-story 
7-story / 6-story 

Building element C was reduced 
in height for greater open space 

 
Height District 
 

 
3 height districts 
165-I, 80-X, 60-X 
  ( 2007  approval height 

3 height districts 
165-I, 80-X, 60-X 

Building element, A has been 
revised to better respond to the 
elevation change along Crescent 

Way.  Building element C has 
been revised to reduce height. Bulk / Width 

 

16 story / 2 bldg. 
components 

8 & 7 story bldgs. 
Set back into hillside 

 

Building element D (16 story): no 
changes 

Building element C: reduced in 
height and bulk 

Building element B (8 story): no 
changes 

Building element, A (7-story): 
adjusted to relate more to building 

element B 

Façade 

Design in general 
conformance with plans 

dated June 1, 2006 
stamped exhibit B in 

docket for Case 
2004.1031C 

No change 

 

Façade 
Materials 

Bay windows, unitized 
curtain wall, building 

panels, balconies, 
balcony partitions, 

building base 

Bay windows, window wall w/ 
metal spandrel panel, aluminum 

windows, fiber cement rain screen 
panels, brick base 

Revised for change in aesthetics 

Floors / 
# of stories 

16-story / 8-story 
7-story / 6-story 

16-story / 8-story 
7-story / 6-story 

Building element C has been 
revised to reduce height.  
Building elements, A, B, and D 
have the same number of stories 

FAR  973,5552 phase III 833,5262 phase III FAR has been reduced with the 
reduction in height of “Building 
C” and footprint reduction. 

                                                           
1 Phase 1 @ 1 Crescent Way and 101 Crescent Way / 128 units – Phase II 3 buildings/ 178 units   
  Phase III 2007 / 4 buildings – 465 dwelling units 
  Phase 1, II, & current III = 769 units (39 less than approved by 1999 development agreement) 
2 3.6 to 1 max 1,858,426  sf / phase I&II 572,449 / this phase III 1,545,995 / 312,431 less than max 



 
Dwelling 
Unit Density/ 
Quantity 
 

 
 
Up to 465 dwellings 
P 1 unit per 600 
Less w/ 1 unit per680 

 
 

Same/unchanged 
 

Other uses 

 
 

Community facility 2,150 sf 
Increase of 25 sf of Community 
facility to 2,175 SF 

The 2017 design has increased 
the size of the community 
facility 

Off-Street 
Parking 

 
   776 parking spaces 

Access off of crescent 

Decrease of 194 parking spaces to 
582 parking spaces 

Access off of Crescent Way 

 
Reduced as allowed for in 
original approval Motion. 
 

  
Bicycle 
  

129 bike spaces 
Increase of 159 bike spaces to  

288 bike spaces 

The 2017 design complies with 
the required number of bicycle 
parking spaces 

Rear Yard 

PUD exception met 
through building set 
backs, internal court 
yards / open plazas 

Same/unchanged  

 
Usable Open 
Space Per  
Residential 
Unit 

32,550 sf Private OS 
41,000 sf Common OS 

73,550 sf  
Total Usable OS 

23,858 SF Private OS 
52,147 Common OS 

76,005 sf  
Increase of 2,455 Total Usable OS 

 

The 2017 design complies with 
the usable open space per 
residential unit requirements. 

Exposure Compliance Same/unchanged  

  
Dwelling Unit 
Mix 
 

 
19% - 1 bdrm  
61% - 2 bdrm  
20% - 3 bdrm 
100% - TOTAL 

 

 
36% - 1 bdrm  
41% - 2 bdrm  
23% - 3 bdrm 
100% - TOTAL 

 

The unit mix has been updated 
to reflect 2017 market needs 

  
Inclusionary 
Affordable  
Housing 
Program 

12% 
56 Units 

Same/unchanged  

 

  

 Project increases Community Benefits to the general public and project residents: 

 

-        Less environmental impacts 

-        Eliminates unnecessary site excavation 

-        Socially inviting design / opens up to hillside, not walled off 

-        Increases bike spaces and reduces on-site parking 

-        Reduces shadows based on modification in building massing 

-        Creates open space corridor exposing hillside views 

-        Green building, promotes sustainability  
 



Letters of Support 
 
 

Young Community Developers, Inc. 
& 

SF Building and Construction Trades Council 
 



yOUN6 COMMUNiry DEVEUtPERS, INC
1715 Yosemite Avenue, San Francisco, California ,94124 

(415) 822-3491 main Email; info@yc'djobs.net (415) 822-4958 fax

January 10, 2007

EUouise Patton, Executive Director 
Young Community Developers, Inc.
1715 Yosemite Avenue
San Francisco, California 94124

President Alexander and Members o£ the Plamiing Commission 
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Alexander and Honorable Commissioners:

I am contacting you to express my support for Top Vision Development’s Phase III plan 
to bring additional family housing San Francisco’s southeast sector.

After speaking with members of Top Vision’s management team, I am pleased to learn 
that along with increasing homeownership opportunities for working famihes, the Phase 
HI project wiU also include a comprehensive community benefits package. In addition to 
the development of quality and affordable housing units, the Phase III project will 
include a 20 acre park open to the general public, free shuttles from Candlestick Point 
with connections to BART, MUNI, and SamTrans, and will also provide an estimated 
nO-lSO jobs over the next four years. These employment opportunities wiU provide 
much needed economic relief to two of the most disenfranchised populations in San 
Francisco who reside in the Sunnydale and Ba5fview Communities.

As the Executive Director of Young Community Developers Inc, I am encouraged when 
businesses and organizations like Top Vision engage the southeast community with 
open communication and respect. Moreover, I am confident that this project wUl bring 
new life to District 10 in the form of economic opportunity, jobs, and a foundation for 
future community partnerships.

The recognition of the southeastern neighborhoods as locations for thriving communities 
and ample economic opportunities is long overdue. Through the Phase III plan, Top 
Vision Development has made a bold commitment to our community and I respectfuUy 
encourage you to consider this project for approval and give them an opportunity to 
deliver.

Respectfully Submi.ttpC'’

Hlouise Patton 
Executive Director 
Young Community Developers, Inc.



San Francisco Building and
150 EXECUTIVE PARK BLVD. • SUITE 4700 

/ SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94134-3309
' EMAIL: mike@sfbctc.org

LARRY MAZZOLA 
President

22 August 2006

A Century of Excellence 
in Craftsmanship

MICHAEL THERIAULT 
Secretary - Treasurer

Kate McGee
San Francisco Planning Department 
1660 Mission St.
San Francisco CA 94103

liOIB
Construction Trades Council

TEL (415) 467-3330 
FAX (415) 467-3018 

www.sfbctc.org

WILLIAM "BILL” WONG 
JOHN O'ROURKE 
Vice Presidents

r

r'

Dear Ms. McGee:

In recent months we have been engaged in productive discussions with Top Vision 
Development about Phase Three of their St. Francis Bay project. The project is 
promising in various ways, not least among them its provision of home ownership in the 
City at a price far more manageable than for much of the housing now being built here.

Top Vision informs us that the possible entry of other developers into housing 
construction on Candlestick Point has prompted the Planning Department to place all 
projects there on hold while a General Plan amendment is considered and additional 
environmental studies are obtained. Top Vision tells us that no change is contemplated to 
their project in the General Plan amendment study process and that its environmental 
studies are done.

We see no reason, then, that the jobs and housing the Top Vision project would provide 
should be delayed. On the contrary, we believe that such a delay would be yet another 
instance of a developer having to contend with unnecessary unpredictability in the 
planning process. This unpredictability at the very least adds to the cost of projects and 
so of housing, and has the potential of stopping projects altogether and with them the jobs 
on which we" depend.

We were under the impression that the Planning Department was working to bring an end 
to this unpredictability. We hope that our impression was correct and that Top Vision’s 
project can move forward on its merits.

Respectfully yours,

Michael Tneriault

Cc: Supervisor Sophie Maxwell

S 23
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Letters of Support 
 
 

Neighborhood Organizations 



BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT 
PROJECT AREA COMMITTEE (PAC)

December 05,2006

Angelo King
1323 Evans Ave
San Francisco CA 94124

Supervisor Sophie Maxwell 
City Hall
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Supervisor Maxwell,

1 am writing to express support for Top Vision’s plan in Executive Park. It has been reviewed by 
PAC. 1 strongly believe this project will provide a great deal of benefits for our community, I 
encourage you to support Top Vision’s request for a site permit.

1 am encouraged not only by their commitment to bring quality and affordable housing to the 
Southeast but 1 am also impressed with their overall efforts to invest in the community. Top 
Vision is also including meeting facilities in their plans which will be open and available for use 
by local neigliborhood groups. Since they began working in the neighborhood. Top Vision has 
provided free shuttle bus service from Candlestick Point with connections to BART, MUNI, and 
SamTrans and will continue to do so in an effort to keep this additional housing connected with 
tlie neighboring areas.

Top Vision has pledged over 2 million dollars to support local community facilities and will 
restore, landscape, and maintain 20-acres at Candlestick Point for public use as a neighborhood 
park. Tliese aforementioned improvements, in conjunction with more affordable housing and 
local employment opportunities, will provide invaluable benefit to the residents of the 10* district 

ly hope that you will Join me in support of this project.



Caring Restoration Homes, Inc.
San Francisco

Dr. Arelious Walker 
Chief Executive 
Officer

October 18, 2006

Board of Directors

ITenry Kelly 
Kice-President

Carl Alexander 
Treasurer

Sliaron Arvie 
Executive Secretary

Tania Alexander

insuelo Bradford

Johnny Peters

Garrett Jackson

Janice Branner

Barbara Smothers

Keith Vann

Supervisor Sophie Maxwell 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Supervisor Maxwell,

I am writing to you to express my support for a proposed family housing structure in San 
Francisco’s Executive Park, Phase III of Top Vision Development’s project at Candlestick 
Point. Its completion will bring significant benefits to our local community and for that 
reason I strongly encourage you to support Top Vision’s request for a site permit.

I have had the opportunity to meet with the project sponsor and firmly believe that they 
have the best interests of the community in mind. Since moving to the neighborhood, Top 
Vision has provided free shuttle service connections to and from BART, SamTrans, and 
Muni for local residents. Along with other local developers, they have committed to 
undertaking $10 million in neighborhood street improvements.

Phase III of Top Vision’s project includes meeting space intended for community use. It 
will also trigger their commitment of millions of dollars for improving local community 
facilities such as libraries and swimming pools. Finally, with the final phase of their 
project complete. Top Vision will restore, landscape, and maintain 20 acres of open space.

Top Vision’s project at Candlestick Point is good for our neighborhood. The completion of 
their final building will bring needed jobs, housing, and new amenities to the area. I would 
like to express my full endorsement of the proposal to develop the final piece of Top 
Vision’s project at Candlestick Point and hope that you will join me in supporting this 
important project.

Pastor, True Hope Church of God in Christ

cc: San Francisco Planning Commission
Dean Maoris, Planning Director

“fVe Build Lives Not Homes”
Caring & Restoration Residential Services 

Administrative Ofiice: 950 Gilman Ave. Suite A * San Francisco, CA 94124 
Tel: (415) 822-7900
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9/19/2006

To: The Honorable Sophie Maxwell
Supervisor, City of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

r'

And
Kate McGee 
Plamiing Department 
1660 Mission St.
San Francisco CA 94103

RE; Phase # 3 for St Francis Bay CondominiurQS at the 
Sim Francisco Executive Park.

Dear Supervisor Maxwell and Kate McGee

The Asian Pacific American Community Center fully supports the Top Vision Development 
Candlestick Point condominium project. We like the, many terraces and roof top garden.

Top Vision’s project has been studied and aired before the public many times. The proposed 
General Plan Amendment will not change this project or its impact on the surrounding 
community, only delay it. The delays can have undesirable effects on our community. 
Delays can put off needed community improvements such as our Library project and the 
Leland Avenue revitalization.

Top Vision Development, LLC has made strides to address the needs of the surrounding 
community and is a good neighbor.

Our community will be better served by moving this project forward, we are concerned as 
this project has been delayed too long and our improvements will also be delayed.

Sincerely, 

/

Susan Wong 
Executive Director

'erv-'

CC Larry Badner
Board of Zoning Adjustment 
1660 Mission St.
San Francisco CA 94103

2442 BayshoreBlvd.. San Francisco CA 94134 • Tel: (415) 587-2689 ® Fax: (415) 587-07^9 • email: apacc_1999(gyahoo.com



JOHN W. KING SENIOR CENTER 

500 Raymond Avenue 

San Francisco, CA. 94134-2361
Telephone: (415) 239-6233 Facsimile: (415) 239-2262

8/20/2004

Department of City Planning 
1660 Mission Street, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Dear Planner;

I write you today in support of the proposed Candlestick Point Condominium Project. 
As a sitting member of the Executive Park Advisory committee for 20 years, I along with 
other members of the community have met over the years with various owners of the land 
to collectively decide what would be built, approve the designs and what community 
benefits would be generated as a result.

Over the years and many hours of meetings and discussions, I finally feel that the Top 
Vision group has created a design that could serve as a gateway symbol to the southeast 
sector of San Francisco. When I couple that with the number of units to be sold at below 
market rate prices, jobs for young people in construction and training opportunities and. 
most importantly the opportunities for community based contractors, I am proud to have 
served as part of the advisory committee.

The additional benefits of improving the infrastructure of the area, the street 
beautification, the willingness of the developer to work with current homeowners and 
residents to assure access through creating pedestrian friendly walkways compel me to 
support moving this project forward.

Finally, in closing, understand that my support is based on the above-mentioned 
guarantees for my community by the developer.

Sincerely, , fy/'\ ^

Mr. John King Sr.



Letters of Support 
 
 

Individuals 



Frank Palecko, Jr.
101 Crescent Way #2115 San Francisco, CA 94134

(843)425-6671 paleckofa@aol.com

July 27, 2006

•in economics!

Kate McGee 
Planning Department 
1660 Mission St.
San Francisco CA 94103

Dear Kate McGee:

Candlestick Point Advantages:
One new community 
200 new jobs
1000 new riders on Third St RAIL 
2800 new homes and families 
5000 new residents
$14,000,000 revenue from Real Estate Taxes alone 

Disadvantages:
We could ask Amie to come down here and teach you a lesson.
Don’t think you want that to happen.

Top Vision has just that... a Vision. We need to continue with this Plan and improve this 
part of town. Other cities have great concerns about destroying or drastically changing a 
community that has been in existence. Those communities have experienced different 
economic times and a metamorphosis of ethnic activity. It is understandable to be 
deliberate which translates to slow when there is so much change. This Project is not 
gentrification. This is building a new community.

I have lived here since June 2002. I have served on the Board of the 101 Crescent Way 
Association for the past two years. I hear positive comments about this project all the 
time.

This is the main route from the airport and the peninsula. Imagine the interest and 
comments this will generate from those visiting and the impact this could have in the 
architectural world.

Please announce approval of the plans as prepared by TVD and send this project to the 
Planning Commission as soon as possible.

Very sj

Frank Palecko
Treasurer of St Francis Bay 101 Crescent Way Condo Association 

Cc: Sophie Maxwell

%Ciry „ ^ 02

S.F

mailto:paleckofa@aol.com
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Kate McGee 
Planning Department 
1660 Mission St.
San Francisco CA 94103

RECEIVED

JUL 2 6 2006 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPAITTMENT 

OPERATIONS

Dear Kate McGee

I am a Homeowner at 101 Crescent Way, unit #2107.1 have reviewed the Phase 3, St 
Francis Bay project by Top Vision Development.

The new design is beautiful and will be a credit to the surrounding community

We fully support the new design with its seventeen-story building, many terraces and 
roof top gardens.

Delays in the project will result in job loss for many of the workers from the surrounding 
communities. In all real estate developments delays can become indefinite. If this project 
was later canceled due to a changing economy or other forces beyond the control of the 
developer, the entire community would feel the loss.

As the entire project is planned to be sold at entry level pricing, many would be 
purchasers will also be denied the opportunity to capture a piece of the American Dream 
in San Francisco.

Please move this project forward rapidly. The proposed changes to the Area Specific 
General Plan will not affect this project. Please send this project to the Planning 
Commission as soon as possible.

Improve the Candlestick Point Condominium area.
Give our families a chance to own their own home.
Help enrich our community through private enterprise.
Protect jobs and obtain a source of funds to fix the streets.
This project has been delayed too long. Please expedite the approval of the building. 

Sincerely,

CC Sophie Maxwell, City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



July 23. 2004

City Planning Department 
1660 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103

To whom it May Concern:

On behalf of concerned Southeast citizens, I would like to support the 
Candlestick Cove Project. This project will add needed housing, and ownership 
opportunities for members of this community who can’t afford housing In other 
parts of San Francisco.

I feel that the developer is willing to work with the community through assuring 
that the follow are part of the community benefits package:

• 10% of all units built sold below market rate 
» Units built throughout development
• Employment opportunities for residents of 94124 and 94134
• Contracting opportunities for contractors of 94124 and 94134 
•> Infrastructure improvements
• Pedestrian friendly walkways

As chair of the Project Area Committee’s Economic Development committee, and



Supervisor Sophie Maxwell September 22, 2006

As a resident of Little HollywoodA^isitacion Valley it is my concern that all 
development within the neighborhood, be it residential or commercial, be fairly 
considered, openly discussed, and not burdened with unnecessary delays.

It is my strong belief that Phase 3 of the Top Vision Development proposal is 
ready to move beyond the informal community vetting process and onto official 
review at the Planning Commission for the following reasons;

e The project sponsor has made several public presentations concerning 
their proposal. Granted, it is impossible to notify the entire community and 
solicit input, but the effort has been made.

• The current design is distinctly different and significantly improved from 
the initial concept. The design' evolved as a direct result from community 
feedback.

o None of the proposed site changes presented in the suggested 
amendments to the Ex Park Sub Area Plan (the cancelled summer 
workshops) would affect this project because this project is not under that 
umbrella.

o Because the summer workshops v/ere canceled, the only way for the 
community to have meaningful and timely input at this stage is to move 
the process on to the Planning Commission.

• If we do nothing, we’ll be discussing this for the next 2 or 3 years.

Although I have lingering concerns about the implications for future residential 
developments in Candlestick Cove, 1 do fully support moving this project forward 
in a timely manner. At the Planning Commission the community can levy our 
concerns or offer our support. Lastly, this will allow the Planning Commissioners 
the opportunity to express their opinion.

Rt/s^el Morine 
531 Blanken Ave 
SF CA 94134 
Rmorine@aol.com

Cc SF Planning Department, Director 
Cc SF Planning Department. Commissioners 
Cc Kate McGee, SF Planning Department

mailto:Rmorine@aol.com
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Barry Freeland

From: Linda Mckay [Iinda.mckay@autodesk.com]

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2006 8:57 AM
To: Sophie.Maxwell@sfgov.org; Greg.asay@sfgov.org

Cc: barry@topvisionlIc.com

Subject: Top Vision development

r

Sophie,

1 understand that Barry Freeland may be meeting with you this week to disouss the timing of their presentation to 
the Planning Commission. I’m writing this email for myself, not necessarily as representing the wishes of the 
neighborhood or the Executive Park Advisory Committee - only because I haven’t had time to confirm that 
everyone is in agreement with the text. Having said that. I’m not aware of strong opposition in either Little 
Hollywood or the Advisory Committee to allowing TVD to present their proposal to the Planning Commission.

I wish that the proposed building was not so tall, or that the development was not gated, and will probably make 
these comments at the Planning Commission. But those feelings aside, this developer has been doing, outreach 
for over 2 years on the proposed building and have responded to many of our concerns. They met frequently with 
the Advisory Committee and attended several Visitacion Valley Planning Alliance meetings. Each time we met 
with them, the proposed building was modified - simplified and streamlined. 1 know they have met with other 
neighborhood groups as well, but can only speak personally to the outreach they did to the Advisory Committee 
andWPA.

I know you’re concerned about having a unified planning approach to Executive Park, and that the General Plan 
Amendment (and Yerby / UPC developments) are on hold until they complete more impact studies. BuL TVD 
doesn’t require the GPA to go forward; they’ve done over 2 years of outreach on the tower; and they have agreed 
to all the payments & changes that have come their way as this project developed.

I really feel that they have earned the right to present their proposal to the Planning Commission as soon as 
possible and hope that you can support their request

Regards 
Linda McKay

Autodesk-
Linda McKay 
Global Process Owner
Customer Data Mgmt and Business Intelligence

Autodesk, Inc.
111 Mclnnis Pkwy
San Rafael, California 94903
Direct 415 507-6777
Mobile 415 305-8565
IM SFDOGMOM (Yahoo. AIM, MSN)

9/25/2006

mailto:Iinda.mckay@autodesk.com
mailto:Sophie.Maxwell@sfgov.org
mailto:Greg.asay@sfgov.org
mailto:barry@topvisionlIc.com


Painting and Decorating, Inc.
&

moEs

Date: September 26, 2006

Honorable Sophie Maxwell 
Supervisor, City of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Rm 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

RE: Phase #3 for St Francis Bay Condominiums at the San Francisco Executive 
Park.

Dear; Supervisor Maxwell and Kate McGee

I am Ashley Rhodes, Vice President of Evans «fe Rhodes Painting and Decorating Inc., 
our company is community based with more than 90% of our employees residing in the 
Bayview Hunter’s Point Community. Our company is currently Sub-Contracting with 
General Contractor’s Thompson Pacific, Phase #2 (172) units at the Executive Park, and 
Stacy & Witbeck at the Muni Metro East LRV Maintenance Facility. We are currently 
employing 18 union painters on these projects working together from different turfs to 
make a difference in their lives and families.

I have been meeting with and working with Top Vision Development for some time, they 
are both union friendly and community friendly, and have agreed to make Phase #3 a 
union project. They have also hired a Bayview Hunter’s Point firm to provide local out 
reach for local hire

Phase #3 is a quality design building project and will be a credit to our community; I 
fully supportfhe new design and Top Visions intentions.

Top Vision’s project has been studied and aired before the public many times. The 
proposed General Plan Amendment will not change this project or its impact on the 
surrounding community, only delay it. The delays can have undesirable effects.

Top Vision Development, LEG has made strides to address the needs of the surrounding 
community and is a good friend and neighbor.

This project has been delayed too long. Our community will be better served by moving 
this project forward now with haste. Please save jobs and increase affordable housing by 
moving the project forward.

376 Bradford Street ♦ San Francisco, CA 94110 ♦ Phone: (415) 637-1850 • Fax: (925) 778-0781



Sincerely,

Ashley Rhodes 
Vice President
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CC Kate McGee
Top Vision Development
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July 23,2004

To Whom It May Concern:

1 am writing to express my tentative support for the Top Vision Development 
condominium project. This development will fill a major need for housing in San 
Francisco particularly in the Southeast sector of the city. This project will be a catalyst 
for revitalizing the area through the sale of market rate and affordable housing to middle 
income faTni,He.s and individuals.

My support is contingent upon the developer demonstrating that there will be a 
measurable amount of community benefits, through employment, business opportunities 
and training. Top Vision should work with the appropriate commumty resources to 
maximize employment opportunities generated in each phase of the project, including 
construction, sales, marketing, leasing and operations. J would like to .see that Top 
Vision work to coordinate with key community resources to ensure that Bayview Hunters 
Point based businesses and residents are provided access to opportunities generated in 
each phase of the project.

I look forward to working with Top Vision to continue to expand the new housing 
community in San Francisco.

Sincerely,

lib-
Devon Richardson, Chair Housing Committee 
Project Area Committee
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New Horizon Development, LLC 
150 Executive Park Boulevard, Suite 4000 

San Francisco, CA 94134 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: Informational Hearing of November 15, 2018 on New Horizon's Proposal to 
 Construct 465 New Units On the Hill Overlooking the Executive Park Office 
 Complex. 
 
Dear President Hillis and Honorable Planning Commissioners: 
 
My name is Robin Wang, Senior Development Manager for New Horizon Development, LLC, 
owner of the land at 601 Crescent Way.  We look forward to presenting this project at the 
informational hearing scheduled for next week.  This project is the third phase of a larger 
project originally named St. Francis Bay, Phases I, II and III.  The Phase I and Phase II projects 
were built by the developer who held title before we acquired the 3 acre property known as 
Phase III or 601 Crescent Way.  The Phase I project and the Phase II project consist of five 
buildings with 304 condominiums, built and sold to members of the public over 10 years ago.  
 
Attached as Exhibit A are renderings of the current design.  Attached as Exhibit B is a view of 
where the Phase III project is in relation to the already built Phase I and Phase II sites (or sites 
approved for future building in and around Executive Park). 
 
I.  Background 
 
Prior ownership filed a Phase III Site Permit Application in 2004 and this led to issuance of a 
Conditional Use Approval on March 1, 2007 in a 7-0 vote by the Planning Commission.  
Grading of the Phase III site started in 2009 and several million dollars was spent on the grading, 
which was then completed in 2010.  As a result, the building heights, affordable housing 
percentage and number of parking spaces have become vested.  That is why the hearing on 
November 15, 2018 is an informational hearing, and will only discuss design changes. 
 



Espanola Jackson 
3231 Ingalls

San Francisco, CA 94124

February 19, 2007

Department of City Planning 
1660 Mission Street, Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing this letter in support of the proposed Candlestick Point Condominium 
Project. As a resident of Bayview Hunter’s Point for over forty eight years, I have 
personally experienced growth resulting in the need for additional housing. Foreseeing 
this as well as other needs for my community, I have served on the Executive Park 
Advisory Committee for over 30 years to date.

The purpose of the advisory committee is to assist the various developers with devising a 
project coupled with a program that would assure residents of Bayview Hunter’s Point 
and the Sunnydale community a fair percentage of below market rate housing, 
community based contracting opportunities, construction jobs and apprenticeship 
opportunities.

Additional benefits to this are opportunities such as: improving the infrastructure of the 
area and the beautification proposed for the streets. I also appreciate the willingness of 
the developer to work with current homeowners, surrounding residents and San 
Franciscan’s as a whole: to assure access to the mountain through creating pedestrian 
friendly walkways.

Finally, consider that this land is vacant and privately owned. Therefore, I am compelled 
to request moving this project forward to allow much needed housing in one of the most 
overlooked areas in the City and County of San Francisco.

Sincerely,

A
Espanola Jackson



October 24, 2006
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President Alexander and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, 5* Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Alexander and Commissioners,

I am a Litde Hollywood resident in support of the proposed plans to build for sale 

family housing at Candlestick Point.

My support is based on two major factors: (1) I appreciate the sensitivity exhibited 
by Top Vision Development in communicating with our neighborhood to determine 
what type of project has the largest amount of support; (2) I believe the additional 
housing will be an asset for our neighborhood. The plans will bring more economic 
investment to San Francisco’s southeastern neighborhoods and grant working 
families the opportunity to become homeowners.

Because of the above, I request your approval of Top Vision’s Phase III plans. I 
understand and appreciate the exhaustive review necessary when evaluating a 
proposed project such as the one at issue. I can assure you of my support for this 
project and I appreciate your thoughtful consideration of this issue.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Print Name: LlKiD/^ _____

Address: 1 't)i0lO\Jck
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Ociobcr 31,2006

President Alexander and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, 5* Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Top Vision Development’s Phase III project

Dear President Alexander and Commissioners,

As a local btisiness owner, 1 respectfully request your approval of'Fop Vision 
Development’s proposed plan to build family housing at Candlestick Point.

Below are a couple of the reasons the business community supports more family housing 
in the San Francisco’s Southeastern neighht>rhoods.

1. Thi.s increase in family housing will provide Leland Avenue’s small business 
community on with a larger customer base that will ultimately strengthen the local 
economy in Visitacion Valley.

2. Top Vision Development has been an attentive neighbor and has been willing to 
take the time to seek input from neighborhood businesses and actively listen to 
our concerns.

This is a project that will provide more San Franciscans vsdth an opportunity to own 
homes and invest in their communities. Moreover, 1 support this project not only for the 
economic benefit it will bring to Vi.sitacion Valley, but also for the positive impacts the 
project will bring to our community as a whole. With that said, I encourage the 
Commission to support this project as it will be a fine addition to our neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerelj^'

Print Name: _ ......

Addre«: -7^ B

3-p. C/Q -TY/jy
Business Name; ^
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San Francisco Planning Comnnission 

1660 Mission Street, 5*^ Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103
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3231 Ingalls

San Francisco, CA 94124

February 19, 2007

Department of City Planning 
1660 Mission Street, Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing this letter in support of the proposed Candlestick Point Condominium 
Project. As a resident of Bayview Hunter’s Point for over forty eight years, I have 
personally experienced growth resulting in the need for additional housing. Foreseeing 
this as well as other needs for my community, I have served on the Executive Park 
Advisory Committee for over 30 years to date.

The purpose of the advisory committee is to assist the various developers with devising a 
project coupled with a program that would assure residents of Bayview Hunter’s Point 
and the Sunnydale community a fair percentage of below market rate housing, 
community based contracting opportunities, construction jobs and apprenticeship 
opportunities.

Additional benefits to this are opportunities such as: improving the infrastructure of the 
area and the beautification proposed for the streets. I also appreciate the willingness of 
the developer to work with current homeowners, surrounding residents and San 
Franciscan’s as a whole: to assure access to the mountain through creating pedestrian 
friendly walkways.

Finally, consider that this land is vacant and privately owned. Therefore, I am compelled 
to request moving this project forward to allow much needed housing in one of the most 
overlooked areas in the City and County of San Francisco.

Sincerely,

A
Espanola Jackson
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President Alexander and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, 5* Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Alexander and Commissioners,

I am a Litde Hollywood resident in support of the proposed plans to build for sale 

family housing at Candlestick Point.

My support is based on two major factors: (1) I appreciate the sensitivity exhibited 
by Top Vision Development in communicating with our neighborhood to determine 
what type of project has the largest amount of support; (2) I believe the additional 
housing will be an asset for our neighborhood. The plans will bring more economic 
investment to San Francisco’s southeastern neighborhoods and grant working 
families the opportunity to become homeowners.

Because of the above, I request your approval of Top Vision’s Phase III plans. I 
understand and appreciate the exhaustive review necessary when evaluating a 
proposed project such as the one at issue. I can assure you of my support for this 
project and I appreciate your thoughtful consideration of this issue.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Print Name: LlKiD/^ _____

Address: 1 't)i0lO\Jck
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President Alexander and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, 5* Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Top Vision Development’s Phase III project

Dear President Alexander and Commissioners,

As a local btisiness owner, 1 respectfully request your approval of'Fop Vision 
Development’s proposed plan to build family housing at Candlestick Point.

Below are a couple of the reasons the business community supports more family housing 
in the San Francisco’s Southeastern neighht>rhoods.

1. Thi.s increase in family housing will provide Leland Avenue’s small business 
community on with a larger customer base that will ultimately strengthen the local 
economy in Visitacion Valley.

2. Top Vision Development has been an attentive neighbor and has been willing to 
take the time to seek input from neighborhood businesses and actively listen to 
our concerns.

This is a project that will provide more San Franciscans vsdth an opportunity to own 
homes and invest in their communities. Moreover, 1 support this project not only for the 
economic benefit it will bring to Vi.sitacion Valley, but also for the positive impacts the 
project will bring to our community as a whole. With that said, I encourage the 
Commission to support this project as it will be a fine addition to our neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerelj^'

Print Name: _ ......

Addre«: -7^ B

3-p. C/Q -TY/jy
Business Name; ^



2006 ^11^70 

Alexander

San Francisco Planning Comnnission 

1660 Mission Street, 5*^ Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103

: Top Vision Development

Alexander iJf :

, mUMfifc^tTop Vision Development

1. Leland

2. Top Vision Development

mmmrnn^wmmnm. mm
n I acjo

nmmu: PIV -.f£\!^^'' ^
*«;; J^J-t _L-d,fkMk



2006 ¥11^70 

Alexander

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1660 Mission Street, 5^ Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103

; Top Vision Development 

^M^l^ Alexander :

, miSMffl:;tTop vision

1. leiand

2. Top Visiori Development



r

2006 ip 10/5 31 B 

Alexander
San Francisco Planning Commission 

1660 Mission Street, 5*^^ Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103

: Top Vision Development 

Alexander :

Top Vision Development

OT H HI
1. Leland .

2. Top Vision Development

: ^^Gi______
Itklih : ll '^'1 Al/'^ ^ A '? ^

: ':j\L0J0J\l{^ _CBI^/sI£^..



2006 ^ 10^ 31 B 

Alexander

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1660 Mission Street, 5^ Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103

VS: Top Vision Development 

Alexander ;

Top Vision Development

1. Leland

#[

2. Top Vision Development

: Aentci^ - AJi.^


	17386.pdf (ID 879862).pdf
	Preamble
	The Project will provide an additional 465 dwelling units within one-quarter mile (walking distance) of the neighborhood commercial shops proposed at the Town Center that is to be developed as part of the Candlestick Cove project, thereby providing support for the existing businesses and potentially encouraging additional neighborhood-serving retail businesses.
	DECISION
	CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

	  LAND USE AND PARKING
	 AFFORDABLE UNITS
	 TRANSPORTATION
	 TRANSIT
	AIR QUALITY

	2018.11.07_NH Planning Commission Package (ID 1044038).pdf
	CV- COVER-SHEET
	Sheets
	CV - COVER SHEET (24X36 TEMP)


	G1.01
	Sheets
	G1.01 - SHEET INDEX & GENERAL INFO


	G1.03-04 -COA
	Sheets
	G1.03 - CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
	G1.04 - CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL


	G1.05
	Sheets
	G1.05 - CAR AND BICYCLE INFORMATION


	G3.01-OPEN SPACE METRICS
	Sheets
	G3.01 - OPEN SPACE METRICS


	G4.01-CONTEXT MAP
	Sheets
	G4.01 - CONTEXT MAP


	G4.02-EXISTING CONDITIONS
	Sheets
	G4.02 - EXISTING CONDITIONS/ANALYSIS


	G5.00-01-PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION
	Sheets
	G5.00 - PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION DIAGRAM
	G5.01 - PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION DIAGRAM


	G5.02-STOOP DIAGRAMS
	G5.02-03.04.06
	Sheets
	G5.02 - STOOP DIAGRAMS
	G5.03 - STOOP DIAGRAMS
	G5.04 - STOOP DIAGRAMS
	G5.06 - STOOP DIAGRAMS


	G5.05
	G5.07
	G5.08

	2.00-BUILDING PLANS
	Sheets
	2.01 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 1
	2.02 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 2
	2.03 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 3
	2.04 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 4
	2.05 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 5
	2.06 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 6
	2.07 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 7
	2.08 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 8
	2.09 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 9
	2.10 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 10
	2.11 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 11
	2.12 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 12
	2.13 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 13
	2.14 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 14
	2.15 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 15
	2.16 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 16
	2.17 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 17
	2.18 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 18
	2.19 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 19
	2.20 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 20
	2.21 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 21
	2.22 - BUILDING PLAN - FLOOR 22
	2.23 - BUILDING PLAN - ROOF


	4.00-UNIT PLANS
	Sheets
	4.00 - UNIT PLANS


	4.01-UNIT PLANS
	Sheets
	4.01 - UNIT PLANS


	5.00-ELEVATIONS-RENDERINGS
	Sheets
	5.01 - BUILDING ELEVATIONS - SOUTH
	5.02 - BUILDING ELEVATIONS - NORTH
	5.03 - BUILDING ELEVATIONS - EAST
	5.04 - BUILDING ELEVATIONS - WEST
	5.05 - GRAND STAIR PERSPECTIVE
	5.06 - PERSPECTIVE VIEW
	5.07 - EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS - MATERIALS


	7.00-BUILDING SECTIONS
	Sheets
	7.01 - BUILDING SECTIONS
	7.02 - BUILDING SECTIONS - BUILDING D
	7.03 - BUILDING SECTIONS - BUILDING C
	7.04 - BUILDING SECTIONS - BUILDING B






