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September 3, 2015



75 Howard
550 space parking garage

Transit Center District Plan Area



75 Howard displaces no one but cars.

75 Howard



550 independently accessible parking 
spaces above grade

Existing condition
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75
HOWARD

201 SPEAR

83 HOWARD
RINCON CENTER

29 HOWARD

SF DPW PARCEL
ZONING ENVELOPE

160 FOLSOM
(PROPOSED)

1 FOLSOM
GAP BUILDING



83 HOWARD
RINCON CENTER

29 HOWARD

8/20/201575 Howard p 5

100 mechanically parked spaces 
below grade plus 2 car share spaces

The proposed project
removes 448 parking spaces

SF DPW PARCEL
ZONING ENVELOPE

201 SPEAR

160 FOLSOM
(PROPOSED)

1 FOLSOM
GAP BUILDING



Height to Roof 220 ft.
Top of Screen 240 ft.
Stories (Podium) 7
Stories (Total) 20
Total GSF 332,200 sf

Residential GSF 286,250 sf
Retail GSF 4,950 sf

Podium Footprint 14,196 sf  - 17,754 sf

Lower Tower Footprint 11,829 sf  – 15,505 
sf

Upper Tower Footprint 10,497 sf  – 14,011
sf

Total Units 133
Car Parking Spaces 100 + 2 car share
Bicycle Parking Spaces 116

Proposed Project
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201 SPEAR

83 HOWARD
RINCON CENTER

29 HOWARD
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201 SPEAR

83 HOWARD
RINCON CENTER

29 HOWARD

160 FOLSOM
(PROPOSED)
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1 FOLSOM
GAP BUILDING

The proposed project
garden levels

SF DPW PARCEL
ZONING ENVELOPE
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Rincon  Point Neighbors  Association 88 Howard Street 
Post Office Box 193015 

San Francisco, CA 94119 
______________________________________________________________________

      August 17, 2015 

Planning Commission President Rodney Fong and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re:  75 Howard Street 

Dear Mr. Fong and Commissioners: 

It is time for City Hall to start listening to the voters and residents of San 
Francisco who have repeatedly made it clear they do not want oversized 
developments looming over the Embarcadero.  It 
should not be the Planning Department’s function to 
promote these projects or to give away inappropriate 
exceptions and variances. 

The Draft EIR is invalid without analyzing a 100-foot 
alternative.  The department rejected this analysis 
saying a 100-foot alternative would not be 
economically feasible, but did not justify that 
conclusion as required.  The DEIR needs to be re-
circulated with the complete and proper analysis. 

This project is not “code-compliant” despite what the 
department says.  The developer is seeking numerous 
exceptions and variances.  The lack of significant 
setbacks, especially around the 6th floor, makes the 
project inconsistent with the neighborhood pattern as 
required by the Downtown Area Plan.  The upper 
towers of neighboring buildings facing the 
Embarcadero, such as the Gap headquarters and Hills 
Plaza, were required to have considerable setbacks. 

The Downtown Area Plan also calls for “interesting building tops” and “visually 
interesting terminations to building towers.”  This project has neither.  A 
“separation between buildings to preserve light and air” and to “prevent 



excessive bulk” is also called for in the DAP.  The narrow pedestrian alley 
adjacent to 75 Howard will only become darker with this project. 

COMMUNITY OPPOSITION: 
 Neighborhood (District 6) renters, businesses, condo owners and property 

owners oppose this project.
 Community groups across San Francisco including Save Rincon Park, the 

Coalition for SF Neighborhoods, the Alliance for a Better District 6, Central 
City Democrats, the Harvey Milk LGBT Democratic Club, Sierra Club, and 
the Affordable Housing Alliance have also expressed opposition.

SHADOWS:
 The attached shadow diagram (prepared by a prominent architectural firm) 

clearly shows significant shading on Rincon Park (Aug. 25, 5:30 PM).  The 
existing shadows represented in this diagram have been verified on site. 

 The Planning Dept found, “Any development of substantial height 
(approximately 100 feet or taller) on the project site would shadow Rincon 
Park.  Thus, there is no feasible mitigation to reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level.” (Draft EIR pages 4.H.24-25)

 Shadow maps produced by this developer don’t go past 6 PM which is 
when many local residents use Rincon Park and shadows would be at 
their longest.

 Shadow diagrams are often unreliable because they depend on accurate 
height info of the surrounding buildings, and that’s extremely difficult to 
ascertain.  Numerous errors have been pointed out on Planning’s maps 
showing building heights.  On the other hand, the shadows in our diagram 
have been verified onsite. 

 Developers’ maps often include shadows from buildings that have not 
been approved or even designed.

 As a point of reference, the developer should produce at least one map 
showing the shadows created by this project alone. 

 Keep in mind that the Recreation and Park Commission voted 
unanimously in January to stop a SoMa condo project which the developer 
claimed would only increase shade on Victoria Manalo Draves Park 0.07 
percent.

HEIGHT LIMIT:
 The city’s “Urban Design Element” calls for “low” buildings on the 

waterfront.
 The draft EIR points out, “The proposed project would alter the existing 

height limit of 200 feet as measured in the “S” Bulk Districts…” (page 
4.B.6)

 This site is zoned 200-S, but that outdated height limit is seen as a relic 
from the days of the Embarcadero Freeway.

 Plans clearly show this building would be 240-feet high – 20% over the 
height limit.
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This project would be much higher than the project proposed for 8 
Washington Street.

 This would be the tallest building fronting the Embarcadero between the 
Ferry Building and Bay Bridge.  See attached diagram. 
This project does not seem to meet any of the specific criteria for granting 
a 10% (20-foot) height extension. The Planning Code states additional 
height can “only” be granted if the volume is reduced, if the extension 
contributes to the sense of slenderness, adds to the visual interest to the 
termination of the building, will improve the appearance of the sky-line, will 
not adversely affect light and air to adjacent properties, and will not add 
significant shadows to public open spaces.

STEP DOWN REQUIREMENT:
 Buildings are required to taper down as they get closer to the waterfront.
 This project would line up with the buildings directly behind it like 

dominoes.   (See rendering on page one.)  The second building behind it 
on Howard Street is only five stories high. 

 The Draft EIR points out, “The proposed project would alter the existing 
height limit of 200 feet as measured in the “S” Bulk Districts…” (page 
4.B.6) and, “The project site is effectively on the first block along the 
waterfront…” (4-B-7).   

 This project would violate Policy 13.1 of the Downtown Area Plan that 
states buildings “should taper down to the shoreline of the Bay.”

 The city’s Urban Design Element also asserts, “The heights of buildings 
should taper down to the shoreline of the Bay…”

 The Urban Design Element also calls for low buildings on the waterfront: 
“Low buildings along the waterfront contribute to the gradual tapering of 
height from hilltops to water that is characteristic of San Francisco and 
allows views of the Ocean and the Bay.”

 This site has the same height limit as the neighboring inland building (201 
Spear), so it contradicts the requirement the buildings step down.   

SETBACKS:
 Buildings on the Embarcadero that have upper towers were all required to 

set back those towers a considerable distance from the front of the 
building.

 The Gap headquarters upper tower is set back approximately 75 feet from 
the Embarcadero.

  The contemporary Hills Plaza tower is set back about 160 feet.   
 As David Cincotta pointed out to the planning director in recent 

correspondence, this project's setbacks "are virtually non-existent."  
 75 Howard directly lines up with the Gap headquarters and Hills Plaza, 

both of which have towers that are set back a considerable distance.
 Rincon Center also has considerable set backs and a row of buildings 

between it and the waterfront. 
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 The lack of significant set-backs violates the Redevelopment Plan and 
Design for Development.  This is what required the Gap, Hills and Rincon 
Center projects to set back their towers as much as 160-feet (Hills).

AFFORDABLE HOUSING:
 This project will contribute nothing to affordable housing in the 

neighborhood.  The developer will only contribute the minimal amount to 
affordable housing somewhere else in the city, despite making hundreds 
of millions from the project.  (News reports indicate luxury condos sell for 
between $1000 and $2000 a square foot.  This project has over 400,000 
square feet.) 

 Significant contributions to onsite affordable housing is/should be the cost 
of doing business in SF.

TRAFFIC:
The Planning Department’s analysis states the project would create, “…traffic
increases that would cause levels of service to deteriorate to unacceptable levels 
at the intersection of Spear and Howard streets.”  This is a significant commute 
route.  Drivers traveling south on the Embarcadero are directed to turn west on 
Howard to access the Bay Bridge. 

PRIVACY:
Residential buildings need to be staggered or offset from other buildings.  This is 
a matter of privacy and security.  The developer’s artwork shows workers in the 
Gap Building would have clear views into condos at 75 Howard.  Rincon Center’s 
apartments are even closer.  Worst of all, 75 Howard would only be a few feet 
(about the width of a sidewalk) from the office building at 201 Spear.  This 
represents reckless planning. 

      Sincerely, 

      David Osgood 

Cc:  RPNA Board of Directors 
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Sign the Petition to Save Rincon Park
PETITION TO SUPERVISOR JANE KIM

AND SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSIONERS:
SAVE RINCON PARK!

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commissioners,

San Francisco can do better than plans by out-of-state developers to build high-rise waterfront luxury towers at
75 Howard and 160 Folsom Street that would be far taller than the 8 Washington “wall on the waterfront” rejected
by voters and would cast excessive shadows that harm beautiful Rincon Park.

We the undersigned join community leaders across the city including the Sierra Club, San Francisco Tomorrow,
Coalition for SF Neighborhoods, Affordable Housing Alliance, Alliance for a Better District 6, Rincon Point
Neighbors Association, Harvey Milk LGBT Democratic Club, Central City Democrats, and urge you to send 75
Howard and 160 Folsom back to the drawing board and demand something better!

Total signatures: 326
Name State Comment

1. Tim Hester CA
2. Nickolas Vidutenko FL
3. Blake Feinstein CA
4. Jonathan Roan CA
5. Sally Rosenquest CA
6. Eberardo Lombera CA
7. Shari Zinn CA
8. Janet Gunn CA
9. Francisco Gonzalez CA

10. Vincent Davis CA
11. Lyndsay Rou CA
12. Mary Ann Mills CA
13. Crystal Bender CA
14. Tiffany Hughes CA
15. Julissa Romero CA
16. Anita Ochoa WV
17. Rodney Wertz
18. Chris B CA
19. Sabina Zonno CA
20. Adrienne Renee Urizar
21. destiny malabanan CA
22. Giorgia lombardi
23. paolo morsut
24. Jeannette Farrell CA
25. Benjamin Gannon
26. Riccardo Arini
27. Kandi Gaston CA
28. Colleen Maniere CA
29. Juliet Rios LA
30. Camila Quintana
31. Linda Milark CA
32. Jonathan Parra WI
33. Dale Becherer CA
34. Cheyenne Taito CA
35. leslie iorillo CA
36. Carlos Velez MO
37. Nick Dalton CA
38. raquel reyes CA
39. Katherine Ramirez CA
40. Rick Horten CA
41. Stephanie Costa CA

1 of 6 Default

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/saverinconpark/pages/18/attachments/original/1438111963/75Howard.jpg?1438111963
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/saverinconpark/pages/18/attachments/original/1438112012/160Folsom.jpg?1438112012
http://www.sierraclub.org/san-francisco-bay
http://www.sftomorrow.org/
http://www.csfn.net/
http://www.abd6.org/
http://www.rinconneighbors.com/embarc.html
http://www.milkclub.org/


42. Darrell Oliver
43. Ariella Briffa
44. christina torres
45. Anne Offord CA
46. Maria Campos CA
47. Pamela Roussos
48. Danny Goff CA
49. adrian phan CA
50. Grace Uniacke CA
51. Claire Mills
52. Peter Vizcaino CA
53. Sammy Zoeller CA
54. Jane Timberlake AL
55. Viennelyn Copero CA
56. Chris garvey CA
57. victor antonetti CA
58. Richard Alejandro Padilla CA
59. MaginaF Fernandez CA
60. Helene Wenzel CA
61. Melanie Oberg Davidson
62. Spark Allen
63. Nancy montufar CA
64. Matthew Williams
65. Diana Mitchell
66. Manuel berry
67. Kenneth McKinnon CA
68. pamala deffee CA
69. Matthew Steen WA
70. Joy Kruse CA
71. Edson Retureta CA
72. wanda ashman WI
73. Valerie Lyon MN
74. Teal Spinkd CA
75. Maribel Perea
76. Efrain Espinoza
77. Brandi Valenza
78. Charleen Fournier CA
79. Maria Tobo
80. luciana Olmstead rose CA
81. Larry schmidt CA
82. Georgia Llewellyn CA
83. Frank P Reyes CA
84. Yazmin Zaparolli CA
85. Sara Highsmith CA
86. Edmundo Macedo
87. Susan Kamb CA
88. Dave Osgood CA
89. John Chisholm CA
90. jason cunanan CA
91. Jane Weil CA
92. Sue Bushnell CA
93. Kelly Smith CA
94. Aj Guest CA
95. Barbara Inaba CA
96. Rod Bushnell CA
97. Lee Radner CA
98. Thomas Joseph CA
99. Dee Seligman

Name State Comment
2 of 6 Default



100. Kay Lee CA
101. michael russom CA
102. Niki Burke CA
103. Joe Luttrell CA
104. Earl Gee CA
105. Debi Gould NJ
106. Roland Salvato ID
107. Kaye Kennedy MT
108. Arthur W Launder CA
109. Barbara Randlett CA
110. Jan Robinson CA
111. Marlayne Morgan CA
112. Gloria Wright
113. Rebecca Robertson
114. Austin Quirk CA
115. Susan Elizabeth Vaughan CA
116. W T
117. Katharine Demgen CA
118. Jessica valade CA
119. Jason Scotti
120. Suzanne Dumont CA
121. Denise Dorey CA
122. Hiroshi Fukuda NE
123. karen breslin
124. Karen Wood CA
125. Andrea O'Leary CA
126. Firouzeh Farah CA
127. Georgina Magee
128. will welch CA
129. Mari Eliza
130. Maria Keeling CA
131. James Miller
132. Mica Ringel CA
133. Rick Hall CA
134. Daniel Liberthson CA
135. Judy Berkowitz CA
136. nicole jacobson
137. Daniel Macchiarini CA
138. Catherine Groody KS
139. Linda Blaine CA
140. susan wilpitz
141. Adalia Smith
142. Polina Liflyandsky
143. Joanne mac Arthur CA
144. Geoff Smith
145. gretchen tselos
146. Marlene Aron CA
147. Catherine Haydn CA
148. Alison Heath CA
149. Carol Satriani CA
150. Michelle Brant CA
151. John F Levin
152. Joan Satriani CA
153. Joy Kent CA
154. barbara austin CA
155. Robert Francis CA
156. Colette Crutcher CA
157. Caroline Calderon

Name State Comment
3 of 6 Default



158. Reed Bement CA
159. Bijou OKeefe CA
160. Rikki Weber CA
161. Deborah Atkins CA
162. hourieh mousavi CA
163. Jackie Barshak
164. Hannah Braun CA
165. Wendy Gilmore CA
166. Kathie Cheatham CA
167. Dr. Elizabeth Fromer LA
168. Lily Wang CA
169. Tara Eslami
170. Irene Ng CA
171. Renate Kay CA
172. Robert Gilbert CA
173. Maria Arovola
174. Jesus Barragan CA
175. Annette Peretti CA
176. erick Arguello CA
177. robert titlow CA
178. James Lauer CA
179. Karol Denniston CA
180. martha sanchez CA
181. Robert Werkheiser OR
182. Cecilia Lim
183. Rae Bordua CA
184. Glenn Rogers, PLA CA
185. Tyler Kelly CA
186. Dennis Brydon CA
187. Brian Goggin CA
188. Maria De La Mora CA
189. Joanna Kaminska
190. Karen u CA
191. Ruth Miller CA
192. Martha Rodriguez-stadlberger CA
193. Beatriz St. John CA
194. Erin Sills CA
195. Catherine Carr CA
196. Daynelita Dulalas CA
197. Janet Jones CA
198. Robert Pittman
199. Jeanie Pittman
200. Ann Landau CA
201. Barbara Graham CA
202. Barry Hermanson
203. James Boll CA
204. Geoffrey Scammell CA
205. Michael Lamm CA
206. Eileen Boken CA
207. Tseggai Debrezion
208. Maria Zamudio
209. R I CA
210. Barbara Raymond CA
211. Bill Benkavitch MD
212. Teresa Dulalas CA
213. Robert Nardil
214. sandra gonzalez CA
215. B Phillips CA

Name State Comment
4 of 6 Default



216. Naheed Kalhor CA
217. Oh Elza
218. jan blum CA
219. Rotimi Agbabiaka CA
220. Richard & Diane Wiersba CA
221. Patricia Fox CA
222. Flora Davis CA
223. Suzanne Smith CA
224. Tracey Jordanov CA
225. Elaine Beal CA
226. L. A. Anderson CA
227. Caroline Klyce CA
228. Howard Chabner CA
229. Thomas Bier CA
230. Jim Warshell CA
231. Ruben Becker CA
232. Lisa Garcia CA
233. Tracy Ward CA
234. alyce desrosiers CA
235. steve mi
236. Lisa Brown CA
237. Terry Cooper CA
238. Margaret Blackstock CA
239. Udit Dalal CA
240. Suman Bhattacharya KS
241. Timothy Armour CA
242. Jennifer Temple CA
243. Athene Wagner CA
244. Greg Wardle CA
245. Gore Song
246. John torell
247. Mike McMahon CA
248. Raj Khanna
249. Marian Wallace
250. Elaine Lin CA
251. Sukla De CA
252. Ashley Sabisch CA
253. Andrew Sabisch
254. James Nicholas CA
255. Amir Salek CA
256. Lily Yuan
257. Tricia Miller CA
258. Calvin Lam CA
259. Pamela Browning
260. Daniel Coming CA
261. Punam Sarad CA
262. Rob Theis
263. Jennifer Simon CA
264. Russ Miller CA
265. Fan Yuan CA
266. Roberto Hernandez CA
267. Rebecca Sheehan-Stross CA
268. karim Taghaddos CA
269. Anabelle Bolanos
270. Smita Gupta CA
271. Jackie Chen CA
272. Shalini Bhatia CA
273. Kenneth Morrison CA

Name State Comment
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274. Lou Dematteis CA
275. Yan Li CA
276. Anand Aidasani CA
277. Stephanie Chen CA
278. Patricia Picou Green
279. Wanda Vorachit CA
280. Laura Jacobson CA
281. Retesh shah
282. Saureen Shah
283. Deborah Garfinkle CA
284. Clifford Leong CA
285. Gloria Lin TX
286. Rupert Wever CA
287. Anna Lee
288. judi white CA
289. Jeanette Li CA
290. Donna Williams
291. Douglas Edwards CA
292. Mike Katz
293. Scott Murphy CA
294. Robert Lee CA
295. Jose Montesinos CA
296. James Williams CA
297. MaryAnn Robertson CA
298. Marie Sorenson NM
299. Andrew Dennis CA
300. Kathleen Regacho CA
301. cheryl leong CA
302. Vince Tsai
303. Lisa Davis
304. Vi tran Troms
305. Merle Goldstone MA
306. David Chu
307. Karen Scarr
308. Michael Katz CA
309. evelina petrova CA
310. Morena Lackner
311. Treven Cornwall CA
312. Janet brock CA
313. Sharon Steuer CA
314. Angela Weber CA
315. Jim MacFeeters CA
316. ruth ann jones CA
317. Martin Flacks CA
318. kal spelletich CA
319. Elaine Larkin WI
320. Nancy Leavens
321. Geoff Wood CA
322. Kiersten Dunbar CA
323. James Seff CA
324. Marc Norton CA
325. David Bancroft CA
326. Marco Galfre CA

Name State Comment
6 of 6 Default









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 







From: Fozia Fearnley
To: msanchez@paramount-group.com; Chang, Tina (CPC)
Subject: 75 Howard Street (Case 2014.1122XVCUA) - Inquiry
Date: Sunday, August 02, 2015 2:29:08 PM

Dear Marce Sanchez,

This is David and Fozia Fearnley, homeowners in San Francisco. We have been
following 75 Howard Street (Case 2014.1122XVCUA) planning progress since the
start of time and are looking forward to this new development in the making.
Hopefully San Francisco’s Planning Commission approved construction of the
20 story tall building on Thursday, July 23.  We are interested to learn more about
options for making a deposit against future purchase. Please advise possible next
steps for engagement.

With Regards,

Fozia & David Fearnley



From: Chris Sater
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 11:03:38 PM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Chris Sater
chris.sater@gmail.com
94102



From: Donald Dewsnup
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Monday, July 20, 2015 5:18:54 PM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Donald Dewsnup
donaldjdewsnup@gmail.com
94111



From: Gerry Tierney
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Monday, July 20, 2015 4:42:53 PM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Gerry  Tierney
gerry.tierney@perkinswill.com
94105



From: Hope Kamer
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Thursday, July 23, 2015 5:37:17 AM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Hope Kamer
hopekamer@gmail.com
94702



From: James White
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Friday, July 17, 2015 9:21:14 AM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
James White
Jamescwhite3@gmail.com
94107



From: Lou Vasquez
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 11:02:33 AM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Lou Vasquez
louvasquez@buildinc.biz
94117



From: LYNDON MANUEL
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Monday, July 20, 2015 4:46:11 PM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
LYNDON MANUEL
lyndon.manuel@gmail.com



From: martin bovill
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 11:10:58 AM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
martin bovill
martin.bovill@lendlease.com
94105



From: Michael Thomas
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 8:34:05 AM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Michael Thomas
Michael.thomas@cbre.com
94111



From: Mike Sullivan
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Saturday, July 25, 2015 12:16:33 AM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Mike Sullivan
michaelsullivan415@gmail.com
94117



From: Robert Gain
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 5:27:04 AM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Robert Gain
bob.gain@mac.com
94114



From: Sarah Hancock
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Monday, July 20, 2015 5:13:47 PM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Sarah Hancock
sarah@jonesgroupsf.com
94118



From: Sharon Polledri
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Chang, Tina (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com;

wordweaver21@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Richards,
Dennis (CPC); info@sfhac.org

Subject: I Support 75 Howard Street
Date: Friday, July 17, 2015 1:33:57 PM

Dear Supervisor Kim and Planning Commission President Fong,

I support the proposed 75 Howard Street project being presented to the Planning Commission on July
23rd. Please approve this code compliant, mixed-use development that will replace a large parking
garage with badly-needed housing.

Thank you.

CC:
San Francisco Planning Commissioners
Tina Cheng, Planning Department
SF Housing Action Coalition

--
Sharon Polledri
Sharon.polledri@comcast.net
94109


	75 Howard - CU Motion.pdf
	Planning Commission Draft Motion
	hearing date: september 3, 2015
	PREAMBLE
	Findings
	Having reviewed the materials identified in the recitals above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:
	1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.
	2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site consists of a lot developed with an 8-story above grade parking garage (the “Parking Garage Lot”) and includes what has been referred to as “the Unimproved Triangle” (3741/35, Parcel 3), that is wi...
	3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The subject property is located at the intersection of Howard and Steuart Streets, on a block bounded by Folsom and Spear Streets in the Financial District.  The subject property is located within the C-3-O...
	4. Project Description.  The Project Sponsor proposes to demolish the existing above-grade parking garage, merge the two lots, and construct a new 20-story-over-garage, 284,300 gsf, 133-unit residential building with 5,824 sq. ft. of ground floor reta...
	5. Public Comment.  On earlier iterations of the Project (the Original Project and the Reduced Height Alternative), the Department received comments from the neighboring community expressing opposition to the proposed height increase of the Original P...
	6. Planning Code Compliance: The Planning Code Compliance Findings set forth in Motion No. XXXX, Case No. 2011.1122XVCUA (Downtown Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 309) apply to this Motion and are incorporated herein as though...
	a. Floor Area Ratio (Section 124).  The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by Planning Code Section 124 for the C-3-O(SD) District is 6.0 to 1. Under Sections 123 and 128 of the Planning Code, the FAR can be increased to 9.0 to 1 with the purchas...
	b. Parking (Section 151.1).  Planning Code Section 151.1 allows up to one car for each two dwelling units as-of-right, and up to three cars for each four dwelling units as a conditional use.  For non-residential uses, the Code does not provide a total...
	The Project contains 133 dwelling units.  Per Planning Code Section 151.1, 67 parking spaces are principally permitted (133/2 = 66.5), and an additional 33 parking spaces are conditionally permitted (133/.75 = 99.75 - 66.5 = 33.25).  The Project pro...
	c. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Sections 210.2 establishes no density limit in the C-3 Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, exposure, and open space of each development lot.
	The Project contains 133 dwelling units, which is allowed in the C-3-O(SD) District. The elimination of density controls in the C-3 Districts was recently approved through Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board File No. 141253); previously, density was principa...
	d. Use (Section 210.2).  The Project Site is located in a Downtown Office Special Development (C‐3‐O(SD)) District wherein residential and commercial uses are permitted.

	7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization.  On balance, the project complies with the criteria of Section 303, 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.
	This Conditional Use authorization for parking in excess of principally permitted amounts would be desirable for and compatible with the neighborhood for several reasons.  The Project’s underground parking will be used principally for car storage and ...
	The Project is desirable because it would replace the existing 550 space, 8 story above-grade parking garage with a residential high-rise tower that is more consistent and compatible with the surrounding high-rise residential and commercial architectu...
	b. The 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 resp...
	(i) The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape, and arrangement of structures.
	(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 and of proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions of car-shar...
	(iii) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust, and odor.
	(iv) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting, and signs.

	c. Such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

	8. Planning Code Section 151.1 establishes criteria for the Commission to consider when reviewing any request for accessory parking in excess of what is permitted by right. On balance, the Project complies with the criteria of Section 151.1, in that:
	a. For projects with 50 units or more, all residential accessory parking in excess of 0.5 parking spaces for each dwelling unit shall be stored and accessed by mechanical stackers or lifts, valet, or other space-efficient means that allows more space ...
	b. Vehicle movement on or around the project site associated with the excess accessory parking does not unduly impact pedestrian spaces or movement, transit service, bicycle movement, or the overall traffic movement in the district.
	c. Accommodating excess accessory parking does not degrade the overall urban design quality of the project proposal.
	d. Excess accessory parking does not diminish the quality and viability of existing or planned streetscape enhancements.
	e. All parking meets the active use and architectural screening requirements in Section 145.1 and the project sponsor is not requesting any exceptions or variances requiring such treatments elsewhere in the Code.
	f. In granting approval for such accessory parking above that permitted by right, the Commission may require the property owner to pay the annual membership fee to a certified car-share organization, as defined in Section 166(b)(2), for any resident o...
	(i) That the project encourages additional private-automobile use, thereby creating localized transportation impacts for the neighborhood.
	(ii) That these localized transportation impacts may be lessened for the neighborhood by the provision of car-share memberships to residents.


	9. General Plan Conformity.  The Project would affirmatively promote the following objectives and policies of the General Plan:
	HOUSING ELEMENT

	Objectives and Policies
	The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing.  The Project proposes to demolish the existing above-grade...
	The Property is an ideal site for new housing due to its central, downtown location, and proximity to public transportation. The current development of this location, with the above-grade parking garage, represents an under-utilized site within the do...
	urban design element
	The Project uses an innovative design to relate to existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by commercial office buildings and residential high-rise buildings. It would replace the existing above-grade parking garage with a res...

	Objectives and Policies
	TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
	10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project complies with said policies in that:
	11. Rincon Point – South Beach Redevelopment Plan Compliance. A small portion of the subject property, Block 3741, Lot 35, approximately 337 square feet of the entire project site, falls within the Rincon Point – South Beach Redevelopment Plan Area an...
	A. Background / Initial Findings. The Redevelopment Requirements provide specific standards for development but incorporate other local land use regulations to the extent that those regulations do not conflict with Redevelopment Requirements.  Design ...
	This GAP Property is identified in the Redevelopment Plan as being within the Rincon Point Sub-Area and designated on Map 1: Land Use Plan as Office (with an alternate for residential development).  The GAP Property was developed by the GAP for its o...
	Pursuant to a Delegation Agreement by and between OCII and the San Francisco Planning Department, OCII has delegated to the Planning Department the responsibility for administering the Redevelopment Requirements to the extent applicable to those port...
	The Commission finds that the Redevelopment Requirements applicable to the Subject Property were intended to govern the GAP headquarters building and were not intended to apply to the development of a separate project that is located mostly outside o...
	Without limiting the foregoing, Section VII of the Redevelopment Plan also provides that the Agency (or in this case, the Planning Department, acting pursuant to the Delegation Agreement) may in its discretion permit minor variances from the land use...
	B. Redevelopment Improvements:  Only a small number of improvements of the 75 Howard Project are located on the Subject Property.  Those improvements (as shown on the current plans in Exhibit B) are:  (i) the below grade parking garage; (ii) on floors...
	C. Consistency Findings.  For the reasons discussed in Section A above, so long as the proposed new development meets the requirements of the General Plan, the City Planning Code and all other applicable codes, then the portion of the 75 Howard Projec...
	1) Land Use and Density: Per the Land Use Plan attached to the Redevelopment Plan, the GAP Property is zoned for Office.  However, housing with a density range of 150 to 300 units per acre may be developed as an alternate use. Such housing may include...
	The 75 Howard Project in its entirety would comply with these requirements since it includes 133 residential units (which equal approximately 277 units per acre) with ground floor retail space.  Therefore, the Redevelopment Improvements, which contai...
	2) Height and Bulk:
	a) MAXIMUM HEIGHT.  The Redevelopment Requirements provide for a maximum height of 240 for the Subject Property.
	The Redevelopment Improvements consist of floors 1-11, which rise to a height of approximately 111 feet.  As such, the Redevelopment Improvements comply with the maximum height restrictions of the Redevelopment Requirements.
	b) BASE AND TOWER HEIGHT AND BULK: The Design for Development (see Section III(A)(6)) sets forth height and bulk standards for the GAP Property.  These requirements are as follows
	i) BASE: The maximum height of the base shall not exceed 90 feet.
	The base of the 75 Howard Project building meets this requirement as it terminates at a height of 67’-2” feet at the seventh level of the building. Therefore, the Redevelopment Improvements comply with this provision.
	ii) LOWER TOWER: The maximum height of the lower tower must not exceed 165 feet. The maximum plan dimension must not exceed 185 feet in length and 243 feet in diagonal dimension. The maximum floor area must not exceed 28,000 square feet and the maximu...
	Only those portions of the lower tower up to the 11th floor, at a height of 111 feet fall within the Gap Property, which is consistent with the Design for Development.
	Bulk requirements for the lower tower apply between 103 feet and 160 feet based on the 75 Howard Project’s roof height of 220 feet.  The 75 Howard Project’s lower tower is less bulky than permitted by the Redevelopment Requirements.  The floors in the...
	iii) UPPER TOWER: The maximum height shall not exceed 240 feet. The maximum plan dimension shall not exceed 165 feet in length and 215 feet in diagonal dimension. The maximum floor are shall not exceed 21,000 square feet and the maximum average floor ...
	The upper tower restrictions do not apply to the Redevelopment Improvements, since the Redevelopment Improvements do not include any portion of the upper tower.
	c) The minimum required volume reduction between the average floor area of the lower and upper tower shall be 15%.
	As noted above, the upper tower restrictions do not apply to the Redevelopment Improvements, since the Redevelopment Improvements do not include any portion of the upper tower.
	3) Parking and Loading: The Design for Development permits one (1) parking space for each dwelling unit.  Other parking requirements applying to the GAP Property are not applicable as no non-residential parking is proposed for the 75 Howard Project. T...
	The 75 Howard Project, in its entirety, is providing less than one space per unit, therefore the Redevelopment Improvements, which comprise a fraction of the 75 Howard Project, comply with these requirements. Furthermore, the Project provides 2 off-s...
	4) Open Space: 50 square feet minimum of open space is required for each dwelling unit.
	The Redevelopment Improvements comply with this requirement, with 84 units within the Subject Property featuring private open spaces of at least 50 square feet, and the remaining 49 units sharing a common open space of 2,950 square feet (greater than...
	12. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of the neighborhood and would constitu...
	13. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Determination of Compliance with exceptions would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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	The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing.  The Project proposes to demolish the existing above-grade...
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	PREAMBLE
	Findings
	Having reviewed the materials identified in the recitals above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:
	1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.
	2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project Site consists of a lot developed with an 8-story above grade parking garage (the “Parking Garage Lot”) and includes what has been referred to as “the Unimproved Triangle” (3741/35, Parcel 3), that is wi...
	3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The subject property is located at the intersection of Howard and Steuart Streets, on a block bounded by Folsom and Spear Streets in the Financial District.  The subject property is located within the C-3-O...
	4. Project Description.  The Project Sponsor proposes to demolish the existing above-grade parking garage, merge the two lots, and construct a new 20-story-over-garage, 284,300 gsf, 133-unit residential building with 5,824 sq. ft. of ground floor reta...
	5. Public Comment.  On earlier iterations of the Project (the Original Project and the Reduced Height Alternative), the Department received comments from the neighboring community expressing opposition to the proposed height increase of the Original P...
	6. Planning Code Compliance: The Planning Code Compliance Findings set forth in Motion No. XXXX, Case No. 2011.1122XVCUA (Downtown Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 309) apply to this Motion and are incorporated herein as though...
	a. Floor Area Ratio (Section 124).  The floor area ratio (FAR) limit as defined by Planning Code Section 124 for the C-3-O(SD) District is 6.0 to 1. Under Sections 123 and 128 of the Planning Code, the FAR can be increased to 9.0 to 1 with the purchas...
	b. Parking (Section 151.1).  Planning Code Section 151.1 allows up to one car for each two dwelling units as-of-right, and up to three cars for each four dwelling units as a conditional use.  For non-residential uses, the Code does not provide a total...
	The Project contains 133 dwelling units.  Per Planning Code Section 151.1, 67 parking spaces are principally permitted (133/2 = 66.5), and an additional 33 parking spaces are conditionally permitted (133/.75 = 99.75 - 66.5 = 33.25).  The Project pro...
	c. Density (Section 210.2). Planning Code Sections 210.2 establishes no density limit in the C-3 Districts. Density is regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, exposure, and open space of each development lot.
	The Project contains 133 dwelling units, which is allowed in the C-3-O(SD) District. The elimination of density controls in the C-3 Districts was recently approved through Ordinance No. 22-15 (Board File No. 141253); previously, density was principa...
	d. Use (Section 210.2).  The Project Site is located in a Downtown Office Special Development (C‐3‐O(SD)) District wherein residential and commercial uses are permitted.

	7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization.  On balance, the project complies with the criteria of Section 303, 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.
	This Conditional Use authorization for parking in excess of principally permitted amounts would be desirable for and compatible with the neighborhood for several reasons.  The Project’s underground parking will be used principally for car storage and ...
	The Project is desirable because it would replace the existing 550 space, 8 story above-grade parking garage with a residential high-rise tower that is more consistent and compatible with the surrounding high-rise residential and commercial architectu...
	b. The 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 resp...
	(i) The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape, and arrangement of structures.
	(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 and of proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions of car-shar...
	(iii) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust, and odor.
	(iv) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting, and signs.

	c. Such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

	8. Planning Code Section 151.1 establishes criteria for the Commission to consider when reviewing any request for accessory parking in excess of what is permitted by right. On balance, the Project complies with the criteria of Section 151.1, in that:
	a. For projects with 50 units or more, all residential accessory parking in excess of 0.5 parking spaces for each dwelling unit shall be stored and accessed by mechanical stackers or lifts, valet, or other space-efficient means that allows more space ...
	b. Vehicle movement on or around the project site associated with the excess accessory parking does not unduly impact pedestrian spaces or movement, transit service, bicycle movement, or the overall traffic movement in the district.
	c. Accommodating excess accessory parking does not degrade the overall urban design quality of the project proposal.
	d. Excess accessory parking does not diminish the quality and viability of existing or planned streetscape enhancements.
	e. All parking meets the active use and architectural screening requirements in Section 145.1 and the project sponsor is not requesting any exceptions or variances requiring such treatments elsewhere in the Code.
	f. In granting approval for such accessory parking above that permitted by right, the Commission may require the property owner to pay the annual membership fee to a certified car-share organization, as defined in Section 166(b)(2), for any resident o...
	(i) That the project encourages additional private-automobile use, thereby creating localized transportation impacts for the neighborhood.
	(ii) That these localized transportation impacts may be lessened for the neighborhood by the provision of car-share memberships to residents.


	9. General Plan Conformity.  The Project would affirmatively promote the following objectives and policies of the General Plan:
	HOUSING ELEMENT

	Objectives and Policies
	The Project supports this Policy. The proposed Project would construct a significant amount of new housing units within an existing urban environment that is in need of more access to housing.  The Project proposes to demolish the existing above-grade...
	The Property is an ideal site for new housing due to its central, downtown location, and proximity to public transportation. The current development of this location, with the above-grade parking garage, represents an under-utilized site within the do...
	urban design element
	The Project uses an innovative design to relate to existing development in the neighborhood, which is characterized by commercial office buildings and residential high-rise buildings. It would replace the existing above-grade parking garage with a res...

	Objectives and Policies
	TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
	10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project complies with said policies in that:
	11. Rincon Point – South Beach Redevelopment Plan Compliance. A small portion of the subject property, Block 3741, Lot 35, approximately 337 square feet of the entire project site, falls within the Rincon Point – South Beach Redevelopment Plan Area an...
	A. Background / Initial Findings. The Redevelopment Requirements provide specific standards for development but incorporate other local land use regulations to the extent that those regulations do not conflict with Redevelopment Requirements.  Design ...
	This GAP Property is identified in the Redevelopment Plan as being within the Rincon Point Sub-Area and designated on Map 1: Land Use Plan as Office (with an alternate for residential development).  The GAP Property was developed by the GAP for its o...
	Pursuant to a Delegation Agreement by and between OCII and the San Francisco Planning Department, OCII has delegated to the Planning Department the responsibility for administering the Redevelopment Requirements to the extent applicable to those port...
	The Commission finds that the Redevelopment Requirements applicable to the Subject Property were intended to govern the GAP headquarters building and were not intended to apply to the development of a separate project that is located mostly outside o...
	Without limiting the foregoing, Section VII of the Redevelopment Plan also provides that the Agency (or in this case, the Planning Department, acting pursuant to the Delegation Agreement) may in its discretion permit minor variances from the land use...
	B. Redevelopment Improvements:  Only a small number of improvements of the 75 Howard Project are located on the Subject Property.  Those improvements (as shown on the current plans in Exhibit B) are:  (i) the below grade parking garage; (ii) on floors...
	C. Consistency Findings.  For the reasons discussed in Section A above, so long as the proposed new development meets the requirements of the General Plan, the City Planning Code and all other applicable codes, then the portion of the 75 Howard Projec...
	1) Land Use and Density: Per the Land Use Plan attached to the Redevelopment Plan, the GAP Property is zoned for Office.  However, housing with a density range of 150 to 300 units per acre may be developed as an alternate use. Such housing may include...
	The 75 Howard Project in its entirety would comply with these requirements since it includes 133 residential units (which equal approximately 277 units per acre) with ground floor retail space.  Therefore, the Redevelopment Improvements, which contai...
	2) Height and Bulk:
	a) MAXIMUM HEIGHT.  The Redevelopment Requirements provide for a maximum height of 240 for the Subject Property.
	The Redevelopment Improvements consist of floors 1-11, which rise to a height of approximately 111 feet.  As such, the Redevelopment Improvements comply with the maximum height restrictions of the Redevelopment Requirements.
	b) BASE AND TOWER HEIGHT AND BULK: The Design for Development (see Section III(A)(6)) sets forth height and bulk standards for the GAP Property.  These requirements are as follows
	i) BASE: The maximum height of the base shall not exceed 90 feet.
	The base of the 75 Howard Project building meets this requirement as it terminates at a height of 67’-2” feet at the seventh level of the building. Therefore, the Redevelopment Improvements comply with this provision.
	ii) LOWER TOWER: The maximum height of the lower tower must not exceed 165 feet. The maximum plan dimension must not exceed 185 feet in length and 243 feet in diagonal dimension. The maximum floor area must not exceed 28,000 square feet and the maximu...
	Only those portions of the lower tower up to the 11th floor, at a height of 111 feet fall within the Gap Property, which is consistent with the Design for Development.
	Bulk requirements for the lower tower apply between 103 feet and 160 feet based on the 75 Howard Project’s roof height of 220 feet.  The 75 Howard Project’s lower tower is less bulky than permitted by the Redevelopment Requirements.  The floors in the...
	iii) UPPER TOWER: The maximum height shall not exceed 240 feet. The maximum plan dimension shall not exceed 165 feet in length and 215 feet in diagonal dimension. The maximum floor are shall not exceed 21,000 square feet and the maximum average floor ...
	The upper tower restrictions do not apply to the Redevelopment Improvements, since the Redevelopment Improvements do not include any portion of the upper tower.
	c) The minimum required volume reduction between the average floor area of the lower and upper tower shall be 15%.
	As noted above, the upper tower restrictions do not apply to the Redevelopment Improvements, since the Redevelopment Improvements do not include any portion of the upper tower.
	3) Parking and Loading: The Design for Development permits one (1) parking space for each dwelling unit.  Other parking requirements applying to the GAP Property are not applicable as no non-residential parking is proposed for the 75 Howard Project. T...
	The 75 Howard Project, in its entirety, is providing less than one space per unit, therefore the Redevelopment Improvements, which comprise a fraction of the 75 Howard Project, comply with these requirements. Furthermore, the Project provides 2 off-s...
	4) Open Space: 50 square feet minimum of open space is required for each dwelling unit.
	The Redevelopment Improvements comply with this requirement, with 84 units within the Subject Property featuring private open spaces of at least 50 square feet, and the remaining 49 units sharing a common open space of 2,950 square feet (greater than...
	12. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of the neighborhood and would constitu...
	13. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Determination of Compliance with exceptions would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	A. Project History. On January 13, 2012, Project Sponsor filed an application with the Department for Environmental Review, to allow the demolition of an existing above-grade parking lot and the construction of a new, approximately 31-story-over-basem...
	B. Project Sponsor Objectives. The FEIR discusses several project objectives identified by the Project Sponsor.  The objectives are as follows:
	C. Planning And Environmental Review Process. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) was required and provided public notice of the preparation of such on December 12, 2012.  The Department published the Draft EIR on Jul...
	D. APPROVAL ACTIONS: The Project would require a Planning Code Section 309 Downtown Project Approval.  The Project would also require a Conditional Use authorization for parking in excess of principally permitted amounts, Variances for dwelling unit e...
	E. LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS. The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the FEIR received during the public review period, the record of proceedings including those items described in CEQA Section 21167.6(e), and other bac...

	III. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
	A. Impacts Found to be Less than Significant and Thus Requiring No Mitigation.  Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, subd. (a...
	The Initial Study, attached to the Draft EIR as Appendix A, found that the following potential individual and cumulative environmental effects of the Project, as fully analyzed in the IS, would be less than significant and thus require no mitigation: ...
	Implementation of the Project will not result in any significant impacts in the following areas as identified in the FEIR:  LU-1; LU-2; C-LU-1; TR-1; TR-2; TR-3; TR-4; TR-5; TR-6; TR-7; TR-8; C-TR-2; C-TR-3; NO-4; NO-5; AQ-1; AQ-3; AQ-5; UT-1; C-UT-1;...
	B. Significant Impacts That Can Be Avoided Or Reduced To A Less‐Than‐Significant Level Through Mitigation. The FEIR identified the significant impacts listed in this Section III.B and identified mitigation measures which, if implemented, would avoid o...
	C. Significant And Unavoidable Environmental Impacts. The Project, as approved, would have Project‐specific unavoidable significant environmental impacts as outlined herein.  Where feasible, mitigation measures have been included in the FEIR and MMRP ...

	IV. Evaluation of Project Alternatives
	A. Alternatives Analyzed in the FEIR. The FEIR analyzed three alternatives to the Original Project: the No Project Alternative, the Code Compliant Alternative and the Reduced Height Alternative.
	B. ALTERNATIVES REJECTED AND REASONS FOR REJECTION
	(1) No Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative would not be desirable and would not meet any of the Project Sponsor’s objectives.  The No Project Alternative would amount to a continuation of the existing conditions at the Project Site, which...
	(a) The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project Sponsor’s objectives.
	(b) The No Project Alternative would not provide opportunities for new sources of jobs, housing (including affordable housing through payment of the in-lieu fee), commercial uses, fees, taxes and revenues.
	(c) The Project site would remain underutilized.

	(2) Original Project. The Original Project is no longer the Project Sponsor’s preferred project and as such would not be desirable.  The Original Project is rejected in favor of the Project and is found infeasible because the Original Project would in...
	(3) Reduced Height Alternative.  The Reduced Height Alternative would not be desirable and is not the Project Sponsor’s preferred project.  The Reduced Height Alternative is rejected in favor of the Project and is found infeasible because the Reduced ...
	(4) Alternatives Considered but Rejected.  The FEIR also identified two alternatives that were considered but rejected from further consideration, namely, the PPA design alternative and an off-site alternative. As described in the FEIR, the Planning D...


	V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
	1. The Project would add up to 133 dwelling units, of which 36 are one-bedroom units, 71 are two-bedroom units, 23 are three-bedroom units, and three are four-bedroom units, to the City’s housing stock. As such, the Project promotes the objectives and...
	2. The Project would help secure funding for permanently affordable housing by paying a 20% in-lieu fee in accordance with the City’s Affordable Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, thereby enhancing the City’s affordable housing.
	3. The Project would promote the objectives and policies of the General Plan by replacing the existing above-grade parking garage with a residential high-rise tower that is more consistent and compatible with the surrounding high-rise residential and ...
	4. By developing and maintaining space dedicated to retail use and restaurant use within the building, the Project will continue the pattern of active ground floor retail along the Steuart and Howard Street frontages and will provide services to the i...
	5. The Project would construct a development that is in keeping with the scale, massing and density of other structures in the immediate vicinity.
	6. The Project design is intended to meet, and the Project Sponsor intends to seek, a LEED Platinum certification from the U.S. Green Building Council.
	7. The Project’s innovative design furthers Housing Element Policy 11.1, which provides that “The City should continue to improve design review to ensure that the review process results in good design that complements existing character.”
	8. The Project will create temporary construction jobs and permanent jobs in the retail sector. These jobs will provide employment opportunities for San Francisco residents, promote the City’s role as a commercial center, and provide additional payrol...
	9. The Project will revitalize the Project Site and the surrounding neighborhood. The replacement of 550 above-grade parking spaces with 100 below-grade spaces will bring the site into greater conformity with current Planning Code and urban design pri...
	10. The Project will substantially increase the assessed value of the Project Site, resulting in corresponding increases in tax revenue to the City.
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