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BY HAND DELIVERY 

Board President London Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors, 
c/o Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

December 2, 2015 

Re: Subdivision Map for the Warriors Arena Project (Project 8593); DPW Order No. 
184253, Director's Conditional Approval of Tentative Final Map No. 8593, 
Assessor's Blocks 8722, Lots 1 and 8, prepared for an on behalf of GSW Arena 
LLC (the "Tentative Final Map") 

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board: 

On November 12, 2015, the City's Director of Public Works (the "Director") by DPW 
Order No. 184253 adopted certain findings under the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") and conditionally approved the above-referenced Tentative Final Map for the Golden 
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development on Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay 
South (the "Event Center" or "Project"). 

On November 19, 2015, the Mission Bay Alliance ("Appellant") appealed to this Board 
the Director's Tentative Final Map approval action (the "Map Appeal") and, on November 30, 
2015, submitted to this Board Appellant's Brief in Support of Appeal. As Project sponsor, GSW 
Arena LLC ("GSW" or the "Warriors") believe the Tentative Final Map was approved in full 
compliance with all applicable laws and procedures and urge the Board to affirm the Director's 
approval of the Tentative Final Map and reject the Map Appeal. 

The Department of Public Works ("DPW"), the Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure ("OCII"), Planning Department staff and the City's environmental consultants 
have prepared an exhaustive analysis of the issues raised in the Map Appeal. In fact, that 
analysis is so detailed and comprehensive that we have little to add. We write separately to 
provide our perspective on the appeal as a whole, and to provide the Board with information that 
might not otherwise be reflected in the record. 

~NBA 

1. Appellant Is Abusing the CEQA Process as a Means of Trying to Delay, if not 
Kill, the Project. 
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Appellants claim that the Tentative Final Map approval should be overturned because the 
Project SEIR does not comply with CEQA. The sufficiency of the SEIR is the subject of 
Appellant's concurrent CEQA appeal to this Board as Governing Body of OCII, Successor 
Agency to the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97; 
Planning Dept. Case No. 2014.1441E) (the "CEQA Appeal"). The City has submitted a 
comprehensive response brief to the CEQA Appeal, which matter will be heard and decided by 
this Board. In addition, GSW, as project sponsor, submitted a November 30, 2015 letter to this 
Board ("GS W's Response"), which letter is on file with the Clerk of the Board and incorporated 
herein by this reference. In GSW's Response, we describe Appellant's numerous abuses of the 
CEQA process. As we describe at length in GSW's CEQA Response, Appellant is not a 
longstanding, grass-roots organization and does not represent environmental or neighborhood 
advocates. Notably, no member of Appellant or any other opponent to the Project appeared at the 
Director's duly noticed public hearing on the Tentative Final Map held on October 28, 2015. 

2. Appellant's Opposition Is Based on the Misplaced Notion that the Site Should Be 
Left Fallow for an Indefinite Period in Hopes Viable Biotech Uses Emerge 
Someday. 

Appellant has raised no legitimate legal or technical issues related to the adequacy of the 
Tentative Final Map itself. Rather, the Map Appeal is further evidence of Appellant's stated 
desire to stop the project at all costs and to "litigate until the cows come home." An apparent 
motive for Appellant's opposition is that the land should be reserved for a future biotech use 
should it emerge someday. In GSW's Response, we refer the Board to the SEIR Response to 
Comments and OCII's responses prepared to Late Comments to refute Appellant's claims that 
uses within Mission Bay were intended and should be limited to biotech and life science R & D 
facilities. We also provide evidence that Blocks 29-32 was offered for sale on at least two 
separate occasions in recent years and no biotech user materialized. We further explain that 
Appellant's apparent desire to "land bank" Blocks 29-32 cannot occur without consequence. 
Appellant's proposal could cause the land to remain unused for an indefinite period, which runs 
counter to the entire financing structure of Mission Bay. 

3. The Record Shows the Warriors Have Worked in Good Faith with OCH, the 
City, and other Stakeholders to Address Legitimate Concerns. 

We acknowledge that the Event Center is not a "typical" office building. In particular, 
basketball games, other sporting events, and concerts will attract up to 18,000 patrons, some of 
whom will travel to the site by car. Our neighbors, including UCSF, have a legitimate interest in 
ensuring that the Event Center does not cause gridlock, particularly on those few occasions when 
events overlap with San Francisco Giants' games at AT&T Park. 

We have worked hard to address these concerns. Since as early as November 2014, the 
Warriors have engaged in lengthy and continual outreach to the Mission Bay Citizen Advisory 
Committee and other key stakeholders, including UCSF, the Mission Bay life science 
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community, neighborhood leaders from South Beach, Rincon Hill, Mission Bay, Dogpatch and 
Potrero Hill, the SF Giants, the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, and local businesses and 
merchants. Working with the San Francisco Metropolitan Transportation Authority, UCSF, the 
Mayor's Office, the Planning Department and others, the Warriors have continually refined plans 
to manage Project-related traffic. The SEIR describes these measures. The analysis is detailed 
and specific, and need not be repeated here. We believe, however, that the following facts bear 
emphasis: 

• Traffic to and from the Event Center is in large measure counter-cyclical and off
peak. Night-time events begin after the rush hour, and many of those coming to the 
site are traveling in the opposite direction from many commuters. 

• The site is on a transit stop on the T-Third line, which will be connected to the new 
Central Subway by 2019. Revenue from the Project will be finance expanding this 
stop, upgrading the T-Third line, and purchasing additional light-rail cars. Revenue 
from the Project will also be used to pay for increased shuttle service between 
Mission Bay and regional transit providers, and for deployment of an expanded 
network of "parking control officers" ("PCOs"), including PCOs specifically aimed at 
ensuring that those traveling to the Event Center do not interfere with access to UCSF 
or its hospital. 

• We have reached out to key stakeholders in the area, particularly UCSF. These efforts 
culminated in a memorandum of understanding ("MOU") with UCSF committing the 
Warriors to control peak-event traffic around the UCSF campus, particularly as a 
means to maintain hospital access. The MOU also commits the Warriors to scale back 
the number of peak events overlapping with Giants' games, if certain traffic targets 
are not met. No other sports arena in the country has made such commitments. We 
appreciate UCSF's willingness to work with us in a constructive way. 

• The record shows that the Warriors have been flexible about finding a site that works. 
The Warriors initially proposed to locate the Event Center at Piers 30-32. As the 
SEIR explains, during the course of the environmental review process for that site, 
regulatory and financial hurdles emerged that raised questions about the feasibility of 
that site. The Warriors responded by identifying a site that did not pose those same 
hurdles, while at the same time working with responsible stakeholders to ensure that 
legitimate concerns would be addressed. 1 

1 I The Warriors' efforts are not limited to traffic. For example, based on consultations with 
UCSF, we have adjusted our construction plans to ensure we will not interfere with use of 
UCSF's helipad. We are also taking steps to ensure the Project will be a safe and comfortable 
place for patrons and members of the community to gather; thus, although not an environmental 
issue, the Project incorporates landscaping and design features to protect the plaza area from 
wind. 
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The Project approved by OCII is the culmination of these efforts. The Warriors are 
committed to implementing the mitigation measures and improvement measures that have been 
identified in the course of this process. We look forward to working with OCII, the City, UCSF, 
and the Mission Bay community to those ends. We urge the Board to reject the Map Appeal. 

~NBA 

Very truly yours, 

David J. Kelly 
General Counsel 
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ATTACHMENTS 

Letter from David J. Kelly, General Counsel to Golden State Warriors to Board President 
London Breed and Member of the Board of Supervisors, dated November 30, 2015 c/o Clerk of 
the Board of Supervisors [letter on file with Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, and incorporated 
herein by this reference] 
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November 30, 2015 

 
Mr. David J. Kelly, Esq. 
Golden State Warriors 
1011 Broadway  
Oakland, California 94607 
 

Re:  Mission Bay Alliance – Traffic and Urban Decay Consultants  
 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 
 

As you are aware, the Mission Bay Alliance has submitted voluminous comments 
claiming nearly every aspect of the Subsequent Environmental impact Report (“SEIR”) fails to 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). The Alliance has been 
forthright in its objective to delay the project by any means. To maximize delay, project 
opponents will sometimes hire consultants to bombard public agencies with comments on 
particular topics regardless of the content, or adequacy, of an EIR’s analysis. In our experience, 
this abuse of the CEQA process is much too common and severely undermines the goals of the 
Act.    

 
You have asked us whether our firm has had experience with the Alliance’s traffic and 

urban decay consultants – Mr. Daniel T. Smith and Dr. Phillip King, respectively – and whether 
we could provide insight regarding their proclivity for writing letters on behalf of project 
opponents.  

 
Our firm has worked on a wide variety of projects throughout the State. We represent a 

diverse array of public agencies and private entities. In our role as CEQA counsel, we help 
public agencies navigate the CEQA process and defend CEQA documents when litigation 
ensues. Throughout the years, we have encountered both Mr. Smith and Dr. King on a fairly 
regular basis. The sheer volume of projects these consultants challenge suggests that they are not 
discerning in the analyses they will attack. We are not aware of any instances in which either Mr. 
Smith or Dr. King has stated on the record that they believed an agency’s analysis was adequate; 
rather, their comments appear to consist solely of criticizing the work of others.  

 
In several cases in which we have been involved, petitioners have sued and, in the 

litigation, cited comments from Mr. Smith or Dr. King to support their view that the agency 
violated CEQA. The following summary provides information on the outcome of those cases. 

 
 
 

Whitman F. Manley 
wmanley@rmmenvirolaw.com 
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Daniel T. Smith (Smith Engineering and Management) 
 

Mr. Smith is a well-known and prolific traffic consultant. We have had numerous 
encounters with Mr. Smith over the years. In our experience, he is a “go to” consultant for those 
who wish to attack an agency’s transportation analysis. Certain of his criticisms appear again and 
again. A few of our encounters with Mr. Smith are highlighted below.  

  
1. Jesuit High School Chapel Use Permit and Design Review (Carmichael, CA; 2012) 
 

Mr. Smith was hired to challenge the transportation analysis in an EIR prepared by 
Sacramento County for a modest expansion of a private catholic high school. Mr. Smith’s 
comments were submitted on behalf of the petitioner in the case – a neighbor who opposed the 
project because he did not agree with the school’s religious mission. (See Attachment 1 [Final 
Judgment, p. 2, fn. 2].)  

 
In his comment letter, Mr. Smith disputed nearly every aspect of the traffic analysis. (See 

Attachment 2 [Mr. Smith’s comment letter].) Mr. Smith disputed the methodology used by the 
County and the results of the analysis. Among other claims, Mr. Smith argued (1) the baseline 
traffic counts were unrepresentative of existing conditions; (2) the assumptions in the traffic 
analysis were wrong; (3) the EIR’s queuing analysis was flawed; (4) the EIR overstated traffic 
impacts for the alternatives; (5) the EIR failed to adequately address traffic safety; and (6) the 
EIR failed to mitigate traffic impacts on neighbors.  

 
The litigation focused solely on whether the EIR’s traffic analysis complied with CEQA. 

The petitioner pointed to Mr. Smith’s letter as evidence showing the traffic analysis was 
defective. The court upheld the EIR. (Attachment 1 [Final Judgment].) 

 
2. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (Placer County, CA; 2004) 
 

Mr. Smith was hired to challenge the transportation analysis in an EIR prepared by Placer 
County for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, which set forth the rules and policies that would 
define future development at a site located in southwest Placer County.  

 
In his comment letter, Mr. Smith disputed nearly every aspect of the traffic analysis. (See 

Attachment 3 [Mr. Smith’s comment letter].) Mr. Smith disputed the methodology used by the 
County and the results of the analysis. Among other claims, Mr. Smith argued (1) the EIR failed 
to analyze, disclose, or mitigate traffic impacts for certain peak periods; (2) the Level of Service 
(LOS) analysis understated traffic impacts; (3) the EIR failed to analyze impacts on freeway 
merge ramps, diverge and weaving sections; (4) the methodology used to analyze intersection 
traffic impacts was obsolete and failed to disclose impacts; (5) the methodology understated 
traffic impacts at certain intersections; (6) the study area for the transportation analysis was too 
narrow; (7) the EIR failed to adequately analyze changes to transportation-related goals and 
policies; (8) the analysis of traffic loads on area roadways was inadequate; (9) the EIR failed to 
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adequately analyze construction-related traffic impacts; (10) the EIR’s traffic forecasts were 
erroneous; and (11) mitigation for traffic impacts was inadequate. 

 
The EIR’s transportation analysis was a central focus in the ensuing litigation. The 

petitioners cited repeatedly to Mr. Smith’s letter to support their arguments. After reviewing the 
evidence in Mr. Smith’s letters, the court determined that petitioners and their expert – Mr. Smith 
– failed to demonstrate that the methodology and analysis of transportation impacts was flawed. 
The court found that all of the petitioners’ arguments related to the EIR’s transportation analysis 
were unfounded and upheld the EIR. (See Attachment 4 [Court’s Ruling, pp. 15-17].) 

 
3. Higgins Marketplace Project (Nevada City, CA; 2007) 
 

Mr. Smith was hired to challenge the transportation analysis in an EIR prepared by 
Nevada County for the Higgins Marketplace project located in Nevada County. The project 
included three retail buildings and anticipated future development of light industrial and office 
space. 

 
In his comment letter, Mr. Smith disputed nearly every aspect of the traffic analysis. (See 

Attachment 5 [Mr. Smith’s comment letter].) Mr. Smith disputed the methodology used by the 
County and the results of the analysis. Among other claims, Mr. Smith argued (1) the EIR relied 
on understated estimates of project traffic; (2) the EIR relied on unsupported assumptions; and 
(3) the EIR failed to adequately analyze queuing impacts.  

 
The project opponents challenged the EIR in court and presented the same arguments 

raised in Mr. Smith’s letter. The trial court did not find Mr. Smith’s arguments persuasive and 
upheld the EIR. (Attachment 6 [Statement of Decision].) 

 
The petitioner appealed the trial court’s decision to the Third District Court of Appeal. 

Relying again on Mr. Smith’s letter, the petitioner’s argument focused on whether the EIR’s 
traffic analysis improperly relied on uncertain future traffic improvements in order to conclude 
that the project’s level of service (LOS) impacts would be less than significant. In a published 
opinion (South County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 
316), the court of appeal rejected the petitioner’s claims. The court noted that although the 
petitioner “may be unhappy” with the assumptions in the EIR, it did not provide evidence that 
the EIR’s analysis was inadequate. (Id. at pp. 336-338.) Therefore, notwithstanding Mr. Smith’s 
letter, the court held that the EIR’s traffic analysis complied with CEQA and upheld the EIR.  

   
4. Costco Wholesale Project (Ukiah, CA; 2013) 
 

Mr. Smith was hired to challenge the traffic analysis in an EIR prepared by the City of 
Ukiah for a new Costco store in the City. 

 
In his comment letter, Mr. Smith disputed nearly every aspect of the traffic analysis. (See 

Attachment 7 [Mr. Smith’s comment letter].) Mr. Smith disputed the methodology used by the 
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City and the results of the analysis. Among other allegations, Mr. Smith argued (1) the EIR 
relied on unrepresentative and outdated traffic counts; (2) the EIR’s trip generation analysis was 
flawed; (3) the EIR made improper assumptions, including trip generation; (4) the EIR’s analysis 
of traffic queues was flawed; (5) the EIR’s mitigation for traffic impacts was inadequate; (6) the 
EIR’s traffic analysis was too narrow; (7) the EIR failed to adequately analyze emergency 
access; (7) the EIR failed to adequately analyze impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians; and (8) the 
thresholds of significance were inadequate.  

 
At trial, the petitioners relied on Mr. Smith’s letter to support their arguments that the 

traffic analysis was defective. The court did not find Mr. Smith’s comments persuasive, stating: 
“The record establishes that the City’s expert prepared a comprehensive traffic study. A detailed 
traffic impacts analysis section was included in the EIR along with extensive responses to 
comments . . . . There is substantial evidence to support a finding that the traffic analysis was 
adequate and that the City Council was fully informed at the time they made their findings and 
decision.” (See Attachment 8 [Court’s Decision].) The court determined that the EIR’s traffic 
analysis was adequate and upheld the EIR. The case is currently on appeal. 

  
Philip King, Ph.D. 
 

At the request of the Alliance, Dr. King submitted two letters alleging the project will 
result in significant urban decay impacts in Oakland. As explained below, his credibility has 
been called into question by at least one court. 

 
We have worked on a number of projects where the lead agency received comments from 

Dr. King alleging that the project will result in urban decay impacts. As noted in CEQA case 
law, urban decay is potentially relevant when the proposed project consists of a big-box retail 
store; the concern is that the discount retailer will force less efficient retailers out of business. Dr. 
King, however, appears to believe that all types of projects will result in urban decay, or is at 
least willing to advance such arguments on behalf of project opponents. Dr. King has submitted 
comments alleging urban decay impacts on behalf on project opponents for a wide array of 
projects, ranging from retail projects of various sizes to a fitness center located in suburban 
Roseville.  

 
Although our firm has had numerous encounters with Dr. King, our experience with one 

project in particular – the Lifetime Fitness Center Project in Roseville – encapsulates our overall 
impression of Dr. King’s credibility as a purported expert on urban decay.  

  
The Lifetime Fitness Center Project is a 120,000 square-foot fitness facility located in 

Roseville, California. The City of Roseville prepared an EIR for the project in 2013. For several 
obvious reasons, chiefly the nature of the project – a fitness center – there was no plausible basis 
for assuming that the project might result in significant urban decay impacts, and therefore, an 
analysis of urban decay was not included in the Draft EIR. On the very night of the City Council 
hearing, well after the date on which the Final EIR had been published, a lawyer representing 
project opponents submitted a letter from Dr. King alleging that the project will result in 
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significant urban decay impacts. In response, the City Council chose to close the public hearing 
on the project, but to continue its deliberations until such time as City staff could review the late 
comments from Dr. King. Staff thereafter retained an economist – ALH Economics – to review 
Dr. King’s urban decay claims. As submitted to the City upon completion, the report prepared by 
the economist concluded that urban decay was not a reasonably anticipated consequence of the 
project and went on to assert that, based on his history in predicting urban decay for many other 
projects around California, Dr. King lacked credibility on the subject.  

 
The ALH report concluded that Dr. King’s analysis was “based upon faulty and 

undocumented assumptions” and that his work was “sloppy and often unsubstantiated[.]” (See 
Attachment 9 [ALH Report, p. 23].) The report also explained: 
  

Dr. King’s submission at the very end of a project’s administrative process of 
materials insisting that a CEQA document is inadequate and must be redone is not 
a one-time event, but rather is part of an established pattern of inaccurate doom 
and gloom urban decay predictions made repeatedly by him throughout California 
and beyond. . . . [I]t is common practice for Dr. King to submit an 11th hour claim 
that a project seeking EIR certification has an inadequate EIR due to an 
insufficient urban decay analysis. These claims are accompanied by memos 
similar to the one Dr. King submitted regarding Life Time Fitness . . . . 
Oftentimes there are math or other errors in Dr. King’s reports (such as referenced 
earlier by the Court of Appeal, Fifth Appellate District, State of California), but 
even more critically, his predictions regarding business closure and resulting 
urban decay are repeatedly proven to be inflammatory and wrong.  
 
(See Attachment 9 [ALH Report, p. 24].) 

 
The report includes detailed case studies analyzing Dr. King’s previous predictions of 

urban decay. The report concludes that, in each instance, Dr. King’s predictions proved to be 
wrong. The case studies involved Walmart stores and represented Walmart development over a 
span of time and throughout California, including Fairfield, Yuba City, and Gilroy. These cases 
were selected because they are instances where development Dr. King claimed would cause 
urban decay had been built and where ALH Economics had familiarity or conducted previous 
research following upon Dr. King’s predictions. In every case where Dr. King predicted urban 
decay would occur, the investigation showed that, contrary to Dr. King’s prediction, the Walmart 
stores had not caused urban decay. (See Attachment 9 [ALH Report, pp. 24-33].) Based on its 
review of the record, including the ALH Report, the City Council ultimately found that the 
contentions made by Dr. King were without merit. (See Attachment 10 [Roseville City Council 
Resolution 13-471].)   

 
In the ensuing litigation, the petitioners relied on Dr. King’s letter to support their 

argument that the EIR failed to adequately analyze urban decay impacts. The court rejected the 
argument and upheld the EIR. Notably the court pointed to the report prepared by the City’s 
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126-056.11-002         Agenda Item No 4 ( d ) 
            Meeting of September 20, 2011 
 

 

 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Agency Commissioners 
 
FROM: Fred Blackwell, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Conditionally approving a Major Phase application for the new Salesforce.com 

corporate headquarters in Mission Bay (Blocks 26 – 34) pursuant to the Owner 
Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, granting a variance to the view 
corridor standards contained in the Mission Bay South Design for Development 
to accommodate one pedestrian bridge for Blocks 29-32, and adopting 
environmental findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; 
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area.   

 
  
SUMMARY 
 
In November 2010, Salesforce.com, a San Francisco-based technology company 
(“Salesforce”), purchased 14 acres of land in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area to 
build a new, approximately two million square-foot corporate headquarters. The Salesforce 
campus will include office space, retail uses, on-site childcare, parking and other ancillary 
uses.  The purchased property consists of eight vacant parcels: the undeveloped portions of 
Blocks 26 and 27 and all of Blocks 29 through 34.  These blocks are bounded generally by 
Mission Bay Boulevard South, Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard and Mariposa Street.  
The land was purchased from Alexandria Real Estate Equities, who had previously purchased 
the parcels from FOCIL-MB, the Mission Bay master developer.   
 
On July 19, 2011, the Commission conducted an informational workshop on the proposed 
design of the Salesforce campus project.  Now, in accordance with the Owner Participation 
Agreement (“OPA”) for Mission Bay South, Salesforce has submitted a Major Phase 
application for Block 26 (Parcel 1), Block 27 (Parcel 1) and Blocks 29 – 34.  The Major Phase 
submittal is intended to serve as a detailed master plan for the new Salesforce campus. The 
Master Plan/Major Phase will guide future schematic design submittals for individual buildings 
on the campus.  The Major Phase submittal includes a pedestrian bridge that requires a 
variance from the view corridor standards in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 
 
Salesforce has been working over the last six months with its design team, led by the 
internationally-renowned architecture firm Legorreta + Legorreta, on the Master Plan/Major 
Phase (“Major Phase”) for the new headquarters.  The campus will consist of eight new 
buildings with a large open space in the center.  The goal of the design, as presented in the 
Major Phase, is to create a distinctive identity for the Salesforce campus while also creating a 
vibrant, urban environment that will be well-integrated with the growing Mission Bay 
neighborhood.  Unlike typical suburban corporate campuses, the Salesforce headquarters will 
be an open campus, with publically-accessible and inviting uses on the ground floor such as 
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retail, restaurants, childcare and open space. The architecture will be bold and colorful, using a 
rich palette of natural materials including stone, terracotta and traditional brick. 
 
Salesforce anticipates bringing schematic designs for the first four campus buildings to the 
Commission for consideration at the end of this year and breaking ground on its first 
buildings later next year.  
 
As part of its actions on September 17, 1998, establishing the Mission Bay 
Redevelopment Project Areas, the Agency Commission certified the Final Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Projects 
(Resolution No. 182-98) and adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”) (Resolution No. 183-98).  This FSEIR includes by reference a number of 
addenda.  Agency staff has reviewed the Salesforce Major Phase submittal and finds it to 
be within the scope of the project analyzed in the FSEIR and addenda and no additional 
environmental review is needed.  
 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act, approve a variance to the view corridor standards in 
the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate one pedestrian bridge, and 
approve a Major Phase application for Blocks 26 (Parcel 1), Block 27 (Parcel 1) and Blocks 
29 – 34 for the new Salesforce corporate headquarters in Mission Bay. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 

Salesforce Overview 
 
Founded in 1999 in San Francisco, Salesforce is a business software and information 
management company and a leader in what is known as “cloud computing.”  Salesforce has 
5,000 employees worldwide, including nearly 2,500 in San Francisco.  It currently occupies 
approximately 550,000 square feet of leased space in several different buildings in San 
Francisco.  This space will be consolidated in its new Mission Bay headquarters.  Salesforce is 
one of the largest technology companies in San Francisco and is growing quickly.  
 
Major Phase Submission Requirements  
 
The Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement between the Agency and FOCIL-MB 
and the Interagency Cooperation Agreement (“ICA”) between the Agency and City 
departments establish the protocols for development approvals in Mission Bay South. Under 
these agreements, FOCIL-MB, or a third party developer such as Salesforce, is required to 
submit its overall plans for development in “Major Phases” of one or more land use blocks.    
 
As specified in the OPA, Major Phase submissions provide information on proposed land uses 
and intensities of development, height, bulk, and massing of future buildings, location and 
general design of open space, and the subdivision of blocks into building parcels. Each Major 
Phase application must also specify the required infrastructure improvements to be built in 
association with the blocks, including street and utility construction and streetscape 
improvements.  Because of the scale, nature and timing of the Saleforce development, the 
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current Major Phase application contains additional information and is intended to serve as a 
more detailed master plan for the new Salesforce campus. The “enhanced” Salesforce Major 
Phase also addresses and codifies architectural style guidelines, a palette of building materials 
and colors, retail standards, conceptual landscape designs, sustainability parameters, public art 
strategies and general urban design principles. 
 
The Major Phase submission must be consistent with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment 
Plan, the Mission Bay South Design for Development (“Design for Development”), the 
Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and other Redevelopment Plan documents.   
 
Major Phases do not present schematic designs for individual buildings.  Schematic design 
applications for individual development projects within a Major Phase are submitted to the 
Commission for review following Major Phase approval and must be consistent with the 
requirements established for each Major Phase.   
 
Previous Major Phase Approvals 
 
The Salesforce campus will include all or portions of eight blocks in Mission Bay South: 
Blocks 26, 27, 29 – 32 and 33 – 34.   
 
The Commission previously approved a Major Phase application for Blocks 26 - 28 
(Resolution No. 41-2000) in Mission Bay South.  Three buildings have already been built on 
Blocks 26 to 28, pursuant to the previously approved Major Phase, including the Old Navy 
Headquarters and a biotechnology lab building and a parking garage. Salesforce has purchased 
the last two undeveloped parcels included in the previous Major Phase: Block 26, Parcel 1 and 
Block 27, Parcel 1.  Therefore, this new Major Phase will only apply to the two undeveloped 
parcels now owned by Salesforce on Blocks 26 - 28.   
 
The Commission also previously approved a Major Phase application for Blocks 29 – 32 in 
Mission Bay South, submitted by the prior owner, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (Resolution 
No. 84-2006).  No development has occurred on these blocks and Salesforce purchased all four 
blocks covered by the previous Major Phase.  Therefore, the current Major Phase submittal 
from Saleforce will serve as a completely revised Major Phase submittal for Blocks 29 – 32 
and supplant the old one.   
 
The Commission has not previously approved a Major Phase application for Blocks 33 and 34.  
Thus, the new Major Phase submittal from Salesforce will cover Block 26 (Parcel 1), Block 27 
(Parcel 1), Blocks 29 – 32 and Blocks 33 – 34.  It will supplant any previously approved Major 
Phase applications for these blocks.  
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Salesforce Major Phase/Master Plan Overview 
 
In accordance with the Owner Participation Agreement for Mission Bay South, Salesforce has 
now submitted a Major Phase application for Block 26 (Parcel 1), Block 27 (Parcel 1) and 
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Blocks 29 – 34.  The Major Phase application calls for an approximately two million square-
foot corporate headquarters for the company on 14 acres in Mission Bay South.  The Major 
Phase will serve as a detailed Master Plan for the Salesforce campus, which will include eight 
new main buildings with a large new open space in the center.  In addition to office space for 
Salesforce, the project will include retail, childcare facilities, automobile and bicycle parking, 
service and loading areas and a series of smaller open spaces.  It is estimated that the new 
headquarters will house between 8,000 and 10,000 employees.   
 
The campus will be located on portions of Blocks 26 and 27 and on Blocks 29 though 34, 
bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South, Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard and 
Mariposa Street (see Attachment 1).  The project site is across Third Street from the University 
of California, San Francisco (“UCSF”) research campus and the future UCSF Medical Center.  
Across Terry Francois Boulevard from the headquarters lie the San Francisco Bay and a future 
public park.  The site is served by two MUNI light rail stops and planned MUNI bus lines. 
 
The design team is led by Legorreta + Legorreta, a renowned architecture firm based in 
Mexico City.  The design team also includes the San Francisco-based Flad Architects and local 
landscape architecture firms Andrea Cochran Landscape Architecture and Tom Leader Studio. 
 
An aerial view of the campus design is shown in Attachment 2 and a site plan is included as 
Attachment 3.  The complete Major Phase application is included as Attachment 4. 
 
Key Design Goals 
The fundamental design goal for the Salesforce campus, as described in the Major Phase, is to 
create a distinctive and cohesive identity for the Salesforce campus while also creating a 
vibrant, urban environment that will be well-integrated with the growing Mission Bay 
neighborhood. Another key design goal is to ensure that the future campus contributes to the 
vitality of Mission Bay’s street life and helps activate the pedestrian realm.  Unlike typical 
suburban corporate campuses that often have a single, gated point of entry, the Salesforce 
headquarters will be an open campus, with publically-accessible and active uses on the ground 
floor such as retail, restaurants, childcare, fitness areas and open spaces.  Each building will 
have its own entrance and the campus will be very permeable, with access points off all major 
streets.  A central campus open space, referred to as the “Town Square” and discussed in more 
detail below, will be open to the public and will include cafes, open air markets, art work and 
other inviting uses. 
 
Land Use Program 
The Major Phase provides for the development of nearly 1.9 million square feet of office 
space, 65,000 square feet of new retail space, 21,000 square feet of on-site childcare, a series 
of publically accessible open spaces, as well as 2,211 parking spaces and ancillary service and 
circulation areas. 
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The following table summarizes the land use program contained in the Major Phase 
application. 
 
Block Site Area 

(acres) 
Land Uses Approx. Square  

Feet of Leasable  
Area Office  
Building 

Approx. Square  
Feet of Retail 

26 (Parcel 1) .69 Office and Retail 174,281 1,200 
27 (Parcel 1) .99 Office and Retail 140,898 9,500 
29 2.6 Office and Retail 342,749 12,500 
30 1.85 Office, Retail, Parking 183,080 8,500 
31 2.6 Office and Retail 499,253 20,000 
32 1.85 Office, Retail, Childcare 216,392 3,500 
33 1.71 Office, Retail, Parking 110,820 9,800 
34 1.71 Office 223,527 0 
                  Total 14.00  1,891,000 65,000 
 
 
Building Massing and Height 
The massing proposed in the Major Phase is intended to reinforce Mission Bay’s urban setting 
while also being sensitive to the surrounding context.  The proposed building heights on the 
campus will generally be built at the permitted base height of 90 feet. The Major Phase also 
permits up to three “towers” that may be up 160 feet tall, consistent with the Design for 
Development.  However, the Major Phase establishes significant variations in building heights 
throughout the campus to help break down the massing, ensure contextual development and 
provide a sense of place and orientation. 
 
Along Third Street, the buildings hold the urban streetwall, with the exception of a significant 
setback at the corner of South Street and Third Street, which is intended to serve as the main 
entrance to the campus.  Building heights along Third Street will range generally from 90 feet 
to 155 feet, with a 155-foot “tower” element located on Block 26 to mark the beginning the 
Salesforce campus. Two additional 155-foot tower elements are located on the core of the 
campus on Blocks 29 and 31.  Building heights step down significantly as the campus moves 
closer to the waterfront.  Along Terry Francois Boulevard, building heights begin as low as 15 
feet and work their way upward to 90 feet through a series of stepbacks and setbacks.  These 
reductions in height are intended to create a sense of openness and expansiveness along the 
waterfront.  The two southern-most blocks of the campus, Blocks 33 and 34 bounded by Third 
Street and Illinois Street, will range in height from 60 to 90 feet.  However, Block 34 will 
include a series of terraced stepbacks along the narrow Illinois Street that begin as low as 15 
feet in height. 
 
That Major Phase application takes advantage of a Design for Development provision that 
allows unoccupied space above the allowable 90-foot and 160-foot height limits to create 
architecturally symbolic or ornamental features.  Saleforce is proposing these elements in 
several key areas to add variety to the building massing and create a sense of place within the 
campus.  A very slender portion of the 160-foot tower on Block 29 will have a terracotta screen 
that reaches 185 feet. This screen element will be the highest point in the development and will 
help define the central portion of the campus.  Blocks 31, 34 and 34 will each have narrow, 
unoccupied ornamental building elements that extend beyond the 90-feet datum to 120 feet. 
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These elements will be marked by a change of material or fenestration pattern, and will help 
add variety and interest to the skyline of the campus.   
 
Approach to Architecture, Color and Materials 
As mentioned above, the design of the Saleforce campus is being led by Legorreta + Legorreta, 
a world renowned architecture firm. Legorretta +Legorreta’s architecture is known for its 
simple yet bold geometric shapes, thick wall planes, an emphasis on natural light and the use of 
vibrant color, particularly reds, purples and yellows.  Thus there will be a visual consistency to 
all eight buildings of the Saleforce campus, based on Legorreta + Legorreta’s distinct and 
recognizable style.   
 
While the Major Phase is not intended to include schematic design proposals for individual 
buildings, it does propose an architectural approach and palette of materials and colors for the 
future buildings, as laid out in Chapter 3 of the attached Major Phase. The Major Phase 
identifies a rich palette of natural, high-quality materials including limestone, terracotta and 
traditional.  Under the Major Phase, every building on the campus will be constructed of one of 
these natural materials.  Each building will also include a bright stucco accent color, such as 
purple, orange, blue, yellow, tangerine and pink, to provide visual interest and a building 
identity.  For example, at the northern entrance to the campus, the Major Phase calls for a light-
colored, limestone building with distinct pink accents.  The central core campus on Blocks 29 
– 32 will be defined by warmer terracotta buildings, each with a unique accent color.  
 
Retail Program and Childcare 
The Major Phase calls for 65,000 square feet of retail on the campus and 21,000 square feet of 
on-site childcare.  The retail program will include a mix of sit-down restaurants, casual cafes, 
shops and services, located in key areas on the ground-floor of the project to help integrate the 
campus with the larger community and activate the pedestrian realm. The program calls for 
38,000 square feet of retail along Third Street, 15,000 square feet in the campus’s main open 
space described below, and 12,000 square feet along the waterfront.   The complete retail 
program is described in Chapter 3 of the attached Major Phase application. 
 
The retail is intended to serve Mission Bay’s residents and daytime worker population, as well 
as Salesforce employees.  Unlike other corporate campuses, Salesforce will not have private 
cafeterias or other eateries for its employees.  Rather, Salesforce employees will use the public 
retail spaces, adding to the vitality of the area’s street life.  
 
Under the Major Phase, Salesforce will provide up to 21,400 square feet of on-site childcare 
space, consistent with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan childcare requirements (Section 
304.9) and Section 414 of the San Francisco Planning Code.  The proposed on-site childcare 
will accommodate approximately 200 children. While priority will be given to children of 
Salesforce employees for the on-site childcare spots, to the extent space is available, Salesforce 
and the childcare provider may make spaces available to the public.  
 
Campus Open Space – The Town Square 
The Salesforce campus will include a large, publically-accessible open space on Blocks 29 – 
32 – referred to as the Town Square – as well as a series of smaller, interstitial open spaces and 
plazas.  The Town Square will be at the center of the campus and is intended to be a gathering 
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place for the public as well as Salesforce employees.  It will contain seating, farmer’s markets, 
outdoor café space, art work and other programming.   
 
Several key elements will help define the Town Square.  There will be three habitable 
“pavilions” that will serve as sculptural elements in the space.  The pavilions will include 
retail, meeting spaces and other uses to help activate the open space.  Two of the pavilions will 
be designed by local or international artists to create architectural variety and interest.  The 
third pavilion, located adjacent to the building on Block 31, will be designed by Legorreta + 
Legorreta in the same architectural vocabulary as the campus and will support an outdoor 
electronic screen. The screen will provide public programming, such as baseball games or 
movies, to help activate the central open space. The Agency will establish operational controls 
and requirements on the electronic screen during later design phases.  
 
The Town Square will also include a series of water features, including a large one in the 
center of the space that will help modulate the scale of the open space; the size of the water 
feature will be designed to expand and contract, depending on the use in the Town Center.  
Finally, the central open space will be defined by two slim, vertical “pylons” rising to 165 feet.  
These pylons will help define the entries to the Town Square, and will relate to an existing 
visual language in Mission Bay of vertical elements in public spaces, including the Richard 
Serra sculptures on the UCSF campus and the tall campanile form on the UCSF Community 
Center building. The pylons, to be built of natural red sandstone, are intended to be an iconic 
and easily identifiable part of the Salesforce campus. 
 
Circulation, Transit and Automobile and Bicycle Parking 
Vehicular access to the campus is proposed from South Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, 16th 
Street and Illinois Street.  Vehicular curb cuts are not allowed on Third Street, the main transit 
spine in Mission Bay.   
 
Blocks 29 – 32 on the Salesforce campus will be divided by north-south and east-west “varas” 
or privately-maintained, public right-of-ways that help breakdown the scale of the development 
and improve pedestrian circulation.  The north-south vara will connect to an existing vara on 
Blocks 26 – 28, referred to as Bridgeview Way.  It will provide pedestrian and emergency 
access through the site.  The east-west vara is also proposed as a public pedestrian walkway, 
allowing pedestrians to walk from Third Street, through the campus, to Terry Francois 
Boulevard and beyond to the future Bayfront Park and the waterfront.   
 
The Salesforce campus will be well-served by local transit.  The site sits on the Third Street 
Light Rail line.  In addition, the 22 Fillmore bus line will be rerouted to extend along 16th 
Street and will travel north along Third Street in front of the site.  The Caltrain station is 
located less than a half-mile north from the site.  The site is also well served by bicycle 
infrastructure, with dedicated bike lanes planned for 16th Street and Terry Francois Boulevard.  
 
The Design for Development requires one parking space for each 1,000 square feet of gross 
floor area of office space.  It also permits additional parking for retail space depending on the 
size and specific use.  The Major Phase application therefore allows a maximum of 2,211 
vehicular parking spaces.  Salesforce will build two new parking structures on the campus (on 
Blocks 30 and 33) to accommodate 1,836 parking spaces.  The remaining spaces will be 
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provided in the existing parking garage on Block 27 (Parcels 2 and 3), previously developed by 
Alexandria Real Estate Equities.   
 
Lastly, the Design for Development requires one secured bicycle parking space for every 20 
vehicular spaces for a total of 111 bicycle spaces. Salesforce is providing 450 bicycle parking 
spaces, well more than the number required.  Salesforce will also provide showers and storage 
areas to support bicycle riders. 
 
Sustainable Design Strategies  
The Major Phase calls for incorporating cutting edge sustainable design and “green-building” 
strategies throughout the project.  Salesforce intends to achieve LEED Platinum certification 
for the headquarters project, as defined by the US Green Building Council. This standard 
significantly exceeds the sustainably requirements of San Francisco’s Green Building Code. 
The project will include strategies to reduce water use, conserve and reduce energy, leverage 
alternative energy sources, including wind turbines, maximize natural light and use sustainable 
materials.  An overview of the project’s approach to sustainability is included in Chapter 3 of 
the attached Major Phase. 
 
Infrastructure Improvements 
To serve the Salesforce campus, as well as the larger transportation needs of the Mission Bay 
South Project Area, public streets around the project will be improved.  Improvements to South 
Street, 16th Street, Terry Francois Blvd., Illinois Street and Third Street will be completed, 
consistent with the Infrastructure Plan. New sidewalks will be built, and other pedestrian elements 
such as new trees, pedestrian scaled lighting, trash cans, and bike racks will be installed as part of 
the approved Mission Bay South Master Streetscape Plan.   
 
New joint utility trench, wet utilities and recycled water lines will be installed as part of the street 
improvement work on Terry Francois Blvd, 16th Street and Illinois Street. New sewer lines will be 
installed along Illinois Street. 
 
Proposed Variance to the Design for Development View Corridor Standards 
 
In Mission Bay South, pursuant to the Mission Bay South Design for Development, all street 
alignments, including both pedestrian and vehicular right-of-ways and privately-maintained 
public right-of-ways, or varas, are considered view corridors.  According to the view corridor 
standards contained in the Design for Development, no building or portions of buildings may 
block a view corridor in Mission Bay South.  This standard is intended maintain visual links to 
the Bay and the Mission Creek channel (which runs from south of the AT&T Ballpark to the I-
280 freeway), as well as vistas to the hills, the Bay Bridge and the downtown skyline, and to 
generally create visual linkages that provide a sense of place and orientation within Mission 
Bay. 
 
As part of this Major Phase submittal, Salesforce is requesting a variance to the Design for 
Development view corridor standards to allow a pedestrian bridge linking the buildings on 
Blocks 31 and 32, near the intersection of 16th Street and Illinois Street.  This bridge would 
cross over a future extension of Bridgeview Way, one of the pedestrian varas and right-of-
ways identified by the Design for Development as a view corridor. According to Salesforce, 
the bridge will allow critical operational efficiencies between the two buildings.  
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The Design for Development allows the Agency, at its discretion, to grant variances to the 
design standards contained in the Design for Development when: (1) “the enforcement would 
otherwise constitute an unreasonable limitation beyond the intent and purpose of the Design 
for Development and the Redevelopment Plan” and (2) if “the variance is consistent with the 
public health, safety and welfare.”   
 
Staff finds that the granting the variance would not constitute an unreasonable limitation 
beyond the intent and purpose of the Design for Development and finds that granting the 
variance is consistent with the public health, safety and welfare.  The proposed pedestrian 
bridge is located just north of the southern terminus of a view corridor that terminates at 16th 
Street, at an existing building. Views to the north from the campus, towards Mission Creek 
channel, AT&T Ballpark, the downtown skyline and beyond, would remain open and 
unobstructed.  The bridge would not block any existing significant vistas and therefore would 
not be inconsistent with the intent and purpose of the Design for Development. Furthermore, 
allowing a pedestrian bridge at this location supports key economic development goals 
contained in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, such as creating and growing a new 
economic cluster of innovative companies in the high-technology, biotechnology and life-
science industries.  These industries require large and flexible floorplates.  By connecting two 
buildings, the pedestrian bridge creates the larger building floorplates Salesforce needs to 
conduct its work and maximize operational efficiencies. Lastly, allowing a pedestrian bridge at 
this location will not injure or be detrimental to the health or safety of members of the public.  
Therefore, staff recommends granting the variance.  
 
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) Review 
 
The Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee reviewed and discussed the design concepts 
contained in the Major Phase at its June 9th and August 11th meetings.  
 
The CAC repeatedly expressed enthusiastic support for the Salesforce headquarters project.  
Members of the CAC appreciated the warmth and uniqueness of the proposed architecture and 
complimented the bold use of color.  The CAC strongly commended Salesforce’s plans to keep 
the buildings public and permeable at the ground floor and were particularly pleased by 
Salesforce’s commitment to provide on-site childcare facilities.  CAC members stated that the 
development would be a strong and desirable addition to Mission Bay.   
 
The CAC asked Salesforce to be thoughtful about where the brightest accent colors are placed, 
as they will be visible to the occupants of surrounding buildings, including the future UCSF 
Medical Center.  They also asked Salesforce to be sensitive about rooftop uses, visible from 
Potrero Hill and to provide more bicycle parking facilities, more spread out through the 
campus.  Finally, they requested that Salesforce study further the size and design of the Town 
Center to ensure the space is well used. 
 
In response to CAC input, Salesforce completed additional solar and wind studies to ensure 
that the campus open spaces are comfortable and usable. Salesforce will return to the CAC 
with more detailed information about the programming of the central open space during the 
schematic design phase.  Salesforce has also substantially increased the amount of bicycle 
parking on the campus and will provide bicycle facilities such as storage and showers.  
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Saleforce prepared and shared views of the campus from Potrero Hill and the I-280 freeway, 
which demonstrated that most of the campus will be largely blocked from view by the future 
UCSF hospital. 
  
All schematic designs for individual buildings will be brought to the CAC for additional 
review and input. 
 
Mission Bay Program in Diversity 
 
Pursuant to the OPA, Salesforce must comply with the Mission Bay Program in Diversity 
(“Program”).  Salesforce is in the process of assembling its professional services team and is 
currently exceeding the Agency’s Minority/Women-Owned Business Enterprise (“M/WBE”) 
professional services subcontracting goals of 38 percent (20 percent for MBEs and 18 percent 
for WBEs). Currently, M/WBE participation in Saleforce’s professional services team is 53 
percent.  During construction, Salesforce will be bound by the Program’s goals and 
requirements for M/WBE subcontracting and for local resident participation in the construction 
workforce. 
 
Next Steps 
 
Once a Major Phase application is approved by the Agency Commission, Salesforce is required 
to submit schematic design applications for individual buildings, consistent with the approved 
Major Phase.  The schematic designs also require Agency Commission review and approval.    
 
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 304.11 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, 
the Planning Commission also has schematic design review purview for the individual 
Salesforce buildings because they are office development projects.  The Planning Commission 
will be asked to confirm a Planning Code Section 321 “Prop M” design approval providing 
authorization for the Salesforce office space prior to Agency Commission action on all 
schematic building designs.    
 
Salesforce intends to submit schematic designs for individual campus buildings for 
consideration to both Commissions by the end of 2011.  Salesforce anticipates breaking ground 
on its first building late next year and for the headquarters to be fully constructed over the next 
five to seven years.  
 
CEQA Environmental Review 
 
As part of its actions in establishing the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project Areas on 
September 17, 1998, the Redevelopment and Planning Commissions certified the Mission Bay 
FSEIR, adopted CEQA findings, approved a series of mitigation measures, and established a 
comprehensive system for mitigation monitoring. The Board of Supervisors and various City 
departments adopted similar findings and mitigation monitoring plans.  This FSEIR includes 
by reference eight (8) addenda.   
 
Copies of the full four-volume FSEIR were distributed to the Commission prior to the 1998 
certification and adoption of the environmental findings, and have subsequently been made 
available to members of the Commission.  The addenda have also been made available to the 
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members of the Commission.  Additional copies of the FSEIR and addenda will be delivered to 
the members of the Commission upon request, and are also available for review at the 
Agency’s offices.   
 
Agency staff has reviewed the Major Phase submitted for Blocks 26-34, as well as the 
requested variance to the view corridor standards contained the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development to accommodate one pedestrian bridge for Blocks 29-32, and has considered and 
reviewed the FSEIR and addenda.  Staff finds the Major Phase and variance to be within the 
scope of the project analyzed in the FSEIR and subsequent addenda and no additional 
environmental review is required pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15162, 
and 15163. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act, grant a variance to the view corridor standards 
contained the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate one pedestrian 
bridge and approve the Major Phase application for Block 26 (Parcel 1), Block 27 (Parcel 1) 
and Blocks 29 – 34, dated September 13, 2011, with the following conditions:   

 
1. Consistent with the variance findings described above, the Salesforce campus shall 

be permitted one pedestrian bridge connecting Blocks 31 and 32.  No other below 
or above ground connections between blocks or buildings (such as tunnels or 
bridges) shall be allowed anywhere on the campus.  The schematic design of the 
bridge requires review and approval by the Agency.  The schematic design for the 
bridge shall be submitted as part of the schematic design for the building on either 
Block 31 or 32.   The bridge shall be a minimum of 40 feet above grade and be of 
an appropriate width and transparency as to create a sense of spaciousness and 
orientation on the campus and along 16th Street.  

 
2. A schematic design application for the Town Center must be submitted to the 

Agency for review and approval concurrent with the first schematic design 
application for a building on Blocks 29 – 32.  
 

3. The schematic designs for the three “pavilions” located in the Town Center require 
approval by the Agency.  The schematic designs shall be submitted to the Agency 
for review and approval prior to Design Development approval of the last building 
on Blocks 29 – 32. Two of pavilions shall be designed by architects or artists other 
than the campus architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 
 

4. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational limitations of the outdoor 
electronic screen shall be submitted to the Agency for approval prior to Design 
Development approval of the building on Block 31.  The operational standards for 
the outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed by the Citizens Advisory 
Committee. 
 

5. A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent 
with the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 – 32.  
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No corporate, wayfinding, retail or other signage implied in the Major Phase 
application is approved as part of this Major Phase.  All signage shall be consistent 
with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 
 

6. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce campus 
shall be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan, unless 
otherwise noted in this Major Phase application. 
 

7. All future schematic design submittals shall identify specific mitigations to address 
wind discomfort. 

 
8. The design of the walking/jogging path on 16th Street along Blocks 31 and 32 shall 

be generally consistent with the path already installed on 16th Street along the 
UCSF campus to create a strong pedestrian connection to the waterfront. 
 

 
(Originated by Kelley Kahn, Project Manager) 

 
 
 

Fred Blackwell 
Executive Director 

 
 
 
Attachments:  
1) Salesforce Location Map 
2) Salesforce Headquarters: Aerial View 
3) Salesforce Headquarters: Site Plan 
4) Saleforce.com Global Headquarters Complex - Master Plan & Major Phase Submittal 

(dated September 13, 2011) 
Click here for Attachment 4 - Part I 
Click here for Attachment 4  - Part II 
Click here for Attachment 4 – Part III 



RESOLUTION NO. 97-2011 
 
 
 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING A MAJOR PHASE APPLICATION FOR THE 
NEW SALESFORCE.COM CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS IN MISSION BAY 

(BLOCKS 26-34) PURSUANT TO THE OWNER PARTICIPATION 
AGREEMENT WITH FOCIL-MB, GRANTING A VARIANCE TO THE VIEW 

CORRIDOR STANDARDS CONTAINED IN THE MISSION BAY SOUTH 
DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT TO ACCOMMODATE ONE PEDESTRIAN 

BRIDGE FOR BLOCKS 29 – 32, AND ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL 
FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

ACT; MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA 
 
 

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION 
 

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

2. On September 17, 1998, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 182-98 
which certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) as a 
program EIR for Mission Bay North and South pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 
(Program EIR) and 15180 (Redevelopment Plan EIR).  On the same date, the 
Agency Commission also adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted 
environmental findings (and a statement of overriding considerations), in 
connection with the approval of the Plan and other Mission Bay project approvals 
(the “Mission Bay Project”).  The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning 
Commission”) certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date.  On 
October 19, 1998, the Board of Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming 
certification of the FSEIR by the Planning Commission and the Agency, and 
Resolution No. 854-98 adopting environmental findings and a statement of 
overriding considerations for the Mission Bay Project. 

3. Subsequent to certification of the FSEIR, the Agency has issued several addenda to 
the FSEIR, as described in Recital 4 below.  The addenda do not identify any 



substantial new information or new significant impacts or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified significant effects that alter the conclusions 
reached in the FSEIR.  Hereinafter, the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report, including any addenda thereto, shall be collectively referred to as the 
“FSEIR.” 

4. The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed temporary parking lots to 
serve the AT&T Ballpark.  The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, analyzed 
revisions to 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall provided for 
in the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, a component of the South OPA.  The 
third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, analyzed revisions to the Mission Bay 
South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of 
towers, tower separation and requires step-backs.  The fourth addendum, dated 
March 9, 2004, analyzed the Mission Bay South Design for Development with 
respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for bio-technical and 
similar research facilities and the North OPA with respect to changes to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.  The fifth 
addendum, dated October 4, 2005, analyzed the UCSF proposal to establish a Phase 
I 400-bed hospital in Mission Bay South on Blocks 36-39 and X-3.  The sixth 
addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical 
Center at Mission Bay.  The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, addressed 
the construction of a Public Safety Building on Block 8 in Mission Bay South. 

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

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

 



7. As permitted under the South OPA, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“ARE”) 
purchased Blocks 26 - 34 from FOCIL-MB.   

8. As permitted under the South OPA, Salesforce.com (“Developer”) purchased Block 
26 (parcel 1), Block 27 (parcel 2) and Blocks 29 – 34 from ARE.  Salesforce.com 
will be bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA and related agreements, 
including the requirements of the equal opportunity program and design review 
process. 

9. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, Developer 
submitted a major phase application for Blocks 26 (parcel 1), Block 27 (parcel 1) 
and Blocks 29 - 34 dated September 13, 2011 (“Blocks 26 - 34 Major Phase”).  

10. The Blocks 26 - 34 Major Phase includes a proposal for a pedestrian bridge linking 
future buildings on Blocks 31 and 32, crossing a privately-maintained public right-
of-way between South Street and 16th Street. 

11. The Plan, through the Mission Bay South Design for Development (“Design for 
Development”), identifies all street alignments, including the privately maintained 
public right-of-way between Blocks 31 and 32 as view corridors.  

12. The Design for Development includes a design standard that prohibits new 
buildings or portions of buildings from blocking view corridors. 

13. The Plan allows the Agency, at its discretion, to grant a variance to the design 
standards contained in the Design for Development when (1) “the enforcement 
would otherwise constitute an unreasonable limitation beyond the intent and 
purpose of the Design for Development and the Redevelopment Plan” and (2) if 
“the variance is consistent with the public health, safety and welfare.” 

14. Agency staff believes a variance should be granted.  The proposed pedestrian bridge 
is located just north of the southern terminus of a view corridor that terminates at 
16th Street, at an existing building.  Views to the north through the corridor would 
remain open and unobstructed. The bridge would not block any existing significant 
vistas and therefore would not be inconsistent with the intent and purpose of the 
Design for Development.  Furthermore, allowing a pedestrian bridge at this location 
supports key economic goals contained in the Plan, such as creating a new 
economic development cluster in Mission Bay centered on high-technology and 
biotechnology industries.  These industries require large and flexible floorplates.  
By connecting two buildings, the proposed pedestrian bridge creates the floorplate 
size Salesforce needs to conduct its work and maximize operational efficiencies.  
Lastly, allowing a pedestrian bridge at this location will not injure or be detrimental 
to the health or safety of members of the public.   

15. Agency staff has reviewed the Blocks 26 - 34 Major Phase submitted by Developer, 
for purposes of compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.   



16. The FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and a 
redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180.  Approval of the 
Blocks 26-34 Major Phase including the proposed pedestrian bridge is an 
undertaking pursuant to and in furtherance of the Plan in conformance with CEQA 
Section 15180 (“Implementing Action”).  

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

18. The FSEIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in 
accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 183-98 
dated September 17, 1998, were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and 
are incorporated herein by reference as applicable to the Implementing Action.  

19. Agency staff has reviewed the Blocks 26 – 34 Major Phase submitted by the 
Developer, finds it acceptable and recommends approval thereof, subject to the 
resolution of certain conditions. 

 
 

FINDINGS 

 
The Agency finds and determines that the Blocks 26-34 Major Phase submission, 
including the proposed pedestrian bridge, is an Implementing Action within the scope 
of the Project analyzed in the FSEIR and requires no additional environmental review 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15162 and 15163 for the following 
reasons: 

 
1. The Implementing Action does not incorporate substantial changes into the 

Project analyzed in the FSEIR and will not require major revisions to the FSEIR 
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

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

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



effects have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or alternatives which are 
considerably different from those in the FSEIR will substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects on the environment. 

 
RESOLUTION 

 
ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and 
County of San Francisco (1) that it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR findings and 
statement of overriding considerations and hereby adopts the CEQA Findings set forth in 
Resolution No. 183-98 incorporated herein and those set forth above; (2) a variance is 
granted to the view corridor standards contained in the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development to accommodate one pedestrian bridge for Blocks 29-32; and (3) that the 
Blocks 26 - 34 Major Phase is hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South 
Owner Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, subject to the following program, 
operational and design requirements being addressed in design phases proposals for 
individual buildings on Blocks 26 – 34:    
 

1. Consistent with the variance findings described above, the Salesforce campus 
shall be permitted one pedestrian bridge connecting Blocks 31 and 32.  No 
other below or above ground connections between blocks or buildings (such 
as tunnels or bridges) shall be allowed anywhere on the campus, with the 
exception of underground garages, loading docks, service areas and corridors, 
as proposed in the Major Phase.  The schematic design of the bridge requires 
review and approval by the Agency.  The schematic design for the bridge shall 
be submitted as part of the schematic design for the building on either Block 
31 or 32.   The bridge shall be a minimum of 40 feet above grade and be of an 
appropriate width and transparency as to create a sense of spaciousness and 
orientation on the campus and along 16th Street.  

2. A schematic design application for the Town Center must be submitted to the 
Agency for review and approval concurrent with the first schematic design 
application for a building on Blocks 29 – 32.  

3. The schematic designs for the three “pavilions” located in the Town Center 
require approval by the Agency.  The schematic designs shall be submitted to 
the Agency for review and approval prior to Design Development approval of 
the last building on Blocks 29 – 32. Two of pavilions shall be designed by 
architects or artists other than the campus architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 

4. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational limitations of the 
outdoor electronic screen shall be submitted to the Agency for approval prior 
to Design Development approval of the building on Block 31.  The 
operational standards for the outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed 
by the Citizens Advisory Committee. 

5. A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent 
with the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 – 



32.  No corporate, wayfinding, retail or other signage implied in the Major 
Phase application is approved as part of this Major Phase.  All signage shall 
be consistent with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 

6. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce 
campus shall be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master 
Plan, unless otherwise noted in this Major Phase application. 

7. All future schematic design submittals shall identify specific mitigations to 
address wind discomfort. 

8. The design of the walking/jogging path on 16th Street along Blocks 31 and 32 
shall be generally consistent with the path already installed on 16th Street 
along the UCSF campus to create a strong pedestrian connection to the 
waterfront. 

 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM:  
 
 
_________________________ 
James B. Morales 
Agency General Counsel  
 



RESOLUTION NO. 97-2011 

Adopted September 20, 2011 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING A MAJOR PHASE APPLICATION FOR THE 
NEW SALESFORCE.COM  CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS IN MISSION BAY 

(BLOCKS 26-34) PURSUANT TO THE OWNER PARTICIPATION 
AGREEMENT WITH FOCIL-MB, GRANTING A VARIANCE TO THE VIEW 

CORRIDOR STANDARDS CONTAINED IN THE MISSION BAY SOUTH 
DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT TO ACCOMMODATE ONE PEDESTRIAN 

BRIDGE FOR BLOCKS 29 — 32, AND ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL 
FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

ACT; MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA 

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION 

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

2. On September 17, 1998, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 182-98 
which certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("FSEIR") as a 
program EIR for Mission Bay North and South pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 
(Program EIR) and 15180 (Redevelopment Plan EIR). On the same date, the 
Agency Commission also adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted 
environmental findings (and a statement of overriding considerations), in 
connection with the approval of the Plan and other Mission Bay project approvals 
(the "Mission Bay Project"). The San Francisco Planning Commission ("Planning 
Commission") certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date. On 
October 19, 1998, the Board of Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming 
certification of the FSEIR by the Planning Commission and the Agency, and 
Resolution No. 854-98 adopting environmental findings and a statement of 
overriding considerations for the Mission Bay Project. 

3. Subsequent to certification of the FSEIR, the Agency has issued several addenda to 
the FSEIR, as described in Recital 4 below. The addenda do not identify any 



substantial new information or new significant impacts or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified significant effects that alter the conclusions 
reached in the FSEIR. Hereinafter, the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report, including any addenda thereto, shall be collectively referred to as the 
"FSEIR." 

4. The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed temporary parking lots to 
serve the AT&T Ballpark. The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, analyzed 
revisions to 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall provided for 
in the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, a component of the.  South OPA. The 
third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, analyzed revisions to the Mission Bay 
South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of 
towers, tower separation and requires step-backs. The fourth addendum, dated 
March 9, 2004, analyzed the Mission Bay South Design for Development with 
respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for bio-technical and 
similar research facilities and the North OPA with respect to changes to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. The fifth 
addendum, dated October 4, 2005, analyzed the UCSF proposal to establish a Phase 
I 400-bed hospital in Mission Bay South on Blocks 36-39 and X-3. The sixth 
addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical 
Center at Mission Bay. The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, addressed 
the construction of a Public Safety Building on Block 8 in Mission Bay South. 

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

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



7. As permitted under the South OPA, Alexandria Real Estate Equities ("ARE") 
purchased Blocks 26 - 34 from FOCIL-MB. 

8. As permitted under the South OPA, Salesforce.com  ("Developer") purchased Block 
26 (parcel 1), Block 27 (parcel 2) and Blocks 29 — 34 from ARE. Salesforce.com  
will be bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA and related agreements, 
including the requirements of the equal opportunity program and design review 
process. 

9. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, Developer 
submitted a major phase application for Blocks 26 (parcel 1), Block 27 (parcel 1) 
and Blocks 29 - 34 dated September 13, 2011 ("Blocks 26 - 34 Major Phase"). 

10. The Blocks 26 - 34 Major Phase includes a proposal for a pedestrian bridge linking 
future buildings on Blocks 31 and 32, crossing a privately-maintained public right- 
of-way between South Street and 16th Street. 

11. The Plan, through the Mission Bay South Design for Development ("Design for 
Development"), identifies all street alignments, including the privately maintained 
public right-of-way between Blocks 31 and 32 as view corridors. 

12. The Design for Development includes a design standard that prohibits new 
buildings or portions of buildings from blocking view corridors. 

13. The Plan allows the Agency, at its discretion, to grant a variance to the design 
standards contained in the Design for Development when (1) "the enforcement 
would otherwise constitute an unreasonable limitation beyond the intent and 
purpose of the Design for Development and the Redevelopment Plan" and (2) if 
"the variance is consistent with the public health, safety and welfare." 

14. Agency staff believes a variance should be granted. The proposed pedestrian bridge 
is located just north of the southern terminus of a view corridor that terminates at 
16 th  Street, at an existing building. Views to the north through the corridor would 
remain open and unobstructed. The bridge would not block any existing significant 
vistas and therefore would not be inconsistent with the intent and purpose of the 
Design for Development. Furthermore, allowing a pedestrian bridge at this location 
supports key economic goals contained in the Plan, such as creating a new 
economic development cluster in Mission Bay centered on high-technology and 
biotechnology industries. These industries require large and flexible floorplates. 
By connecting two buildings, the proposed pedestrian bridge creates the floorplate 
size Salesforce needs to conduct its work and maximize operational efficiencies. 
Lastly, allowing a pedestrian bridge at this location will not injure or be detrimental 
to the health or safety of members of the public. 

15. Agency staff has reviewed the Blocks 26 - 34 Major Phase submitted by Developer, 
for purposes of compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. 



16. The FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and a 
redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. Approval of the 
Blocks 26-34 Major Phase including the proposed pedestrian bridge is an 
undertaking pursuant to and in furtherance of the Plan in conformance with CEQA 
Section 15180 ("Implementing Action"). 

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

18. The FSEIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in 
accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 183-98 
dated September 17, 1998, were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and 
are incorporated herein by reference as applicable to the Implementing Action. 

19. Agency staff has reviewed the Blocks 26 — 34 Major Phase submitted by the 
Developer, finds it acceptable and recommends approval thereof, subject to the 
resolution of certain conditions. 

FINDINGS 

The Agency finds and determines that the Blocks 26-34 Major Phase submission, 
including the proposed pedestrian bridge, is an Implementing Action within the scope 
of the Project analyzed in the FSEIR and requires no additional environmental review 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15162 and 15163 for the following 
reasons: 

1. 	The Implementing Action does not incorporate substantial changes into the 
Project analyzed in the FSEIR and will not require major revisions to the FSEIR 
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

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

No new information of substantial importance to the Project analyzed in the 
FSEIR has become available which would indicate that (a) the Implementing 
Action will have significant effects not discussed in the FSEIR; (b) significant 
environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (c) mitigation measures 
or alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant 



effects have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or alternatives which are 
considerably different from those in the FSEIR will substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects on the environment. 

RESOLUTION 

ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and 
County of San Francisco (1) that it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR findings and 
statement of overriding considerations and hereby adopts the CEQA Findings set forth in 
Resolution No. 183-98 incorporated herein and those set forth above; (2) a variance is 
granted to the view corridor standards contained in the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development to accommodate one pedestrian bridge for Blocks 29-32; and (3) that the 
Blocks 26 - 34 Major Phase is hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South 
Owner Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, subject to the following program, 
operational and design requirements being addressed in design phases proposals for 
individual buildings on Blocks 26 — 34: 

1. Consistent with the variance findings described above, the Salesforce campus 
shall be permitted one pedestrian bridge connecting Blocks 31 and 32. No 
other below or above ground connections between blocks or buildings (such 
as tunnels or bridges) shall be allowed anywhere on the campus, with the 
exception of underground garages, loading docks, service areas and corridors, 
as proposed in the Major Phase. The schematic design of the bridge requires 
review and approval by the Agency. The schematic design for the bridge shall 
be submitted as part of the schematic design for the building on either Block 
31 or 32. The bridge shall be a minimum of 40 feet above grade and be of an 
appropriate width and transparency as to create a sense of spaciousness and 
orientation on the campus and along 16th Street. 

2. A schematic design application for the Town Center must be submitted to the 
Agency for review and approval concurrent with the first schematic design 
application for a building on Blocks 29 — 32. 

3. The schematic designs for the three "pavilions" located in the Town Center 
require approval by the Agency. The schematic designs shall be submitted to 
the Agency for review and approval prior to Design Development approval of 
the last building on Blocks 29 — 32. Two of pavilions shall be designed by 
architects or artists other than the campus architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 

4. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational limitations of the 
outdoor electronic screen shall be submitted to the Agency for approval prior 
to Design Development approval of the building on Block 31. The 
operational standards for the outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed 
by the Citizens Advisory Committee. 

5. 	A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent 
with the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 — 



32. No corporate, way-finding, retail or other signage implied in the Major 
Phase application is approved as part of this Major Phase. All signage shall 
be consistent with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 

6. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce 
campus shall be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master 
Plan, unless otherwise noted in this Major Phase application. 

7. All future schematic design submittals shall identify specific mitigations to 
address wind discomfort. 

8. The design of the walking/jogging path on 16th Street along Blocks 31 and 32 
shall be generally consistent with the path already installed on 16th Street 
along the UCSF campus to create a strong pedestrian connection to the 
waterfront. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

q.----James B. Morales 
Agency General Counsel 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Agency Commissioners 
 
FROM: Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Conditionally approving the Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design 

for Block 29 of the new Salesforce.com campus in Mission Bay (Blocks 29 – 
32) in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area, pursuant to the 
Owner Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, LLC, and adopting 
environmental findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; 
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area. 

 
Conditionally approving the Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design 
for Block 30 of the new Salesforce.com campus in Mission Bay (Blocks 29 – 
32) in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area, pursuant to the 
Owner Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, LLC, and adopting 
environmental findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; 
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area. 

 
Conditionally approving the Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design 
for Block 31 of the new Salesforce.com campus in Mission Bay (Blocks 29 – 
32) in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area, pursuant to the 
Owner Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, LLC, and adopting 
environmental findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; 
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area. 

 
Conditionally approving the Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design 
for Block 32 of the new Salesforce.com campus in Mission Bay (Blocks 29 – 
32) in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area, pursuant to the 
Owner Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, LLC, and adopting 
environmental findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; 
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area. 

 
Conditionally approving the Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design 
for the Town Square and Site Landscape of the new Salesforce.com campus 
in Mission Bay (Blocks 29 – 32) in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment 
Project Area, pursuant to the Owner Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, 
LLC, and adopting environmental findings pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area. 
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SUMMARY 
 
In November 2010, salesforce.com, inc. a San Francisco-based technology company 
(“Salesforce”), purchased 14 acres of land in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area to 
build a new, approximately two million square-foot corporate campus. The Salesforce campus 
will include office space, retail uses, on-site childcare, parking and other ancillary uses.  The 
purchased property consists of eight vacant parcels: the undeveloped portions of Blocks 26 and 
27 and all of Blocks 29 through 34.  The land was purchased from Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities, who had previously purchased the parcels from FOCIL-MB, the Mission Bay master 
developer.   
 
On July 19, 2011, the Commission received an informational hearing on the Salesforce campus 
and provided input on design concepts for the project. On September 20, 2011, the 
Commission approved a Major Phase application for all eight blocks of the Salesforce campus: 
Block 26 (Parcel 1), Block 27 (Parcel 1) and Blocks 29 – 34 (“Major Phase”).  The Major 
Phase serves as a master plan for the new Salesforce campus and is intended to guide future 
schematic design submittals for individual buildings on the campus.   
 
Now, in accordance with the Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”) for Mission Bay South, 
Salesforce has submitted Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design applications for 
buildings on the first four blocks of its campus, Blocks 29, 30, 31 and 32, and for associated 
open space and site landscaping (“Schematic Designs”).  Taken together, these four buildings 
will contain approximately 1.2 million gross square feet of office development, 50,000 square 
feet of retail, 22,000 square feet of childcare and 900 parking spaces.  The four buildings will 
be surrounded by approximately four acres of publicly accessible open space, including the 
“Town Square,” a large central plaza that will include water features, outdoor cafés, art work 
and other public programming. 
 
The proposed Schematic Designs achieve the key design goal articulated in the Major Phase.  
The design of the four buildings and the Town Square help define a distinctive identity for the 
Salesforce campus while also creating a vibrant urban environment that will be well-integrated 
with the growing Mission Bay neighborhood.   The design team is led by Legorreta + 
Legorreta, an internationally renowned architecture firm based in Mexico City.   
 
The Mission Bay Citizen’s Advisory Committee (“CAC”) has reviewed the Schematic Designs 
several times over the last six months, most recently at its meeting on January 12, 2012.  The 
CAC has consistently expressed support for the Salesforce project, particularly its colorful and 
unique architectural style and its active and inviting ground floor.   
 
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 304.11 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, 
the Planning Commission also has schematic design review purview for the individual 
Salesforce buildings because they are office development projects.  On February 16, 2012, the 
Planning Commission will be asked to confirm a Planning Code Section 321 “Prop M” design 
approval providing authorization for the Salesforce office space on Blocks 29 - 32.  The 
Agency Commission’s approval of the Schematic Designs for Blocks 29 - 32 is contingent on 
Planning Commission’s design review approval.   
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As part of its actions on September 17, 1998, establishing the Mission Bay 
Redevelopment Project Areas, the Agency Commission certified the Final Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Projects 
(Resolution No. 182-98) and adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”) (Resolution No. 183-98).  This FSEIR includes by reference a number of 
addenda.  Agency staff has reviewed the Schematic Design submittals and finds them to 
be within the scope of the project analyzed in the FSEIR and addenda and no additional 
environmental review is needed.  
 
AB 26 and Mission Bay 
 
As required by AB 26, the Agency has been in a “suspended” state since June 29, 2011.  Under 
AB 26, however, the Agency has been able to fulfill enforceable obligations which were in 
place prior to that date, including the Mission Bay South OPA, which was approved in 1998.  
The OPA sets forth the process for development approvals within the Project Area, and 
requires the Agency to consider design submissions, including Major Phase and vertical 
development proposals, on a timely schedule.  Therefore, the Agency is able to approve the 
four Salesforce schematic designs at the current time. 
 
Pursuant to AB 26, on February 1, 2012, the Agency will be dissolved.  The City of San 
Francisco as the successor agency will automatically assume all of the Agency’s 
enforceable obligations.   In Mission Bay, these include the North and South OPA’s, 
Interagency Cooperation Agreements, Tax Increment Allocation Pledge Agreements, and 
many related documents.  On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted a 
resolution related to the Agency’s dissolution which affirmed the City’s commitment to 
Mission Bay and other major approved development projects going forward. 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act and approve the Combined Basic Concept and 
Schematic Designs for Blocks 29 – 32 and the Town Square and Site Landscape for the 
Salesforce.com campus in the Mission Bay. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 

Salesforce Overview 
 
Founded in 1999 in San Francisco, Salesforce is a business software and information 
management company and a leader in what is known as “cloud computing.”  Salesforce has 
7,000 employees worldwide, including nearly 3,000 in San Francisco.  It currently occupies 
approximately 640,000 square feet of leased space in several different buildings in San 
Francisco.  Salesforce is one of the largest technology companies in San Francisco and is 
growing quickly. It is estimated that the new Mission Bay campus will house between 8,000 
and 9,000 employees. 
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Salesforce Approved Major Phase 
 
On September 20, 2011, the Commission approved a Major Phase application for the entire 
Salesforce campus, covering eight blocks in Mission Bay South: Block 26 (Parcel 1), Block 27 
(Parcel 1) and Blocks 29 – 34.  The campus site is bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South, 
Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard and Mariposa Street (see Attachment 1).  The site is 
across Third Street from the University of California, San Francisco (“UCSF”) research 
campus and the future UCSF Medical Center.   
 
The approved Major Phase allows an approximately two million square-foot corporate campus 
for the company in eight buildings on 14 acres in Mission Bay.  In addition to office space for 
Salesforce, the approved Major Phase calls for retail, childcare facilities, automobile and 
bicycle parking, service and loading areas and significant open space.  The Major Phase also 
includes architectural and urban design guidelines, a palette of building materials and colors, 
retail standards, conceptual landscape designs and sustainability parameters. 
 
As part of its approval of the Major Phase application, the Commission also approved a 
variance to the Design for Development view corridor standards to allow a single pedestrian 
bridge linking the buildings on Blocks 31 and 32, near the intersection of 16th Street and 
Illinois Street.  The bridge will cross over a future extension of Bridgeview Way, a privately-
owned pedestrian corridor or “vara.”  By connecting two buildings, the pedestrian bridge 
creates the larger building floorplates that Salesforce needs to conduct its work and maximize 
operational efficiencies. 
 
Pursuant to the Mission Bay South OPA, schematic designs for individual buildings can be 
submitted following the Major Phase approval. 
 
Blocks 29 – 32 Schematic Designs 
 
In accordance with the OPA, Salesforce has now submitted Schematic Design applications for 
the first four buildings on its campus and for the Town Square and related landscaping.  This 
first phase of the project will be on Blocks 29, 30, 31 and 32 in Mission Bay South, bounded 
by South Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, 16th Street and Third Street.  See Attachment 1 for 
the location of these blocks. 
 
The design team is led by Legorreta + Legorreta, a renowned architecture firm based in 
Mexico City.  The design team also includes the San Francisco-based Flad Architects and local 
landscape architecture firms Andrea Cochran Landscape Architecture and Tom Leader Studio. 
 
Campus Wide Design Goals & Approach 
The design of the buildings on Blocks 29 – 32 is consistent with the overall design goals for 
the Salesforce campus established in the Major Phase. A key design goal, as described in the 
approved Major Phase, is to create a distinctive identity for the Salesforce campus while also 
creating a vibrant, urban environment that will be well-integrated with the growing Mission 
Bay neighborhood. Another key design goal is to ensure that the future campus contributes to 
the vitality of Mission Bay’s street life and helps activate the pedestrian realm.  Unlike typical 
suburban corporate campuses that often have a single, gated point of entry, the Salesforce 
headquarters will be an open campus, with publically-accessible and active uses on the ground 
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floor such as retail, restaurants, childcare, fitness areas, meeting rooms and open spaces.  Each 
building will have its own entrance and the campus will be very permeable, with access off all 
major streets.   
 
Consistent with Legorreta +Legorreta’s distinct style,  the campus buildings, including Blocks 
29 – 32, will feature simple yet bold geometric shapes, thick wall planes, an emphasis on 
natural light and the use of vibrant color, particularly reds, purples and yellows, creating a 
visual consistency to the campus.  All buildings will be made of high-quality materials 
including stone and terracotta.  An aerial view of the complete Salesforce campus is shown in 
Attachment 2.  
 
Overview of Schematic Design for Blocks 29 – 32 
The four buildings on Blocks 29 - 32 will contain approximately 1.2 million gross square feet 
of office development, approximately 50,000 square feet of retail and approximately 22,000 
square feet of childcare.  The building on Block 30 will include a parking garage containing 
900 parking spaces. A subterranean service tunnel will provide access to loading docks that 
will serve all four buildings. The four buildings will be surrounded by approximately four 
acres of publicly accessible open space, including the Town Square. 
 
The architectural approach for all four building is a consistent and playful variation on a 
theme: boldly-scaled, punctuated planes fold over the main masses of each building.  Glass 
curtain walls on the upper floors make these folding planes appear to be floating.  The use of 
setbacks, step backs, terraces, projections and variations in height provide individuality to each 
building.  The primary building materials for Blocks 29 – 32 will be terracotta, in varying 
reddish hues, and light colored stone.  Each building will include a bright accent color, such as 
pink or purple, to provide visual interest and a building identity. A materials palette is included 
as Attachment 18.   
 
The design of each building and the Town Square and related landscaping are described in 
more detail below.  
 
Block 29, Olive Building 
Block 29 is 2.6 acres and is located at the corner of Third Street and South Street. The building 
on Block 29 is approximately 327,000 gross square feet, including approximately 15,000 
square feet of retail. The retail fronts the Town Square and the north-south pedestrian vara to 
help activate these spaces.  A site plan of the building is included in Attachment 3. 
 
Block 29 serves as the primary entry to the Salesforce campus.  The building is setback from 
the corner of Third and South Streets to accommodate a large entry plaza.  The building 
contains a ten-story tower element setback on the site that steps down to a six-story mass closer 
to Third Street and the Town Square. The tower element is covered with a “folding plane” that 
travels from the roof to the ground floor along the north-south vara.  The façade of this plane is 
punctuated by an irregular pattern of openings and made of a light colored stone.  The  six 
story element is red terracotta and is covered by a large plane that overhangs the entry plaza, 
supported by multi-colored columns that help announce the building entry.  An olive accent 
color is used throughout the building, providing a sense of identity.   
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A key element of the design for Block 29 is a 182-foot high, very slender “campanile” that is 
attached to the tower element.  The campanile will be the highest point in the development and 
will help define the central portion of the campus.  The campanile is also made of the Morisca 
stone, with olive-colored metal and stucco accents throughout.  The designs for the building on 
Block 29 are shown in Attachments 4 – 6. 
 
Block 30, Purple Building 
Block 30 is 1.85 acres and is located at the corner of South Street and Terry Francois 
Boulevard. The building is approximately 184,900 gross square feet and includes 
approximately 11,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space fronting Terry Francois 
Boulevard and a proposed fitness center.  In addition, the building includes a nine-story 
parking garage (with two additional levels underground) fronting South Street, which contains 
900 parking spaces.  A site plan is included as Attachment 7. 
 
The building steps down toward the water, with a 60-foot office element fronting Terry 
Francois Boulevard.  This portion of the building is made of orange terracotta, with metal 
panels around the retail entrances.  Moving away from the water, the building rises to 90 feet 
using a glass curtainwall on the upper floors.  This mass is wrapped by a folding plane, similar 
in form to Building 29, that drops down to the ground floor along the north-south vara.  The 
folding plane is made of stone, accented with purple metal and stucco.  Adjacent to the office 
element is the fitness center, designed to be highly-transparent with many windows  
surrounded by a very distinctive purple metal panel system.   
 
The parking garage fronts South Street and uses a system of orange terracotta baguettes to 
screen the cars.  The base of the parking garage is made of yellow terracotta to add interest and 
warmth at the pedestrian level.  Ingress and egress to the garage is off of South Street.  The 
designs for Block 30 are shown in Attachments 8, 9 and 16. 
 
Block 31, Pink Building 
Block 31 is 2.6 acres and is located at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street, two major 
arterials in Mission Bay. The building is approximately 443,600 square feet and contains 
approximately 19,000 square feet of ground-floor retail along Third Street and the Town 
Square. A site plan for Building 31 is included as Attachment 10. 
 
Along Third Street, the building holds the streetwall and rises to 60 feet.  This portion of the 
building contains ground-floor retail with office spaces above.  It is constructed of a yellow 
terracotta with a regular horizontal window pattern.  The ground-floor retail is very 
transparent, with nearly floor-ceiling glass windows.  After 60 feet, the building is setback 
slightly and continues to rise to 90 feet using a glass curtain wall system.   
 
At the corner of 16th Street and Third Street, the building rises to 152 feet, the second of two 
tower elements on Blocks 29 – 32. The tower is setback from the corner, creating a public 
plaza at the ground floor to serve and support the abutting retail uses. The top two stories of the 
tower are clear curtain wall, wrapped in a folding plane made of Morisca stone.  As the 
building moves down 16th Street, another six story element of office space fronts the street.  At 
60 feet, the building steps back slightly and rises two more stories using a glass curtain wall.  
This mass is also wrapped in a folding plane made of Morisca stone, which lands at the ground 
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floor along the north-south vara (Bridgeview Way).   The main entrance to the building is on 
16th Street, constructed entirely of glass.    
 
Terraces and projecting meeting rooms add interest to all the facades and a detail of pink 
stucco and metal is used throughout, including in the deep punched recesses of the folding 
planes.  The building designs are shown in Attachments 6 and 11 – 13. 
 
Block 32 – Yellow Building 
Block 32 is 1.85 acres and is located at the corner of 16th Street and Terry Francois Boulevard, 
fronting the San Francisco Bay.  This is the smallest of the four buildings at approximately 
223,000 gross square feet.  It includes 3,600 square feet of retail and nearly 22,000 square feet 
of indoor childcare space.  A site plan for this building is included as Attachment 14. 
 
The building steps down towards the waterfront through a series of usable terraces, creating a 
sense of openness and expansiveness along the Bay.  The building is approximately 16-feet tall 
and soon thereafter 32-feet tall along Terry Francois Boulevard, stepping up gradually to 60 
feet.  This portion of the building is made of red terracotta.  After another step back at 60 feet, 
the building changes from terracotta to a two-story glass curtain wall, wrapped in a folding 
plane of light-colored stone that ends along the vara on the west side of the building.  A series 
of protruding elements add interest to the facades.  The main entrance to the building is off 16th 
Street, created of sheer glass to create a distinct contrast with the terracotta. This building uses 
yellow metal and stucco accents to give it its identity.  The design of Block 32 is seen in 
Attachments 15 - 17. 
 
The west façade of the building connects to the building on Block 31 via a pedestrian bridge at 
the 4th floor.  The bridge concept was approved as part of the Major Phase approval, but the 
more detailed design is part of the Schematic Design submittal for this building.  As seen in 
Attachment 16, the bridge is very transparent, comprised of clear glass and vertical metal 
framing.  The metal framing is spaced more closely at the ends and thins out toward the 
middle, creating the impression of an accordion. From inside the bridge, the metal panels look 
pink while walking in one direction and yellow while walking the other direction 
(corresponding to the two buildings that the bridge connects). 
 
Campus Open Space 
Blocks 29 – 32 will include a large, publically-accessible plaza referred to as the Town Square 
as well as a series of smaller, interconnecting open spaces and plazas.   
 
The entrances to the campus open space and will be defined by two very large vertical 
“pylons” that will be up to165 feet tall, 20 feet wide and 7 feet in depth: one along Third Street 
and one along Terry Francois Boulevard.  These pylons relate to an existing visual language in 
Mission Bay of vertical elements in public spaces, including the Richard Serra sculptures on 
the UCSF campus and the tall campanile form on the UCSF Community Center building. The 
pylons, to be built of red stone, are intended to be an iconic and easily identifiable part of the 
Salesforce campus.   
 
The Town Square will serve as the center of the campus and is intended to be a gathering place 
for the public as well as Salesforce employees.  It will contain seating, food trucks, farmer’s 
markets, outdoor café space, art work and other programming.  Several key elements will help 
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define the Town Square.  It will include a water feature in the center of the square that will 
help modulate the scale of the open space; the size of the water feature will be designed to 
expand and contract, depending on the use in the Town Center.  In addition, an organically-
shaped, concrete pergola will define an area for outdoor café seating within the Town Square. 
 
There will also be three “pavilions” in the space.  Two of the pavilions will be structural 
elements in the space designed by local or international artists to create architectural variety 
and interest.  One of these will be in an outdoor area dedicated to the childcare center as part of 
the childcare play space.  The third pavilion, located adjacent to the building on Block 31, will 
be designed by Legorreta + Legorreta in the same architectural vocabulary as the campus and 
will support an outdoor electronic screen. The screen will provide public programming, such as 
baseball games, art installations or movies as well as some Salesforce-related programming, to 
help activate the central open space. The Operational controls and requirements of the 
electronic screen will be established during later design phases. The designs of these pavilions 
are not part of this submittal and will be completed once artists have been selected.    
 
In addition to the Town Square at the center of the four blocks, the landscaping plan includes 
several plazas and clear pedestrian pathways, taking advantage of the north-south and east-
west “varas” or privately-maintained, public right-of-ways that are required on the site. A key 
goal of the landscaping plan is to lead and invite the public from the Third Street MUNI stop at 
the corner of Third Street and South Street, through the campus, towards the San Francisco 
Bay.  A large entry plaza at the corner of Third Street and South Street marks the main 
entrance to the campus, made obvious by multi-colored columns and a distinct paving pattern.  
A “bio-acequia” system (a system of water features in the ground plane) guides the public from 
the entry plaza into the site to the main Town Square and through the vara to a waterfront plaza 
abutting the Bay at Terry Francois Boulevard.  Along the way, intimate places for sitting and 
gathering are created, including an olive tree grove with lounge seating and a walkway lined 
with palm trees.  Low walls for seating and planted gardens to help sustainably manage 
stormwater will further define the campus open space. 
 
The planting palette for the site consists of drought-tolerant species that also have strong 
architectural forms to help define the space such as Canary Island palms, olive trees and 
lemon-scented gum trees. An attractive and colorful selection of furnishings will be in the open 
space, including multi-colored, moveable chairs and tables for the café seating, wooden bench 
seating and more organically-shaped lounge seating.    
 
The designs of the Town Square and other campus open spaces are shown in Attachments 19 – 
23. 
 
Transit and Automobile and Bicycle Parking 
The Design for Development establishes a parking requirement of one parking space for each 
1,000 square feet of gross floor area of office space.  It also permits additional parking for 
retail space depending on the size and specific use.  Consistent with these requirements, the 
buildings on Blocks 29 - 32 will be served by 1,394 parking spaces, including 900 spaces in 
the parking garage now being proposed on Block 30.  The additional spaces will be in an 
existing parking garage on Block 27 and in a future parking garage on Block 33 in Mission 
Bay.  The parking garage on Blocks 33 will be the subject of a future Schematic Design 
application by Salesforce.   
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The Design for Development also requires one secured bicycle parking space for every 20 
vehicular spaces. Salesforce is providing roughly 310 bicycle parking spaces on these four 
blocks, well more than the 70 required.  Salesforce will also provide showers and storage areas 
to support bicycle riders. 
 
Finally, the Salesforce campus will be well-served by local transit.  The site sits on the Third 
Street Light Rail line.  In addition, SFMTA intends to reroute the 22 Fillmore bus to extend 
along 16th Street and will travel north along Third Street in front of the site.  The Caltrain 
station is located less than a half-mile north from the site.  The site is also well served by 
bicycle infrastructure, with dedicated bike lanes planned for 16th Street and Terry Francois 
Boulevard.  
 
Sustainable Design Strategies  
The design of Blocks 29 - 32 incorporates cutting edge sustainable design and “green-
building” strategies throughout the project.  Salesforce is targeting LEED Platinum for the 
project, as defined by the US Green Building Council. This standard exceeds the sustainably 
requirements of San Francisco’s Green Building Code. The design includes strategies to reduce 
water use, conserve and reduce energy, leverage alternative energy sources, maximize natural 
light, treat on-site stormwater with green strategies and use sustainable materials.   
 
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) Review 
 
The Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee reviewed and discussed the design of the 
Salesforce campus four times over the last six months, most recently at its meeting on January 
12, 2012.    
 
The CAC has repeatedly expressed enthusiastic support for the Salesforce project.  Members of 
the CAC appreciated the warmth and uniqueness of the proposed architecture and 
complimented the bold use of color.  The CAC strongly commended Salesforce’s plans to keep 
the buildings public and permeable at the ground floor and were particularly pleased by 
Salesforce’s commitment to provide on-site childcare facilities.  CAC members stated that the 
development would be a strong and desirable addition to Mission Bay.   
 
The CAC asked Salesforce to be thoughtful about where the brightest accent colors are placed, 
as they will be visible to the occupants of surrounding buildings, including the future UCSF 
Medical Center.  They also asked Salesforce to be sensitive about rooftop uses, visible from 
Potrero Hill and to provide more bicycle parking facilities, more spread out through the 
campus.   
 
In response to CAC input, Salesforce completed additional solar and wind studies to ensure 
that the campus open spaces are comfortable and usable.  Salesforce also substantially 
increased the amount of bicycle parking on the campus and will provide bicycle facilities such 
as storage and showers.  Salesforce prepared and shared views of the campus from Potrero Hill 
and the I-280 freeway, which demonstrated that most of the campus will be largely blocked 
from view by the future UCSF hospital. 
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Planning Commission Review 
 
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 304.11 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, 
the Planning Commission also has schematic design review purview for the individual 
Salesforce buildings because they are office development projects.  On February 16, 2012, the 
Planning Commission will be asked to confirm a Planning Code Section 321 “Prop M” design 
approval providing authorization for the Salesforce office space on Blocks 29 - 32.  The 
Agency Commission’s approval of the Schematic Designs for Blocks 29 - 32 is contingent on 
Planning Commission’s design review approval.   
 
The Planning Commission received an informational presentation on the proposed campus 
design on January 12, 2012 and responded very favorably to the project.    
 
Mission Bay Program in Diversity and Trainee Hiring Goals 
 
Pursuant to the OPA, Salesforce must comply with the Mission Bay Program in Diversity 
(“Program”).  To date, Salesforce has exceeded the Agency’s Minority/Women-Owned 
Business (“M/WBE”) professional services subcontracting goal of 38 percent (20 percent for 
MBEs and 18 percent for WBEs).  The M/WBE participation in Salesforce’s professional 
services team continues to hold steady at 53 percent M/WBE businesses.  The professional 
services team is expected to provide trainee opportunities that are based on the consultants’ 
fees.  The current goal is to create approximately 75 professional service trainee opportunities 
over the course of the Salesforce project.  
 
Since the Commission meeting on September 20, 2011, the Agency’s Contract Compliance 
staff has established a bridge between the professional consultants, City College of San 
Francisco (“CCSF”), and San Francisco State University (“SFSU”) to create a pipeline of 
qualified referrals for the professional trainee program.  Overall, there is a large percentage of 
students from diverse backgrounds in CCSF’s Architectural Department and SFSU’s 
Engineering Department who are both economically disadvantaged and meet the eligibility 
criteria to participate in a trainee program.   
 
After several meetings between staff, CCSF and SFSU, the proposed plan is to generate 
interest through a job fair that would allow CCSF and SFSU students an opportunity to meet 
and greet various architecture and engineering firms working on Agency projects, including 
the Salesforce project, review the firms’ trainee job descriptions/opportunities, and to submit 
their resumes in hopes of employment.  Classes resumed in mid-January and staff plans to 
work with CCSF and SFSU to hold a job fair in late February 2012 or facilitate introductions 
between the schools and Salesforce consultants to work together directly depending on the next 
steps related to the Agency’s dissolution. 
 
Staff is also in the early stages of exploring how to utilize the existing Trainee module in the 
Elation System to facilitate an electronic referral system, similar to the construction worker 
request process in Elation, to interface between the professional consultants and the students 
that meet the qualifications of the trainee positions. 
 
Lastly, during construction, Salesforce will be bound by the Program’s goals and requirements 
for M/WBE subcontracting and for local resident participation in the construction workforce. 
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Next Steps 
 
Salesforce is targeting breaking ground on its first building at the end of this year and for the 
campus to be fully constructed over the next five to seven years.  
 
CEQA Environmental Review 
 
As part of its actions in establishing the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project Areas on 
September 17, 1998, the Redevelopment and Planning Commissions certified the Mission Bay 
FSEIR, adopted CEQA findings, approved a series of mitigation measures, and established a 
comprehensive system for mitigation monitoring. The Board of Supervisors and various City 
departments adopted similar findings and mitigation monitoring plans.  This FSEIR includes 
by reference eight (8) addenda.   
 
Copies of the full four-volume FSEIR were distributed to the Commission prior to the 1998 
certification and adoption of the environmental findings, and have subsequently been made 
available to members of the Commission.  The addenda have also been made available to the 
members of the Commission.  Additional copies of the FSEIR and addenda will be delivered to 
the members of the Commission upon request, and are also available for review at the 
Agency’s offices.   
 
Agency staff has reviewed the Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs submitted for 
Blocks 29-32 and has considered and reviewed the FSEIR and addenda.  Staff finds the 
Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs to be within the scope of the project analyzed 
in the FSEIR and subsequent addenda and no additional environmental review is required 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15162, and 15163. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act and approve the Combined Basic Concept and 
Schematic Designs for Blocks 29 – 32 and the Town Square and Site Landscape for the 
Salesforce.com campus, with the following conditions:   
 

1. The building materials, colors, finishes, architectural detailing, and landscape 
design may be refined, in consultation with Agency staff, during Design 
Development phase. A material and color mock-up of sufficient size to be built on 
the construction site during an early phase of construction shall be prepared for 
Agency staff review to ensure consistency with approved plans. 
 

2. The designs for the three “pavilions” located in the Town Square shall be 
submitted to the Agency for review and approval as part of the Design 
Development phase for the Town Square and/or the Design Development phase for 
the building on Block 32. Two of pavilions shall be designed by architects or 
artists other than the campus architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 
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3. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational standards of the outdoor 
electronic screen shall be submitted for review and approval as part of the Design 
Development phase of the building on Block 31.  The operational standards for the 
outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed by the Citizens Advisory 
Committee. 
 

4. The design of the exterior play area serving the childcare center on Block 32 shall 
be submitted for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for 
the building on Block 32.  Of particular interest to the Agency will be how the 
exterior play area meets the publicly-accessible open space along the vara and the 
need to ensure a pedestrian-friendly treatment to any necessary enclosures for the 
play area. 
 

5. The design of the water feature in the Town Square and the base of the pylons 
(including the details of the relationship between these water features and the 
pylons) shall be refined during the Design Development phase for the Town 
Square.  
 

6. The design of all wind screens, sunshades, louvers, canopies and other 
architectural details require approval as part of the Design Development phase for 
all blocks. 
 

7. Cooking exhaust shafts extending to the roof shall be included in retail spaces 
designated for restaurants as part of the Design Development submittals.  
 

8. Proposals for public art (in addition to the pavilions described in condition #2 
above) shall be submitted to the Agency for review. 
 

9. The configuration of the photovoltaic panels, rooftop mechanical equipment and 
penthouses shall be further refined during the Design Development phase. 
 

10. A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent 
with the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 – 32.  
No corporate, wayfinding, retail or other signage implied in the Basic Concept and 
Schematic Design applications is approved as part of this action.  All signage shall 
be consistent with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 
 

11. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce campus 
shall be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan, with the 
exception of the Arbutus Marina tree planting pattern and the paving material on 
Block 29, as shown in the Town Square and Site Landscape submittal.   

 
12. The amount and/or width of curb cuts serving the parking garage and loading 

zones shall be refined during the Design Development phase and shall be 
consistent with any relevant City and County of San Francisco standards.  Of 
particular interest to the Agency is avoiding excessive interruption to the 
pedestrian path of travel and to the public realm.  
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13. The Commission’s approval of the Schematic Designs for the buildings on Blocks 
29 - 32 is contingent on the Planning Commission’s design review approval of the 
buildings consistent with Planning Code Section 321.      
 
 

 
(Originated by Kelley Kahn, Project Manager) 

 
 

Tiffany Bohee 
Executive Director 

 
 
Attachments (Bound separately):  
 
Attachment 1: Blocks 29 – 32 Location Map 
Attachment 2: Aerial View of Salesforce Campus 
 
Attachment 3: Block 29 Site Plan 
Attachment 4: Block 29 View from 3rd Street and South Street  
Attachment 5: Block 29 View from Vara Looking Northwest  
Attachment 6: Blocks 29 and 31, View from 3rd Street Looking East  
 
Attachment 7: Block 30 Site Plan 
Attachment 8: Block 30, View from Terry Francois Looking Southwest  
Attachment 9: Block 30, View from South Street Looking South  
 
Attachment 10:  Block 31 Site Plan  
Attachment 11: Block 31, View from Third Street and 16th Street  
Attachment 12: Block 31, View from Town Square 
Attachment 13: Block 31, View from Third Street   
 
Attachment 14: Block 32 Site Plan  
Attachment 15: Block 32, View from Terry Francois Looking South 
Attachment 16: Block 32, View of Block 30 and 32 from the Bay looking Southwest  
Attachment 17: Block 32, View of Bridge between Block 31 and Block 32 
 
Attachment 18: Materials Board – Buildings 
 
Attachment 19: Town Square and Landscape, Site Plan 
Attachment 20: Town Square, View looking Southeast 
Attachment 21: Town Square, View from Pergola  
Attachment 22: Town Square and Landscape, View from Third Street 
Attachment 23: Materials Board – Town Square and Landscape 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 10-2012 
 
 
 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE COMBINED BASIC CONCEPT AND 
SCHEMATIC DESIGN FOR BLOCK 29 OF THE NEW SALESFORCE.COM 

CAMPUS IN MISSION BAY (BLOCK 29 – 32) IN THE MISSION BAY SOUTH 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, PURSUANT TO THE OWNER 

PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT WITH FOCIL-MB, LLC, AND ADOPTING 
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT AREA 

 
 

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION 
 
1. On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Commission of the 

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

2. On September 17, 1998, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 182-98 
which certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) as a 
program EIR for Mission Bay North and South pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 
(Program EIR) and 15180 (Redevelopment Plan EIR).  On the same date, the Agency 
Commission also adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted environmental 
findings (and a statement of overriding considerations), in connection with the 
approval of the Plan and other Mission Bay project approvals (the “Mission Bay 
Project”).  The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning Commission”) 
certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date.  On October 19, 1998, 
the Board of Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming certification of the 
FSEIR by the Planning Commission and the Agency, and Resolution No. 854-98 
adopting environmental findings and a statement of overriding considerations for the 
Mission Bay Project. 

3. Subsequent to certification of the FSEIR, the Agency has issued several addenda to 
the FSEIR, as described in Recital 4 below.  The addenda do not identify any 
substantial new information or new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects that alter the conclusions reached 
in the FSEIR.  Hereinafter, the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, 
including any addenda thereto, shall be collectively referred to as the “FSEIR.” 

 



4. The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed temporary parking lots to serve 
the ballpark.  The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, analyzed revisions to 7th 
Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall provided for in the Mission 
Bay South Infrastructure Plan, a component of the South OPA.  The third addendum, 
dated February 10, 2004, analyzed revisions to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower 
separation and require step-backs.  The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, 
analyzed the Mission Bay South Design for Development with respect to the 
permitted maximum number of parking spaces for bio-technical and similar research 
facilities and the North OPA with respect to changes to reflect a reduction in 
permitted commercial development and associated parking.  The fifth addendum, 
dated October 4, 2005, analyzed the UCSF proposal to establish a Phase I 400-bed 
hospital in Mission Bay South on Blocks 36-39 and X-3.  The sixth addendum, dated 
September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission 
Bay.  The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, addressed the construction of a 
Public Safety Building on Block 8 in Mission Bay South. 

5. On or about June 28, 2011, a bill providing for the dissolution on February 1, 2012 of 
all redevelopment agencies was adopted by the California legislature and signed by 
the Governor (the “dissolution legislation” or “AB 26”).  By its terms, the dissolution 
legislation became effective immediately.  The dissolution legislation requires 
agencies and “successor agencies” to honor “enforceable obligations,” as defined in 
Section 34167 of the legislation.  The definition of “enforceable obligation” includes 
“[a]ny legally binding and enforceable agreement or contract that is not otherwise 
void as violating the debt limit or public policy.”  The South OPA and its attachments 
is such a contract. 

6. Pursuant to AB 26, on February 1, 2012, the Agency will be dissolved.  The City of 
San Francisco as the successor agency will automatically assume all of the Agency’s 
enforceable obligations.   In Mission Bay, these include the Plan and the Plan 
Documents.  On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution 
related to the Agency’s dissolution which affirmed the City’s commitment to Mission 
Bay and other major approved development projects going forward.   

7. The Plan and the Plan Documents, including the Design Review and Document 
Approval Procedure, designated as Attachment G to the South OPA (“DRDAP”), 
provide that development proposals in Mission Bay South will be reviewed and 
processed by the Agency in “Major Phases,” as defined in and consistent with the 
Plan and the Plan Documents. Submission of design plans and documents for any 
specific building must be consistent with the requirements established for each Major 
Phase.  The DRDAP sets forth the review and approval process for Major Phases and 
Projects. The obligation of the Agency to review and approve Major Phases and 
Projects, including Schematic Designs, if they are consistent with the requirements 
for each Major Phase is an “enforceable obligation” within the meaning of the 
dissolution legislation. 

8. As permitted under the South OPA, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“ARE”) 
purchased Blocks 26 - 34 from FOCIL-MB.  

  



9. As permitted under the South OPA, salesforce.com, inc. (“Developer” or 
“Salesforce”) purchased Block 29, in Mission Bay South, from ARE.  Developer will 
be bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA and related agreements, including 
the requirements of the equal opportunity program and design review process. 

10. On September 20, 2011, by Resolution No. 97-2011, the Agency Commission 
approved the Developer’s Major Phase Application for Blocks 26-34 in the Mission 
Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”). 

11. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, the Developer has 
submitted a Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for a commercial 
building on Block 29, dated January 24, 2012 (“Schematic Design”).  The 
commercial building consists of 327,000 gross square feet, including approximately 
15,000 square feet of retail. 

12. Agency staff has reviewed the Schematic Design for purposes of compliance with 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.   

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

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

15. The FSEIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in 
accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 183-98, dated 
September 17, 1998, reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the Agency, 
were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and were prepared and adopted 
following the procedures required by CEQA, and the findings in said resolutions are 
incorporated herein by reference as applicable to the Implementing Action. 

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

 
 

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

and no major revisions are required due to the involvement of new significant 



environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of significant effects 
previously identified in the FSEIR. 

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

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

 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and 
County of San Francisco that (1) it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR findings and 
statement of overriding considerations and hereby adopts the CEQA findings set forth in 
Resolution No. 183-98 incorporated herein and those set forth above; and (2) that the 
Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for the commercial building on Block 29 is 
hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement with 
FOCIL-MB, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. The building materials, colors, finishes, architectural detailing, and landscape design 

may be refined, in consultation with Agency staff, during Design Development phase. 

A material and color mock-up of sufficient size to be built on the construction site 

during an early phase of construction shall be prepared for Agency staff review to 

ensure consistency with approved plans. 

 
2. The designs for the three “pavilions” located in the Town Square shall be submitted 

to the Agency for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for 
the Town Square and/or the Design Development phase for the building on Block 32. 
Two of the pavilions shall be designed by architects or artists other than the campus 
architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 

 

3. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational standards of the outdoor 
electronic screen shall be submitted for review and approval as part of the Design 
Development phase of the building on Block 31.  The operational standards for the 
outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Committee. 

 

4. The design of the exterior play area serving the childcare center on Block 32 shall be 
submitted for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for the 
building on Block 32.  Of particular interest to the Agency will be how the exterior 
play area meets the publicly-accessible open space along the vara and the need to 
ensure a pedestrian-friendly treatment to any necessary enclosures for the play area. 



 

5. The design of the water feature in the Town Square and the base of the pylons 
(including the details of the relationship between these water features and the pylons) 
shall be refined during the Design Development phase for the Town Square.  

 

6. The design of all wind screens, sunshades, louvers, canopies and other architectural 
details require approval as part of the Design Development phase for all blocks. 

 

7. Cooking exhaust shafts extending to the roof shall be included in retail spaces 
designated for restaurants as part of the Design Development submittals.  

 

8. Proposals for public art (in addition to the pavilions described in condition #2 above) 
shall be submitted to the Agency for review. 

 

9. The configuration of the photovoltaic panels, rooftop mechanical equipment and 
penthouses shall be further refined during the Design Development phase. 

 

10. A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent with 
the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 – 32.  No 
corporate, wayfinding, retail or other signage implied in the Basic Concept and 
Schematic Design applications is approved as part of this action.  All signage shall be 
consistent with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 

 

11. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce campus shall 
be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan, with the exception 
of the Arbutus Marina tree planting pattern and the paving material on Block 29, as 
shown in the Town Square and Site Landscape submittal.   

 
12. The amount and/or width of curb cuts serving the parking garage and loading zones 

shall be refined during the Design Development phase and shall be consistent with 
any relevant City and County of San Francisco standards.  Of particular interest to the 
Agency is avoiding excessive interruption to the pedestrian path of travel and to the 
public realm.  

 

13. The Commission’s approval of the Schematic Designs for the buildings on Blocks 29 
- 32 is contingent on the Planning Commission’s design review approval of the 
buildings consistent with Planning Code Section 321.      

    

 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
James B. Morales 
Agency General Counsel 



RESOLUTION NO. 11-2012 
 

 
 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE COMBINED BASIC CONCEPT AND 
SCHEMATIC DESIGN FOR BLOCK 30 OF THE NEW SALESFORCE.COM 

CAMPUS IN MISSION BAY (BLOCK 29 – 32) IN THE MISSION BAY SOUTH 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, PURSUANT TO THE OWNER 

PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT WITH FOCIL-MB, LLC, AND ADOPTING 
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT AREA 

 
 

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION 
 
1. On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Commission of the 

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

2. On September 17, 1998, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 182-98 
which certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) as a 
program EIR for Mission Bay North and South pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 
(Program EIR) and 15180 (Redevelopment Plan EIR).  On the same date, the Agency 
Commission also adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted environmental 
findings (and a statement of overriding considerations), in connection with the 
approval of the Plan and other Mission Bay project approvals (the “Mission Bay 
Project”).  The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning Commission”) 
certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date.  On October 19, 1998, 
the Board of Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming certification of the 
FSEIR by the Planning Commission and the Agency, and Resolution No. 854-98 
adopting environmental findings and a statement of overriding considerations for the 
Mission Bay Project. 

3. Subsequent to certification of the FSEIR, the Agency has issued several addenda to 
the FSEIR, as described in Recital 4 below.  The addenda do not identify any 
substantial new information or new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects that alter the conclusions reached 
in the FSEIR.  Hereinafter, the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, 
including any addenda thereto, shall be collectively referred to as the “FSEIR.” 

 



4. The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed temporary parking lots to serve 
the ballpark.  The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, analyzed revisions to 7th 
Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall provided for in the Mission 
Bay South Infrastructure Plan, a component of the South OPA.  The third addendum, 
dated February 10, 2004, analyzed revisions to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower 
separation and require step-backs.  The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, 
analyzed the Mission Bay South Design for Development with respect to the 
permitted maximum number of parking spaces for bio-technical and similar research 
facilities and the North OPA with respect to changes to reflect a reduction in 
permitted commercial development and associated parking.  The fifth addendum, 
dated October 4, 2005, analyzed the UCSF proposal to establish a Phase I 400-bed 
hospital in Mission Bay South on Blocks 36-39 and X-3.  The sixth addendum, dated 
September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission 
Bay.  The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, addressed the construction of a 
Public Safety Building on Block 8 in Mission Bay South. 

5. On or about June 28, 2011, a bill providing for the dissolution on February 1, 2012 of 
all redevelopment agencies was adopted by the California legislature and signed by 
the Governor (the “dissolution legislation” or “AB 26”).  By its terms, the dissolution 
legislation became effective immediately.  The dissolution legislation requires 
agencies and “successor agencies” to honor “enforceable obligations,” as defined in 
Section 34167 of the legislation.  The definition of “enforceable obligation” includes 
“[a]ny legally binding and enforceable agreement or contract that is not otherwise 
void as violating the debt limit or public policy.”  The South OPA and its attachments 
is such a contract. 

6. Pursuant to AB 26, on February 1, 2012, the Agency will be dissolved.  The City of 
San Francisco as the successor agency will automatically assume all of the Agency’s 
enforceable obligations.   In Mission Bay, these include the Plan and the Plan 
Documents.  On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution 
related to the Agency’s dissolution which affirmed the City’s commitment to Mission 
Bay and other major approved development projects going forward.   

7. The Plan and the Plan Documents, including the Design Review and Document 
Approval Procedure, designated as Attachment G to the South OPA (“DRDAP”), 
provide that development proposals in Mission Bay South will be reviewed and 
processed by the Agency in “Major Phases,” as defined in and consistent with the 
Plan and the Plan Documents. Submission of design plans and documents for any 
specific building must be consistent with the requirements established for each Major 
Phase.  The DRDAP sets forth the review and approval process for Major Phases and 
Projects. The obligation of the Agency to review and approve Major Phases and 
Projects, including Schematic Designs, if they are consistent with the requirements 
for each Major Phase is an “enforceable obligation” within the meaning of the 
dissolution legislation. 

8. As permitted under the South OPA, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“ARE”) 
purchased Blocks 26 - 34 from FOCIL-MB.  

  



9. As permitted under the South OPA, salesforce.com, inc. (“Developer” or 
“Salesforce”) purchased Block 30, in Mission Bay South, from ARE.  Developer will 
be bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA and related agreements, including 
the requirements of the equal opportunity program and design review process. 

10. On September 20, 2011, by Resolution No. 97-2011, the Agency Commission 
approved the Developer’s Major Phase Application for Blocks 26-34 in the Mission 
Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”). 

11. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, the Developer has 
submitted a Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for a commercial 
building on Block 30, dated January 24, 2012 (“Schematic Design”). The commercial 
building consists of approximately 184,900 gross square feet and includes 
approximately 11,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space and a proposed fitness 
center.  

12. Agency staff has reviewed the Schematic Design for purposes of compliance with 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.   

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

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

15. The FSEIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in 
accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 183-98, dated 
September 17, 1998, reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the Agency, 
were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and were prepared and adopted 
following the procedures required by CEQA, and the findings in said resolutions are 
incorporated herein by reference as applicable to the Implementing Action. 

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

 
 

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

and no major revisions are required due to the involvement of new significant 



environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of significant effects 
previously identified in the FSEIR. 

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

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

 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and 
County of San Francisco that (1) it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR findings and 
statement of overriding considerations and hereby adopts the CEQA findings set forth in 
Resolution No. 183-98 incorporated herein and those set forth above; and (2) that the 
Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for the commercial building on Block 30 is 
hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement with 
FOCIL-MB, subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. The building materials, colors, finishes, architectural detailing, and landscape design 

may be refined, in consultation with Agency staff, during Design Development phase. 

A material and color mock-up of sufficient size to be built on the construction site 

during an early phase of construction shall be prepared for Agency staff review to 

ensure consistency with approved plans. 

 
2. The designs for the three “pavilions” located in the Town Square shall be submitted 

to the Agency for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for 
the Town Square and/or the Design Development phase for the building on Block 32. 
Two of the pavilions shall be designed by architects or artists other than the campus 
architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 

 

3. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational standards of the outdoor 
electronic screen shall be submitted for review and approval as part of the Design 
Development phase of the building on Block 31.  The operational standards for the 
outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Committee. 

 

4. The design of the exterior play area serving the childcare center on Block 32 shall be 
submitted for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for the 
building on Block 32.  Of particular interest to the Agency will be how the exterior 
play area meets the publicly-accessible open space along the vara and the need to 
ensure a pedestrian-friendly treatment to any necessary enclosures for the play area. 



 

5. The design of the water feature in the Town Square and  the base of the pylons 
(including the details of the relationship between these water features and the pylons) 
shall be refined during the Design Development phase for the Town Square.  

 

6. The design of all wind screens, sunshades, louvers, canopies and other architectural 
details require approval as part of the Design Development phase for all blocks. 

 

7. Cooking exhaust shafts extending to the roof shall be included in retail spaces 
designated for restaurants as part of the Design Development submittals.  

 

8. Proposals for public art (in addition to the pavilions described in condition #2 above) 
shall be submitted to the Agency for review. 

 

9. The configuration of the photovoltaic panels, rooftop mechanical equipment and 
penthouses shall be further refined during the Design Development phase. 

 

10. A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent with 
the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 – 32.  No 
corporate, wayfinding, retail or other signage implied in the Basic Concept and 
Schematic Design applications is approved as part of this action.  All signage shall be 
consistent with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 

 

11. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce campus shall 
be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan, with the exception 
of the Arbutus Marina tree planting pattern and the paving material on Block 29, as 
shown in the Town Square and Site Landscape submittal.   

 
12. The amount and/or width of curb cuts serving the parking garage and loading zones 

shall be refined during the Design Development phase and shall be consistent with 
any relevant City and County of San Francisco standards.  Of particular interest to the 
Agency is avoiding excessive interruption to the pedestrian path of travel and to the 
public realm.  

 

13. The Commission’s approval of the Schematic Designs for the buildings on Blocks 29 
- 32 is contingent on the Planning Commission’s design review approval of the 
buildings consistent with Planning Code Section 321. 

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
James B. Morales 
Agency General Counsel 



RESOLUTION NO. 12-2012 
 
 
 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE COMBINED BASIC CONCEPT AND 
SCHEMATIC DESIGN FOR BLOCK 31 OF THE NEW SALESFORCE.COM 

CAMPUS IN MISSION BAY (BLOCK 29 – 32) IN THE MISSION BAY SOUTH 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, PURSUANT TO THE OWNER 

PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT WITH FOCIL-MB, LLC, AND ADOPTING 
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT AREA 

 
 

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION 
 
1. On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Commission of the 

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

2. On September 17, 1998, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 182-98 
which certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) as a 
program EIR for Mission Bay North and South pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 
(Program EIR) and 15180 (Redevelopment Plan EIR).  On the same date, the Agency 
Commission also adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted environmental 
findings (and a statement of overriding considerations), in connection with the 
approval of the Plan and other Mission Bay project approvals (the “Mission Bay 
Project”).  The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning Commission”) 
certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date.  On October 19, 1998, 
the Board of Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming certification of the 
FSEIR by the Planning Commission and the Agency, and Resolution No. 854-98 
adopting environmental findings and a statement of overriding considerations for the 
Mission Bay Project. 

3. Subsequent to certification of the FSEIR, the Agency has issued several addenda to 
the FSEIR, as described in Recital 4 below.  The addenda do not identify any 
substantial new information or new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects that alter the conclusions reached 
in the FSEIR.  Hereinafter, the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, 
including any addenda thereto, shall be collectively referred to as the “FSEIR.” 

 



4. The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed temporary parking lots to serve 
the ballpark.  The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, analyzed revisions to 7th 
Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall provided for in the Mission 
Bay South Infrastructure Plan, a component of the South OPA.  The third addendum, 
dated February 10, 2004, analyzed revisions to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower 
separation and require step-backs.  The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, 
analyzed the Mission Bay South Design for Development with respect to the 
permitted maximum number of parking spaces for bio-technical and similar research 
facilities and the North OPA with respect to changes to reflect a reduction in 
permitted commercial development and associated parking.  The fifth addendum, 
dated October 4, 2005, analyzed the UCSF proposal to establish a Phase I 400-bed 
hospital in Mission Bay South on Blocks 36-39 and X-3.  The sixth addendum, dated 
September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission 
Bay.  The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, addressed the construction of a 
Public Safety Building on Block 8 in Mission Bay South. 

5. On or about June 28, 2011, a bill providing for the dissolution on February 1, 2012 of 
all redevelopment agencies was adopted by the California legislature and signed by 
the Governor (the “dissolution legislation” or “AB 26”).  By its terms, the dissolution 
legislation became effective immediately.  The dissolution legislation requires 
agencies and “successor agencies” to honor “enforceable obligations,” as defined in 
Section 34167 of the legislation.  The definition of “enforceable obligation” includes 
“[a]ny legally binding and enforceable agreement or contract that is not otherwise 
void as violating the debt limit or public policy.”  The South OPA and its attachments 
is such a contract. 

6. Pursuant to AB 26, on February 1, 2012, the Agency will be dissolved.  The City of 
San Francisco as the successor agency will automatically assume all of the Agency’s 
enforceable obligations.   In Mission Bay, these include the Plan and the Plan 
Documents.  On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution 
related to the Agency’s dissolution which affirmed the City’s commitment to Mission 
Bay and other major approved development projects going forward.   

7. The Plan and the Plan Documents, including the Design Review and Document 
Approval Procedure, designated as Attachment G to the South OPA (“DRDAP”), 
provide that development proposals in Mission Bay South will be reviewed and 
processed by the Agency in “Major Phases,” as defined in and consistent with the 
Plan and the Plan Documents. Submission of design plans and documents for any 
specific building must be consistent with the requirements established for each Major 
Phase.  The DRDAP sets forth the review and approval process for Major Phases and 
Projects. The obligation of the Agency to review and approve Major Phases and 
Projects, including Schematic Designs, if they are consistent with the requirements 
for each Major Phase is an “enforceable obligation” within the meaning of the 
dissolution legislation. 

8. As permitted under the South OPA, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“ARE”) 
purchased Blocks 26 - 34 from FOCIL-MB.  

  



9. As permitted under the South OPA, salesforce.com, inc. (“Developer” or 
“Salesforce”) purchased Block 31, in Mission Bay South, from ARE.  Developer will 
be bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA and related agreements, including 
the requirements of the equal opportunity program and design review process. 

10. On September 20, 2011, by Resolution No. 97-2011, the Agency Commission 
approved the Developer’s Major Phase Application for Blocks 26-34 in the Mission 
Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”). 

11. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, the Developer has 
submitted a Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for a commercial 
building on Block 31, dated January 24, 2012 (“Schematic Design”). The commercial 
building consists of approximately 443,600 square feet and contains approximately 
19,000 square feet of ground-floor retail. 

12. Agency staff has reviewed the Schematic Design for purposes of compliance with 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.   

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

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

15. The FSEIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in 
accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 183-98, dated 
September 17, 1998, reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the Agency, 
were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and were prepared and adopted 
following the procedures required by CEQA, and the findings in said resolutions are 
incorporated herein by reference as applicable to the Implementing Action. 

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

 
 

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

and no major revisions are required due to the involvement of new significant 



environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of significant effects 
previously identified in the FSEIR. 

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

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

 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and 
County of San Francisco that (1) it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR findings and 
statement of overriding considerations and hereby adopts the CEQA findings set forth in 
Resolution No. 183-98 incorporated herein and those set forth above; and (2) that the 
Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for the commercial building on Block 31 is 
hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement with 
FOCIL-MB, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. The building materials, colors, finishes, architectural detailing, and landscape design 

may be refined, in consultation with Agency staff, during Design Development phase. 

A material and color mock-up of sufficient size to be built on the construction site 

during an early phase of construction shall be prepared for Agency staff review to 

ensure consistency with approved plans. 

 
2. The designs for the three “pavilions” located in the Town Square shall be submitted 

to the Agency for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for 
the Town Square and/or the Design Development phase for the building on Block 32. 
Two of the pavilions shall be designed by architects or artists other than the campus 
architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 

 

3. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational standards of the outdoor 
electronic screen shall be submitted for review and approval as part of the Design 
Development phase of the building on Block 31.  The operational standards for the 
outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Committee. 

 

4. The design of the exterior play area serving the childcare center on Block 32 shall be 
submitted for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for the 
building on Block 32.  Of particular interest to the Agency will be how the exterior 
play area meets the publicly-accessible open space along the vara and the need to 
ensure a pedestrian-friendly treatment to any necessary enclosures for the play area. 



 

5. The design of the water feature in the Town Square and  the base of the pylons 
(including the details of the relationship between these water features and the pylons) 
shall be refined during the Design Development phase for the Town Square.  

 

6. The design of all wind screens, sunshades, louvers, canopies and other architectural 
details require approval as part of the Design Development phase for all blocks. 

 

7. Cooking exhaust shafts extending to the roof shall be included in retail spaces 
designated for restaurants as part of the Design Development submittals.  

 

8. Proposals for public art (in addition to the pavilions described in condition #2 above) 
shall be submitted to the Agency for review. 

 

9. The configuration of the photovoltaic panels, rooftop mechanical equipment and 
penthouses shall be further refined during the Design Development phase. 

 

10. A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent with 
the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 – 32.  No 
corporate, wayfinding, retail or other signage implied in the Basic Concept and 
Schematic Design applications is approved as part of this action.  All signage shall be 
consistent with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 

 

11. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce campus shall 
be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan, with the exception 
of the Arbutus Marina tree planting pattern and the paving material on Block 29, as 
shown in the Town Square and Site Landscape submittal.   

 
12. The amount and/or width of curb cuts serving the parking garage and loading zones 

shall be refined during the Design Development phase and shall be consistent with 
any relevant City and County of San Francisco standards.  Of particular interest to the 
Agency is avoiding excessive interruption to the pedestrian path of travel and to the 
public realm.  

 

13. The Commission’s approval of the Schematic Designs for the buildings on Blocks 29 
- 32 is contingent on the Planning Commission’s design review approval of the 
buildings consistent with Planning Code Section 321.  

 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
James B. Morales 
Agency General Counsel 



RESOLUTION NO. 13-2012 
 
 
 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE COMBINED BASIC CONCEPT AND 
SCHEMATIC DESIGN FOR BLOCK 32 OF THE NEW SALESFORCE.COM 

CAMPUS IN MISSION BAY (BLOCK 29 – 32) IN THE MISSION BAY SOUTH 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, PURSUANT TO THE OWNER 

PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT WITH FOCIL-MB, LLC, AND ADOPTING 
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT AREA 

 
 

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION 
 
1. On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Commission of the 

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

2. On September 17, 1998, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 182-98 
which certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) as a 
program EIR for Mission Bay North and South pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 
(Program EIR) and 15180 (Redevelopment Plan EIR).  On the same date, the Agency 
Commission also adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted environmental 
findings (and a statement of overriding considerations), in connection with the 
approval of the Plan and other Mission Bay project approvals (the “Mission Bay 
Project”).  The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning Commission”) 
certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date.  On October 19, 1998, 
the Board of Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming certification of the 
FSEIR by the Planning Commission and the Agency, and Resolution No. 854-98 
adopting environmental findings and a statement of overriding considerations for the 
Mission Bay Project. 

3. Subsequent to certification of the FSEIR, the Agency has issued several addenda to 
the FSEIR, as described in Recital 4 below.  The addenda do not identify any 
substantial new information or new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects that alter the conclusions reached 
in the FSEIR.  Hereinafter, the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, 
including any addenda thereto, shall be collectively referred to as the “FSEIR.” 

 



4. The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed temporary parking lots to serve 
the ballpark.  The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, analyzed revisions to 7th 
Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall provided for in the Mission 
Bay South Infrastructure Plan, a component of the South OPA.  The third addendum, 
dated February 10, 2004, analyzed revisions to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower 
separation and require step-backs.  The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, 
analyzed the Mission Bay South Design for Development with respect to the 
permitted maximum number of parking spaces for bio-technical and similar research 
facilities and the North OPA with respect to changes to reflect a reduction in 
permitted commercial development and associated parking.  The fifth addendum, 
dated October 4, 2005, analyzed the UCSF proposal to establish a Phase I 400-bed 
hospital in Mission Bay South on Blocks 36-39 and X-3.  The sixth addendum, dated 
September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission 
Bay.  The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, addressed the construction of a 
Public Safety Building on Block 8 in Mission Bay South. 

5. On or about June 28, 2011, a bill providing for the dissolution on February 1, 2012 of 
all redevelopment agencies was adopted by the California legislature and signed by 
the Governor (the “dissolution legislation” or “AB 26”).  By its terms, the dissolution 
legislation became effective immediately.  The dissolution legislation requires 
agencies and “successor agencies” to honor “enforceable obligations,” as defined in 
Section 34167 of the legislation.  The definition of “enforceable obligation” includes 
“[a]ny legally binding and enforceable agreement or contract that is not otherwise 
void as violating the debt limit or public policy.”  The South OPA and its attachments 
is such a contract. 

6. Pursuant to AB 26, on February 1, 2012, the Agency will be dissolved.  The City of 
San Francisco as the successor agency will automatically assume all of the Agency’s 
enforceable obligations.   In Mission Bay, these include the Plan and the Plan 
Documents.  On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution 
related to the Agency’s dissolution which affirmed the City’s commitment to Mission 
Bay and other major approved development projects going forward.   

7. The Plan and the Plan Documents, including the Design Review and Document 
Approval Procedure, designated as Attachment G to the South OPA (“DRDAP”), 
provide that development proposals in Mission Bay South will be reviewed and 
processed by the Agency in “Major Phases,” as defined in and consistent with the 
Plan and the Plan Documents. Submission of design plans and documents for any 
specific building must be consistent with the requirements established for each Major 
Phase.  The DRDAP sets forth the review and approval process for Major Phases and 
Projects. The obligation of the Agency to review and approve Major Phases and 
Projects, including Schematic Designs, if they are consistent with the requirements 
for each Major Phase is an “enforceable obligation” within the meaning of the 
dissolution legislation. 

8. As permitted under the South OPA, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“ARE”) 
purchased Blocks 26 - 34 from FOCIL-MB.  

  



9. As permitted under the South OPA, salesforce.com, inc. (“Developer” or 
“Salesforce”) purchased Block 32, in Mission Bay South, from ARE.  Developer will 
be bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA and related agreements, including 
the requirements of the equal opportunity program and design review process. 

10. On September 20, 2011, by Resolution No. 97-2011, the Agency Commission 
approved the Developer’s Major Phase Application for Blocks 26-34 in the Mission 
Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”). 

11. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, the Developer has 
submitted a Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for a commercial 
building on Block 32, dated January 24, 2012 (“Schematic Design”). The commercial 
building consists of approximately 223,000 gross square feet, and includes 3,600 
square feet of retail and nearly 22,000 square feet of indoor childcare space. 

12. Agency staff has reviewed the Schematic Design for purposes of compliance with 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.   

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

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

15. The FSEIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in 
accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 183-98, dated 
September 17, 1998, reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the Agency, 
were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and were prepared and adopted 
following the procedures required by CEQA, and the findings in said resolutions are 
incorporated herein by reference as applicable to the Implementing Action. 

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

 
 

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

and no major revisions are required due to the involvement of new significant 



environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of significant effects 
previously identified in the FSEIR. 

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

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

 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and 
County of San Francisco that (1) it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR findings and 
statement of overriding considerations and hereby adopts the CEQA findings set forth in 
Resolution No. 183-98 incorporated herein and those set forth above; and (2) that the 
Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for the commercial building on Block 32 is 
hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement with 
FOCIL-MB, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. The building materials, colors, finishes, architectural detailing, and landscape design 

may be refined, in consultation with Agency staff, during Design Development phase. 

A material and color mock-up of sufficient size to be built on the construction site 

during an early phase of construction shall be prepared for Agency staff review to 

ensure consistency with approved plans. 

 
2. The designs for the three “pavilions” located in the Town Square shall be submitted 

to the Agency for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for 
the Town Square and/or the Design Development phase for the building on Block 32. 
Two of the pavilions shall be designed by architects or artists other than the campus 
architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 

 

3. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational standards of the outdoor 
electronic screen shall be submitted for review and approval as part of the Design 
Development phase of the building on Block 31.  The operational standards for the 
outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Committee. 

 

4. The design of the exterior play area serving the childcare center on Block 32 shall be 
submitted for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for the 
building on Block 32.  Of particular interest to the Agency will be how the exterior 
play area meets the publicly-accessible open space along the vara and the need to 
ensure a pedestrian-friendly treatment to any necessary enclosures for the play area. 



 

5. The design of the water feature in the Town Square and  the base of the pylons 
(including the details of the relationship between these water features and the pylons) 
shall be refined during the Design Development phase for the Town Square.  

 

6. The design of all wind screens, sunshades, louvers, canopies and other architectural 
details require approval as part of the Design Development phase for all blocks. 

 

7. Cooking exhaust shafts extending to the roof shall be included in retail spaces 
designated for restaurants as part of the Design Development submittals.  

 

8. Proposals for public art (in addition to the pavilions described in condition #2 above) 
shall be submitted to the Agency for review. 

 

9. The configuration of the photovoltaic panels, rooftop mechanical equipment and 
penthouses shall be further refined during the Design Development phase. 

 

10. A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent with 
the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 – 32.  No 
corporate, wayfinding, retail or other signage implied in the Basic Concept and 
Schematic Design applications is approved as part of this action.  All signage shall be 
consistent with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 

 

11. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce campus shall 
be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan, with the exception 
of the Arbutus Marina tree planting pattern and the paving material on Block 29, as 
shown in the Town Square and Site Landscape submittal.   

 
12. The amount and/or width of curb cuts serving the parking garage and loading zones 

shall be refined during the Design Development phase and shall be consistent with 
any relevant City and County of San Francisco standards.  Of particular interest to the 
Agency is avoiding excessive interruption to the pedestrian path of travel and to the 
public realm.  

 

13. The Commission’s approval of the Schematic Designs for the buildings on Blocks 29 
- 32 is contingent on the Planning Commission’s design review approval of the 
buildings consistent with Planning Code Section 321.  

 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
James B. Morales 
Agency General Counsel 



RESOLUTION NO. 14-2012 
 

 
 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVING THE COMBINED BASIC CONCEPT AND 
SCHEMATIC DESIGN FOR THE TOWN SQUARE AND SITE LANDSCAPE OF 

THE NEW SALESFORCE.COM CAMPUS IN MISSION BAY (BLOCK 29 – 32) IN 
THE MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA, PURSUANT 

TO THE OWNER PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT WITH FOCIL-MB, LLC, AND 
ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MISSION BAY SOUTH REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT AREA 

 
 

BASIS FOR RESOLUTION 
 
1. On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Commission of the 

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

2. On September 17, 1998, the Agency Commission adopted Resolution No. 182-98 
which certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) as a 
program EIR for Mission Bay North and South pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 
(Program EIR) and 15180 (Redevelopment Plan EIR).  On the same date, the Agency 
Commission also adopted Resolution No. 183-98, which adopted environmental 
findings (and a statement of overriding considerations), in connection with the 
approval of the Plan and other Mission Bay project approvals (the “Mission Bay 
Project”).  The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Planning Commission”) 
certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date.  On October 19, 1998, 
the Board of Supervisors adopted Motion No. 98-132 affirming certification of the 
FSEIR by the Planning Commission and the Agency, and Resolution No. 854-98 
adopting environmental findings and a statement of overriding considerations for the 
Mission Bay Project. 

3. Subsequent to certification of the FSEIR, the Agency has issued several addenda to 
the FSEIR, as described in Recital 4 below.  The addenda do not identify any 
substantial new information or new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects that alter the conclusions reached 
in the FSEIR.  Hereinafter, the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, 
including any addenda thereto, shall be collectively referred to as the “FSEIR.” 

 



4. The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed temporary parking lots to serve 
the ballpark.  The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, analyzed revisions to 7th 
Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall provided for in the Mission 
Bay South Infrastructure Plan, a component of the South OPA.  The third addendum, 
dated February 10, 2004, analyzed revisions to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower 
separation and require step-backs.  The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, 
analyzed the Mission Bay South Design for Development with respect to the 
permitted maximum number of parking spaces for bio-technical and similar research 
facilities and the North OPA with respect to changes to reflect a reduction in 
permitted commercial development and associated parking.  The fifth addendum, 
dated October 4, 2005, analyzed the UCSF proposal to establish a Phase I 400-bed 
hospital in Mission Bay South on Blocks 36-39 and X-3.  The sixth addendum, dated 
September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission 
Bay.  The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, addressed the construction of a 
Public Safety Building on Block 8 in Mission Bay South. 

5. On or about June 28, 2011, a bill providing for the dissolution on February 1, 2012 of 
all redevelopment agencies was adopted by the California legislature and signed by 
the Governor (the “dissolution legislation” or “AB 26”).  By its terms, the dissolution 
legislation became effective immediately.  The dissolution legislation requires 
agencies and “successor agencies” to honor “enforceable obligations,” as defined in 
Section 34167 of the legislation.  The definition of “enforceable obligation” includes 
“[a]ny legally binding and enforceable agreement or contract that is not otherwise 
void as violating the debt limit or public policy.”  The South OPA and its attachments 
is such a contract. 

6. Pursuant to AB 26, on February 1, 2012, the Agency will be dissolved.  The City of 
San Francisco as the successor agency will automatically assume all of the Agency’s 
enforceable obligations.   In Mission Bay, these include the Plan and the Plan 
Documents.  On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution 
related to the Agency’s dissolution which affirmed the City’s commitment to Mission 
Bay and other major approved development projects going forward.   

7. The Plan and the Plan Documents, including the Design Review and Document 
Approval Procedure, designated as Attachment G to the South OPA (“DRDAP”), 
provide that development proposals in Mission Bay South will be reviewed and 
processed by the Agency in “Major Phases,” as defined in and consistent with the 
Plan and the Plan Documents. Submission of design plans and documents for any 
specific project must be consistent with the requirements established for each Major 
Phase.  The DRDAP sets forth the review and approval process for Major Phases and 
Projects. The obligation of the Agency to review and approve Major Phases and 
Projects, including Schematic Designs, if they are consistent with the requirements 
for each Major Phase is an “enforceable obligation” within the meaning of the 
dissolution legislation. 

8. As permitted under the South OPA, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“ARE”) 
purchased Blocks 26 - 34 from FOCIL-MB.  

  



9. As permitted under the South OPA, salesforce.com, inc. (“Developer” or 
“Salesforce”) purchased Blocks 29 -32, in Mission Bay South, from ARE.  Developer 
will be bound by all relevant terms of the South OPA and related agreements, 
including the requirements of the equal opportunity program and design review 
process. 

10. On September 20, 2011, by Resolution No. 97-2011, the Agency Commission 
approved the Developer’s Major Phase Application for Blocks 26-34 in the Mission 
Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”). 

11. Pursuant to the Plan and Plan Documents, including the DRDAP, the Developer has 
submitted a Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for a town square and 
site landscaping plan for Blocks 29 -32, dated January 24, 2012 (“Schematic 
Design”).The town square and site landscaping plan consists of a large, publically-
accessible plaza referred to as the Town Square, as well as a series of smaller, 
interconnecting open spaces and plazas. 

12. Agency staff has reviewed the Schematic Design for purposes of compliance with 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.   

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

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

15. The FSEIR findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted in 
accordance with CEQA by the Agency Commission by Resolution No. 183-98, dated 
September 17, 1998, reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the Agency, 
were and remain adequate, accurate and objective and were prepared and adopted 
following the procedures required by CEQA, and the findings in said resolutions are 
incorporated herein by reference as applicable to the Implementing Action. 

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

 
 

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



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

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

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

 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
ACCORDINGLY, IT IS RESOLVED by the Redevelopment Agency of the City and 
County of San Francisco that (1) it has reviewed and considered the FSEIR findings and 
statement of overriding considerations and hereby adopts the CEQA findings set forth in 
Resolution No. 183-98 incorporated herein and those set forth above; and (2) that the 
Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design for the town square and site landscaping on 
Blocks 29 - 32 is hereby approved pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation 
Agreement with FOCIL-MB, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. The building materials, colors, finishes, architectural detailing, and landscape design 

may be refined, in consultation with Agency staff, during Design Development phase. 

A material and color mock-up of sufficient size to be built on the construction site 

during an early phase of construction shall be prepared for Agency staff review to 

ensure consistency with approved plans. 

 
2. The designs for the three “pavilions” located in the Town Square shall be submitted 

to the Agency for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for 
the Town Square and/or the Design Development phase for the building on Block 32. 
Two of the pavilions shall be designed by architects or artists other than the campus 
architect, Legorreta + Legorreta. 

 

3. A plan detailing the final design, size and operational standards of the outdoor 
electronic screen shall be submitted for review and approval as part of the Design 
Development phase of the building on Block 31.  The operational standards for the 
outdoor electronic screen shall also be reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Committee. 

 

4. The design of the exterior play area serving the childcare center on Block 32 shall be 
submitted for review and approval as part of the Design Development phase for the 
building on Block 32.  Of particular interest to the Agency will be how the exterior 



play area meets the publicly-accessible open space along the vara and the need to 
ensure a pedestrian-friendly treatment to any necessary enclosures for the play area. 

 

5. The design of the water feature in the Town Square and the base of the pylons 
(including the details of the relationship between these water features and the pylons) 
shall be refined during the Design Development phase for the Town Square.  

 

6. The design of all wind screens, sunshades, louvers, canopies and other architectural 
details require approval by the Agency and shall be reviewed during the Design 
Development phase for all blocks. 

 

7. Cooking exhaust shafts extending to the roof shall be included in retail spaces 
designated for restaurants as part of the Design Development submittals.  

 

8. Proposals for public art (in addition to the pavilions described in condition #2 above) 
shall be submitted to the Agency for review. 

 

9. The configuration of the photovoltaic panels, rooftop mechanical equipment and 
penthouses shall be further refined during the Design Development phase. 

 

10. A signage master plan for all Salesforce signage must be submitted concurrent with 
the Design Development application for the first building on Blocks 29 – 32.  No 
corporate, wayfinding, retail or other signage implied in the Basic Concept and 
Schematic Design applications is approved as part of this action.  All signage shall be 
consistent with the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan. 

 

11. All improvements to the public right-of-way surrounding the Salesforce campus shall 
be consistent with the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan, with the exception 
of the Arbutus Marina tree planting pattern and the paving material on Block 29, as 
shown in the Town Square and Site Landscape submittal.   

 
12. The amount and/or width of curb cuts serving the parking garage and loading zones 

shall be refined during the Design Development phase and shall be consistent with 
any relevant City and County of San Francisco standards.  Of particular interest to the 
Agency is avoiding excessive interruption to the pedestrian path of travel and to the 
public realm.  

 

13. The Commission’s approval of the Schematic Designs for the buildings on Blocks 29 
- 32 is contingent on the Planning Commission’s design review approval of the 
buildings consistent with Planning Code Section 321.     

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
James B. Morales 
Agency General Counsel 
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Executive Summary 
Office Allocation 

HEARING DATE: MARCH 1, 2012 

 

Date:  February 22, 2012 

Case No.:  2011.1423B 

Project Address:  Third Street between 16th and South Streets‐ 

  a.k.a. Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 

Zoning:  Mission Bay South Commercial‐Industrial‐Retail 

  HZ‐5 Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot:  8722/001 

Project Sponsor:  Ford Fish 

  Bay Jacaranda No. 2932, LLC 

  The Landmark at One Market Street, Suite 300 

  San Francisco, CA 94122 

Staff Contact:  David Winslow – (415) 575‐9159 

  david.winslow@sfgov.org 

Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal is to develop four new buildings as the corporate headquarters for Salesforce.com 

on  this site with a  total of approximately 1,488,996 square  feet. Building 29  is a 381,086 square 

foot, ten‐story building, approximately 152‐feet in height, located along Third Street at the corner 

of South Street and Third Street. Building 30  is a six‐story, approximately 89‐foot  tall building 

containing  334,994  square  feet,  situated  along  South  Street  at  the  corner  of  Terry  Francois 

Boulevard.  Building  31  is  a  six‐to  ten‐story,  approximately  152‐foot  tall  building  containing 

approximately 507,304 square feet and is located on the corner of Third and 16th Streets. Building 

32  is  a  six‐story,  approximately  89‐foot  tall  building  containing  approximately  265,612  square 

feet and is located on the corner of 16th Street and Terry Francois Boulevard. A common service 

tunnel accessed  from a single driveway  in Building 30 provides  loading and service  to all four 

buildings. In addition to office space, a large publicly accessible open space plaza, approximately 

4 acres, is located in the center of the campus. 

 

Authorization  is  requested  for up  to  1,254,551  square  feet of office  space, with  approximately 

41,363  square  feet of ground  floor  retail, and 6,000  square  feet of  childcare. Specifically, office 

allocation is requested for 350,803 square feet of office space in Building 29; 189,920 square feet of 

office space in Building 30; 471,975 square feet of office space in Building 31; and 241,853 square 

feet of office space in Building 32.  A total of 1,394 off‐street parking spaces a will be located on‐

site in an underground parking garage. 260 bicycle parking spaces will be provided throughout 

all four buildings at the ground floor. The project sponsor is seeking allocation of an additional 

154,551 square feet of office space for this first phase. 
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SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The  site  is  located  in  the Mission Bay  South Project Area,  in  a Commercial‐Industrial Zoning 

District,  and  an HZ‐5 Height District.  Lot  001  in Assessor’s  Block  8722,  also  known  as MBS 

Blocks  29,30,  31,  and  32,  comprise  approximately  10.93  acres,  and  is bounded  to  the north by 

South Street,  to  the west by Third Street,  to  the  south by 16th Street and  to  the  east by Terry 

Francois Boulevard.  The site is now vacant. 

 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The project site is bounded on the east by Terry Francois Boulevard, and a future public park and 

the San Francisco Bay beyond. The UCSF research campus and the future UCSF Medical Center 

lies to the west across Third Street.  Commercial and institutional buildings of similar height and 

scale are to the south and north. The site is served by two MUNI light rail stops at Third Street. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  

The Project  is  an  implementation  action pursuant  to  and within  the  scope of  the Mission Bay 

South  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact Report  (Case  96.771E),  certified  as  adequate 

and  complete,  by  the  adoption  of Planning Commission Motion No.  14696,  on  September  17, 

1998. 

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

TYPE 
R E Q U I R E D  

PERIOD 
REQUIRED 

NOTICE  DATE 
A C T U A L  

NOTICE  DATE 

A C T U A
L 

PERIOD 

Classified News Ad  20 days  February 10, 2012  February 10, 2011  20 days 

Posted Notice  20 days  February 10, 2012  February 9, 2011  21 days 

Mailed Notice  10 days  February 16, 2012  February 13, 2011  17 days 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 The  Mission  Bay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  reviewed  the  Salesforce 

preliminary design concepts on June 9, 2011.   In August the CAC reviewed Salesforce’s 

design  refinements  on  the  Major  Phase  application  prior  to  approval  by  the  SF 

Redevelopment  Commission.   On  Jaunary  31,  2012  the  CAC  reviewed  the  schematic 

designs for individual buildings.  

 

 The CAC was  supportive  of  Salesforce’s plans  for  active  and permeable  ground  floor 

uses,  and  inclusion of  childcare  facilities.   The CAC  asked Salesforce  to be  thoughtful 

about  where  the  brightest  accent  colors  are  placed,  as  they  will  be  visible  to  the 

occupants  of  surrounding  buildings,  including  the  future UCSF Medical Center. They 

also asked Salesforce to be sensitive about rooftop uses, visible from Potrero Hill. 

 

 The Planning Department has received no public comment. 
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ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

 

 The Major Phase is the result of an extensive multi‐month charrette process to front load 

the design work to arrive at shared vision. 

 Redevelopment Agency staff and Planning Department staff participated  in a series of 

two‐day design charettes about the design of the headquarters to ensure that key public 

design goals are met.   

 

 The  Master  Plan  consists  of  an  “enhanced”  Major  Phase  application  and  meets  all 

requirements of a Major Phase application, which Salesforce was required to submit per 

the Owner Participation Agreement (OPA) for Mission Bay South.  This enhanced Major 

Phase  addresses  and  codifies  the  land  use  program  for  the  campus,  overall massing 

requirements,  a  palette  of  materials  and  colors,  architectural  style  guidelines,  retail 

standards, conceptual landscape designs and general urban design guidelines. 

 

 Following  the  Redevelopment  Agency    Commission  approval  of  the Major  Phase  in 

September,  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Planning  Department  staff    continued  to 

collaborate with Salesforce to refine the design of buildings 29‐ 32. 

 

 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

Approval  is requested for the new project under the current application, for design review and 

office allocation of up to 1,254,551 square feet pursuant to Planning Code section 321 et seq.  

 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 The Project Authorization  requested would promote  the health,  safety, and welfare of 

the City, and provide jobs in an appropriate Mission Bay site. 

 The  proposed  design  of  the  buildings  is  in  conformity  with Motion  14702  and  the 

Mission  Bay  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  Design  for  development  for Mission  Bay 

South. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approval with Conditions 

Attachments: 

Draft Motion 

Project Sponsor Submittal, including: 

  ‐ Reduced Plans, Elevations, Sections, Renderings, Material Palettes 
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

  Inclusionary Housing (Sec. 315) 

  Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 313) 

  Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 139) 

  Transit Impact Development Fee (Admin Code) 

 

  First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

  Other (Eastern Neighborhoods – Sec. 327) 

 

 

Planning Commission Draft Motion  
HEARING DATE: MARCH 1, 2012 

 

Date:  February 22, 2012 

Case No.:  2011.1423B 

Project Address:  Third Street between 16th and South Streets‐ 

   (aka Mission Bay South Blocks 29‐32) 

Zoning:  Commercial Industrial Retail 

  HZ‐5 Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot:  3780/001  

Project Sponsor:  Ford Fish 

  Bay Jacaranda No. 2932, LLC 

  The Landmark at One Market Street, Suite 300 

  San Francisco, CA 94122 

Staff Contact:  David Winslow – (415) 575‐9759 

  david.winslow@sfgov.org  

 

 

ADOPTING  FINDINGS  PURSUANT  TO  PLANNING  COMMISSION  RESOLUTION  ______ 

RELATING  TO  DESIGN  APPROVAL  FOR  FOUR  NEW  BUILDINGS,  WITH  A  TOTAL  OF 

APPROXIMATELY  1,488,996  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET,  ALSO  CONTAINING  APPROXIMATELY 

41,363 SQUARE  FEET OF GROUND  FLOOR RETAIL SPACE AND  1,394 OFF‐STREET PARKING 

SPACES,  AND  TO  PROJECT  AUTHORIZATION  UNDER  THE  2011‐2012  ANNUAL  OFFICE 

LIMITATION PROGRAM PURSUANT TO RESOLUTION 14702 AND TO SECTIONS 321 AND 322 

OF  THE  PLANNING CODE,  FOR A DEVELOPMENT CONTAINING UP  TO  1,254,551  SQUARE 

FEET  (GROSS FLOOR AREA) OFFICE SPACE, LOCATED AT   THIRD STREET   ON ASSESSOR’S 

BLOCK 8722, LOT 001, A.K.A. MISSION BAY SOUTH BLOCKS 29, 30, 31 and 32 IN THE MISSION 

BAY  SOUTH  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA,  A  COMMERCIAL‐INDUSTRIAL‐RETAIL  ZONING 

DISTRICT, AND AN HZ‐5 HEIGHT DISTRICT.  

 

PREAMBLE 

On December 20, 2011, Ford Fish, of Bay Jacaranda No 2932, LLC, (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed 

Application  No.  2011.1423B  with  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

(“Department”)  for  design  approval  and  project  authorization  pursuant  to  Resolution  14702  and 

Planning Code Section 321, for construction of 1,254,551 square feet of office space at Mission Bay South 

Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32, as further described below (“Project”). 
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In November 2010, Salesforce purchased 14 acres of land in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area 

to  build  a new  corporate headquarters.   The purchased property  consists  of  eight vacant parcels:  the 

undeveloped portions of Blocks 26 and 27 and all of Blocks 29 through 34.  The land was purchased from 

Alexandria Real Estate Equities, (ARE) who had previously purchased the parcels from FOCIL‐MB, the 

Mission Bay master developer. 

On November  1  2010, ARE  transferred  the Mission Bay  South Development Blocks  33  and  34  to  the 

sponsor.  No office space authorization was transferred with these properties. On November 1 2010, ARE 

transferred  677,020  square  feet  of  office  space  authorization,  along  with  the  Mission  Bay  South 

Development Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32, to the sponsor. 

On November  1  2010, ARE  transferred  lot  1,  Block  26  and  lot  1,  Block  27  of  the Mission  Bay  South 

Development to the sponsor. 422,980 square feet of office space authorization was transferred with these 

properties.  

Blocks  29  ‐  32  will  cumulatively  occupy  1,254,551  square  feet  of  office  space  and  will  require  an 

additional 154,551 square feet of office space authorization and allocation. 

In  accordance  with  the  Owner  Participation  Agreement  (“OPA”)  for Mission  Bay  South,  Salesforce 

submitted a Major Phase application  for Block 26  (Parcel 1), Block 27  (Parcel 1) and Blocks 29 – 34. A 

Major Phase Application for Blocks 27, (lot 001), 28 (lot 001), 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, and 34 was approved by 

the Redevelopment Agency Commission  in September 20, 2011. The  final Schematic Design  for Blocks 

29‐32 was approved by the Redevelopment Commission on January 31, 2012. 

On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 14702, the Planning Commission (hereinafter ʺCommissionʺ) 

determined that the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (“MBS Plan”) provides for a type, intensity, 

and  location  of  development  that  is  consistent with  the  overall  goals,  objectives,  and  policies  of  the 

General Plan, as well as the Eight Priority Policies of Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code (“Code”). 

Under that Resolution, the Commission also determined that the office development contemplated in the 

MBS Plan  in particular promotes  the public welfare, convenience and necessity, and  therefore,  that  the 

determination  required  pursuant  to  Section  321  et  seq.  of  the  Code  for  office  development  shall  be 

deemed to have been made for all specific office development projects undertaken pursuant to the MBS 

plan. 

Further,  the  Commission  considered  under  Resolution  14702  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  Section 

321(b)(3)(A)‐(G)  and  determined  that  the  apportionment  of  office  space  over  the  anticipated  30‐year 

build‐out of  the South Plan Area will  remain within  the  limits set by Section 321, and will maintain a 

balance among economic growth, housing, transportation, and public services, pursuant to terms of the 

MBS  Plan  and  Plan  Documents,  which  provide  for  the  appropriate  construction  and  provision  of 

housing, roadways, transit, and all other necessary public services in accordance with the Infrastructure 

Plan (as defined in the MBS Plan Documents).  

In its consideration of Resolution 14702, the Commission reviewed the design guidelines of the MBS Plan 

Area, as set  forth  in  the MBS Design  for Development Document  (“D  for D”) and determined  that  the 

standards  and  guidelines  in  the  D  for  D  will  ensure  the  design  quality  of  any  proposed  office 

development.  The  Commission  resolved  to  review  and  approve  the  designs  of  specific  office 

developments in the Plan Area using the D for D guidelines and standards, when such proposals would 

be subject to the provisions of Section 321 et seq., to confirm that said development is consistent with the 

findings set forth in Resolution 14702. 

The Commission  further  resolved  that, upon confirming  that a specific development  is consistent with 

the  findings set  forth  in Resolution 14702, the Commission would  issue a project authorization for that 
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development.  

The development of office space is an element of the MBS Plan, which, among other things, provides for: 

“Strengthening the economic base of the Plan Area and the community by strengthening retail and other 

commercial functions in the Plan Area through the addition of approximately 335,000 leasable square feet 

of retail space … and about 5,953,600 leasable square feet of mixed office, research and development and 

light manufacturing uses”. 

The  Agency  and  the  Planning  Department,  together  acting  as  co‐lead  agencies  for  conducting 

environmental review for the Plan, and other permits, approvals and related and collateral actions (the 

“Project”), prepared and certified a Final Subsequent Environmental  Impact Report  (the “FSEIR”). The 

Agency  certified  the  FSEIR  for  the  Project  on  September  17,  1998  by Resolution No.  182‐98. Also  on 

September  17,  1998  by  Resolution  No.183‐98,  the  Agency  adopted  environmental  findings  (and  a 

statement  of  overriding  considerations,  that  the  unavoidable  negative  impacts  of  the  Project  are 

acceptable because  the economic, social,  legal,  technological and other benefits of  the Project outweigh 

the  negative  impacts  on  the  environment)  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

(“CEQA”)  and  State Guidelines  in  connection with  the  approval  of  the MBS  Plan  and  other  Project 

approvals. The Planning Commission certified the FSEIR by Resolution No. 14696 on the same date. On 

October  19,  1998,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted Motion No.  98‐132  affirming  certification  of  the 

FSEIR  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Agency,  and  by  Resolution  No.  854‐98  adopting 

environmental findings (and a statement of overriding considerations). 

Pursuant  to  the California Public Resources Code  (PRC)  Section  21090  and  Section  15180 of  the State 

CEQA Guidelines, all public and private activities or undertakings pursuant  to, or  in  furtherance of a 

redevelopment plan constitute a single project, and the FSEIR on the Redevelopment Plan shall be treated 

as a program EIR with no subsequent EIRs  required  for  individual components of  the Redevelopment 

Plan because events specified in PRC Section 21166 and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 or 15163 

have  not  occurred.  Specifically,  no  substantial  changes  in  the  Project,  no  substantial  changes  in  the 

circumstances  under  which  the  Project  is  being  undertaken,  and  no  new  information  has  become 

available  that would  cause  new  significant  environmental  impacts. Also,  no mitigation measures  or 

alternatives previously found to be infeasible have been found to be feasible, and no different mitigation 

measures or alternatives  that would  substantially  reduce one or more  significant  effects of  the Project 

have  been  identified.  The  project Authorization  for  Case  2001.1423B, MBS  Blocks  29,  30,  31,  and  32 

(“Implementing Action”),  is  an  undertaking  pursuant  to  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Plan  pursuant  to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15180. 

As part  of  its  actions  in  establishing  the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project Areas on  September  17, 

1998,  the Redevelopment and Planning Commissions  certified  the Mission Bay FSEIR, adopted CEQA 

findings,  approved  a  series  of  mitigation  measures,  and  established  a  comprehensive  system  for 

mitigation monitoring. The Board of Supervisors and various City departments adopted similar findings 

and mitigation monitoring plans.  This FSEIR includes by reference eight (8) addenda.   

Copies of the full four‐volume FSEIR were distributed to the Commission prior to the 1998 certification 

and adoption of the environmental findings, and have subsequently been made available to members of 

the  Commission.    The  addenda  have  also  been made  available  to  the members  of  the  Commission.  

Additional copies of the FSEIR and addenda will be delivered to the members of the Commission upon 

request, and are also available for review at the Agency’s offices.  

Agency staff has reviewed the Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs submitted for Blocks 29‐

32 and has considered and reviewed  the FSEIR and addenda.   Staff  finds the Combined Basic Concept 

and  Schematic Designs  to  be within  the  scope  of  the  project  analyzed  in  the  FSEIR  and  subsequent 
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addenda  and  no  additional  environmental  review  is  required  pursuant  to  State  CEQA  Guidelines 

Sections 15180, 15162, and 15163. 

On March 1, 2012, the Planning Commission (”Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public hearing at 

a regularly scheduled meeting on Office Allocation Application No. 2011.1423B. 

The Commission has heard and considered  the testimony presented to  it at the public hearing and has 

further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 

staff, and other interested parties. 

 

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

allocation pursuant to Section 321 et seq. as requested by Case 2011.1423B, subject to these findings and 

the conditions contained in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, based on the 

following findings: 

 

FINDINGS 

Having  reviewed  the materials  identified  in  the preamble  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. The  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (the  “Agency”)  is 

implementing  the MBS Plan pursuant  to  and  in  accordance with Community Redevelopment 

Law of the State of California. 

3. Site Description and Present Use. The site is located in the Mission Bay South Project Area, in a 

Commercial‐Industrial Zoning District, and an HZ‐5 Height District. Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 

8722, also known as MBS Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32, comprise approximately 10.93 acres, and  is 

bounded to the north by South Street, to the west by Third Street, to the south by 16th Street and 

to the east by Terry Francois Boulevard.  

 

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project  site  is bounded on  the  east by Terry 

Francois  Boulevard,  and  a  future  public  park  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay  beyond.  The UCSF 

research  campus  and  the  future  UCSF Medical  Center  lies  to  the  west  across  Third  Street.  

Commercial and  institutional buildings of  similar height and scale are  to  the south and north. 

The site is served by two MUNI light rail stops at Third Street. 

 

5. Project Description. The proposal is to develop four new buildings on this site as the corporate 

headquarters for Salesforce.com with a total of approximately 1,488,996 square feet. Building 29 

is a 381,086 square foot, ten‐story building, approximately 152‐feet in height, located along Third 

Street at the corner of South Street and Third Street. Building 30 is a six‐story, approximately 89‐

foot tall building containing 334,994 square feet, situated along South Street at the corner of Terry 

Francois  Boulevard.  Building  31  is  a  six‐to  ten‐story,  approximately  152‐foot  tall  building 

containing  approximately  507,304  square  feet  and  is  located  on  the  corner  of  Third  and  16th 

Streets. Building 32  is a six‐story, approximately 89‐foot tall building containing approximately 

265,612 square  feet and  is  located on  the corner of 16th Street and Terry Francois Boulevard. A 

common  service  tunnel  accessed  from  a  single driveway  in Building  30 provides  loading  and 
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service  to all  four buildings.  In addition  to office  space, a  large publicly accessible open space 

plaza, approximately 4 acres, is located in the center of the campus. 

 

Authorization  is  requested  for up  to 1,254,551  square  feet of office, with approximately 41,363 

square feet of ground floor retail, and 6,000 square feet of childcare. Specifically, office allocation 

is  requested  for 350,803  square  feet of office  space  in Building 29; 189,920 square  feet of office 

space in Building 30; 471,975 square feet of office space in Building 31; and 241,853 square feet of 

office space in Building 32.  A total of 1,394 off‐street parking spaces will be located on‐site in an 

underground parking garage. 260 bicycle parking  spaces will be provided  throughout all  four 

buildings at the ground floor. The project sponsor is seeking allocation of an additional 154,551 

square feet of office space for this first phase. 

 

The project is proposed to meet the office workforce needs of Salesforce.com 

 

6. Public Comment. The Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) reviewed the Salesforce 

preliminary design concepts on  June 9, 2011.    In August  the CAC reviewed Salesforce’s design 

refinements  on  the  Major  Phase  application  prior  to  approval  by  the  SF  Redevelopment 

Commission.   All future schematic designs for individual buildings will be brought to the CAC 

for review and input.  

 

The CAC was supportive of Salesforce’s plans for active and permeable ground floor uses, and 

inclusion of  childcare  facilities.   The CAC asked Salesforce  to be  thoughtful about where  the 

brightest  accent  colors  are  placed,  as  they  will  be  visible  to  the  occupants  of  surrounding 

buildings, including the future UCSF Medical Center. They also asked Salesforce to be sensitive 

about rooftop uses, visible from Potrero Hill.   

The Planning Department has received no public comment. 

7. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds and determines that the Project is consistent 

with the relevant provisions of the Code in the following manner:  

 

1. Section  321‐ Available Allocation: Consistent with Section  304.11 of  the MBS Redevelopment Plan 

and Planning Code Sections 320 through 325, approval of the office development of MBS Blocks 29‐ 

32 would not exceed the annual limitation contained in Planning Code Section 321.  

At present, the unassigned large office allocation (for projects equal to or greater than 50,000 square 

feet in area) is 3,831,349 square feet. Upon authorization of the subject project for 154,551 square feet, 

3,676,798 square feet would be available for allocation to pending and future office projects this year. 

2. Section  321‐  Approval  Criteria:  Pursuant  to  Resolution  14702,  the  Commission  is  charged  with 

determining whether the Project conforms to applicable standards in the D for D Document, which 

supersedes the criteria set forth in Section 321 and other provisions of the Code except as provided in 

the MBS Plan. The proposed Project meets the MBS Redevelopment Plan and the D for D Document 

standards and guidelines as described below in findings 6 and 7, respectively: 

3. Mission Bay South Design for Development Standards 

The Mission Bay South (MBS) Design for Development Document  is a companion document to the 

Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. It contains Design Standards and Design Guidelines, which 

apply to all development within the MBS Plan Area. With the adoption of the MBS Redevelopment 
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Plan  and  the Design  for Development Document  (D  for D),  those  documents  supersede  the  San 

Francisco Planning Code  in  its  entirety,  except  as otherwise provided  in  the MBS Redevelopment 

Plan. 

The proposed Project meets  the MBS Redevelopment Plan  and D  for D Document  standards  and 

guidelines as described below. 

In MBS plans for the development of buildings are preceded by the approval of a Major Phase, which 

generally covers one or several MBS blocks and in which such items as the general appearance, site 

planning  (program  of  uses,  estimated:  range  of  development  density,  parking,  loading,  square 

footage of each use and schedule for development, utilities, transit, vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle 

circulation, open space, private and public) and streetscape are considered. Any major phase should 

also meet the MBS Redevelopment Plan and D for D standards and guidelines. 

 

Standards 

A.  Land Use 

Blocks 29‐32, as shown in Attachment x of the MBS Redevelopment Plan, “Redevelopment Land Use 

Map”, are within a designated Commercial Industrial Retail District.  

Plans for development of Blocks 29‐ 32 indicate that the intended use would be office and retail with associated 

parking, which are permitted uses in that District (Section 302.4 of the MBS Redevelopment Plan). 

 

B.  Height 

According to Map 4 of the MBS D for D, Blocks 29,  30, 31, and 32 are within Height Zone‐5 (HZ‐5), 

which has the following development controls: 

 Base Height:    90’ 

�  Base Height Coverage:  93% of HZ‐5 

 Tower Height:    160’ 

 Tower Height Coverage:  7% of HZ‐5 

 Location of Towers:   No tower permitted in Blocks 26a, 28, 30, 32, 34 & X4. 

 Corners:  No  intersection  to  allow more  than  2  towers within  50’  of  the 

  corner. 

 Tower Separation:    100’ 

 Orientation:     Towers along 3rd Street not to exceed 160’ 

 Mechanical Equipment:  Exempt from the Height limitation.  

  The  exemption  is  limited  to  the  top  36’  (20’  for  a mechanical 

penthouse,  16  for  top  of  a  ventilator  stack)  of  such  features 

where the height limit is more than 65’. 

 

The proposed development  of Blocks 29‐32  consists  of  four  buildings;  the maximum height of  each building 

would be: Buildings 29 and 31= 152’; Buildings 30 and 32= 90’. The proposed coverage is consistent with the 

percentages  for  Base Height  and  Tower Height  coverage  determined  in  the Major  Phase Application.  The 

proposal complies with the number, location, orientation and separation of towers as required in the D for D. 

Mechanical  equipment would  be  located  on  the  roof  and  screened  from  view,  the maximum  height  of  the 

proposed screens would be 12’ for all Buildings. 
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C.  Bulk 

Bulk controls apply above 90’ and include the following standards: 

 Maximum Plan Length:  200’ 

 Maximum Floor Plane:  20,000 square feet 

 

Buildings 29 and 31 are subject to Bulk requirements; their maximum plan length, as shown on plans would be 

184’ feet, and the maximum floor planes would be 18,042 square feet, and 16,880 square feet respectively. 

 

D.  Setbacks 

 Required Setbacks:  5’ setback on east side of Third Street; 20’ setback at 16th Street.   

 

The development of Blocks 29‐32 proposes a 5’ setback along Third Street and a 20’  landscaped setback  that 

includes a jogging path along 16th Street.  

 

E.  Coverage and Streetwall 

In  Commercial  Industrial  Retail  Districts  the  D  for  D  Document  sets  forth  the  following 

requirements: 

Coverage:        Non Applicable. 

Streetwall: 

  �Minimum Length:   Minimum  70%  of  block  frontage  length  along  primary  streets 

required  (Third  Street  and  16th  Street    are  considered  primary 

streets, (70% refers to the total measurement from street to street 

with exceptions for pedestrian walkways). 

�  Minimum Height:  15’ 

�  Maximum Height:  Height no to exceed 90’ (except for mid‐rise and towers. 

�  Corner Zone Conditions:  At all  intersections along primary streets, build  to streetwall at 

all corners for a distance of 50’. Height of buildings at the corners to be no less than 15’. 

�  Projections:  Architectural  projections  over  a  street,  alley,  park  or        plaza 

shall provide a minimum of 8’ of vertical clearance over the sidewalk o other surface above 

which they are situated.  

The application for Planning Code Section 321 (b) determination for development of Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 

indicates the minimum length of streetwall would be 77.5% along the Third Street frontage, and approximately 

99.6% along the 16th Street  frontage; the minimum streetwall height would be approximately 60’ along Third 

Street,  and  the maximum  streetwall  height  to  be152’.  The  proposed  building would  also  comply with  the 

applicable  requirements  for Corner Zone Conditions, with an open  space with  entries  that  serves  retail  that 

exempts from the street wall at the corner of Third and 16th Streets. 
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F.  Sunlight Access to Open Space 

As the MBS D for D Document indicates, additional shadow analysis will not be required unless, as 

part  of  a  specific  project  application,  the  project  applicant  seeks  a  variance  from  the  standards 

determining the shape and location of buildings.  

No exception is required as part of this application. 

 

G.  Wind Analysis 

The MBS D for D Document indicates that wind review will be required for all projects that include 

buildings over 100’ in height. The height of the proposed building would be160’.  

A Pedestrian Wind Study was  prepared  by RWDI, Consulting Engineers  and Scientists  for  this Site. The 

Study considered the entire Major Phase of development proposed  in the application. The  final Report, dated 

January  11,  2012  concludes  that wind  conditions  at  grade,  around  the  development, were  predicted  to  be 

comfortable for walking year‐around.   

The study indicates that wind speeds and duration of windy conditions would meet the criteria for pedestrian 

comfort provided in Section 148 of the Planning Code. The report indicated that the large majority of the site 

has excellent wind comfort and thermal comfort conditions. The report  included analysis of  landscape design 

such a  tree windbreaks and tree groves, as well as architectural elements, such as canopies and windscreens to 

improve wind comfort at the Town Square. 

 

H.  View Corridors 

View  corridors  follow  street  alignments  and  are  based  on  the  following  principles:  to  preserve 

orientation and visual  linkages  to  the Bay, as well as vistas  to hills, the Bay Bridge and downtown 

skyline; to preserve orientation and visual linkages that provide a sense of place within Mission Bay. 

No building or portion thereof shall block a view corridor. 

The proposed development of Blocks 29‐32 does not block any view corridors as defined above. A pedestrian 

bridge would connect buildings 32 and 31 near 16th Street and encroach into the view corridor established by 

the north‐south vara, but because of its location and minimal visibility would still preserve the view corridor. 

The  existing building  to  the  south of  the  site already blocks  this view corridor.   The one‐story bridge would 

span the vara at the fourth floor and would be approximately 10’ wide. 

 

I.  Parking 

The number of off‐street parking spaces required and/or allowed for uses within MBS, as indicated in 

the MBS D for D are the following: 

� Office:   Maximum  and  minimum,  one  space  for  each  1,000  square  feet  of 

  gross floor area. 

� Retail:   Maximum,  one  space  for  every  500  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area  for 

  up to 20,000 square feet. 
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� Restaurant:  maximum 1 Stall per 200 square feet of gross floor area. 

� Bicycle Parking:  One  secure  bicycle  parking  space  must  be  provided  for  every  20 

  vehicular parking spaces or fraction thereof. 

Based on the gross square footage indicated on the application for Planning Code Section 321 (b) determination 

for development of Blocks 29‐ 32, the maximum number of allowable parking spaces required would be: Retail 

(6,334 square feet) 13 parking spaces; Restaurant (41,836) 208 parking spaces; Office uses (1,173,045 square 

feet) 1,173 parking  spaces,  for  a  total  of 1,394 vehicular parking  spaces. As proposed,  all parking would  be 

screened from view. Based on the above, 70 bicycle parking spaces are required. A total of 260 bicycle parking 

spaces are proposed. 

 

J.  Loading 

The  number  of  loading  spaces  required  and/or  allowed  for uses within MBS, provided per  gross 

square feet, as indicated in the MBS D for D are the following: 

�  Retail:    One space for retail uses between 10,001 and 60,000 square feet.  

�  Commercial:  Two spaces for commercial uses between 200,001 and 500,000  

  square feet. 

�  Dimensions:   At least 10’wide, 35’ long and 14’ high. 

Based on those ratios, the total number of  loading spaces would be ten: two  loading spaces  for Block 29; two 

serving Block 30; three serving block 31; and 2 serving block 32 are provided, However, because of the shared 

service tunnel access and the ability to share loading spaces it was determined by Agency Staff  that the nine 

spaces provided would satisfy the requirements indicated in the D for D Document.  

 

4. Mission Bay South Design for Development Design Guidelines 

The Applicable Design Guidelines are: Commercial Industrial Guidelines. 

 

1. Block Development 

A.  View Corridors 

“View corridors are defined by the Mission Bay street grid. No building or portion thereof shall block 

a view corridor established by that grid of streets and dedicated right‐of‐ways”.  

The proposed development of Blocks 29‐32 does not block any view corridors as defined above.   

 

B.  OPEN SPACES 

“Encourage  the  development  of  publicly‐accessible  open  spaces  at  ground  level. Where  feasible, 

design these open spaces in relation to local‐serving retail such as cafes and to the public open space 

network”. 

The development of Blocks 29‐32  contemplates the development of nearly 4 acres of a publicly accessible private 

open space network which includes two major open spaces at the intersection of the vara easements and a series 

of  smaller,  interconnected  open  spaces  and  plazas  for  different  activities,  with  strong  relationships  to  the 

pedestrian circulation, retail uses, building entrances, sun access, wind and potential views towards the Bay. 



 

10 

This  is achieved  through changes  in  level, planting of  trees  (evergreen and deciduous), ground covers, water 

features, furniture and public art all of which enhance the scale, add visual interest and create vantage points to 

see the Bay. The Town Square will be at the center of the campus and is intended to be a gathering place for the 

public as well as Salesforce employees. It will contain seating,  farmer’s markets, outdoor café space, art work 

and other programming.  The open space organizes the site with respect to views, way‐finding, and connections 

to Mission Bay,  the Bay and downtown, breaks the scale of the blocks, and provides a chance  for the general 

public to interact with the site. 

 

Several key elements will help define the open space and Town Square.   There will be two pavilions that will 

serve as sculptural elements  in the space.   The pavilions will  include retail, meeting spaces and other uses to 

help activate  the open space.   One of  the pavilions will be designed by  local or  international artists  to create 

architectural variety and  interest.   The second pavilion,  located adjacent  to  the building on Block 31, will be 

designed  by Legorreta + Legorreta  in  the  same  architectural vocabulary  as  the  campus  and will  support  an 

outdoor electronic screen. The screen will provide public programming, such as baseball games or movies,  to 

help activate the central open space. The Redevelopment Successor Agency will establish operational controls 

and  requirements on  the  electronic  screen during  later design phases. Retail  space  is  located  throughout  the 

open space to help activate the open space. 

 

A common thread that runs through the landscaping of the open spaces will include various water features that 

lead from 3rd Street to Terry Francois Blvd, ‐the visual axis to the Bay – fountains, runnels, a large vernal pool 

that will expand and contract, depending on the season or use in the center, terminating in a wetlands mazes 

that celebrate and connect the space to the Bay.  

 

C.  Pedestrian Walkways 

“Walkways are encouraged to enhance the pedestrian experience in the Commercial Industrial area”. 

“Walkways to mid‐block open spaces or courtyard are encouraged”. 

Blocks  29‐32  are  bisected  by  two  publicly  accessible  pedestrian  easements  or  varas:  the  north‐south  vara 

running from 16th Street to South Street; and an east‐west vara, an emergency access and pedestrian easement, 

running from Terry Francois Boulevard to the Mission Bay UCSF Campus. The pedestrian experience created 

by these private, pedestrian‐oriented streets would be enhanced through their relation to a series of plazas and 

open spaces that create a variety of uses and sequence of public open spaces. The east‐west vara leads from the 

Third Street Muni stop through the site to the waterfront park. The north‐south vara connects Mission Bay to 

views of downtown.   

 

2. Street Frontage 

A.  Streetwall 

“Commercial areas  in San Francisco are noted for streets with buildings at the property  line where 

there  is  little or no  space between  the buildings. This historical pattern of development gives San 

Francisco its intense urban quality and should be a model for Mission Bay development. Commercial 

Industrial Buildings shall be continuous at the property line on streets, except for occasional breaks 

in the streetwall”.  

“Setbacks up to 10’ from the property line are allowed within a continuous streetwall”.  
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“Variations from the streetwall are allowed to create open space, pedestrian circulation space, mid‐

block lanes and landscaping areas”.  

The majority of the building facades at ground level would be built to the property or setback line. Breaks in the 

street wall occur where open space is created. Building 29 is set back 72’‐6” from Third Street to establish an 

entry plaza to the Salesforce campus.  Building 31 presents a small break at the corner of Third Street and 16th 

Street at ground level that would accentuate the entrances to retail spaces. The solid street wall logically erodes 

along the building faces at Terry Francois Boulevard where the intent is to expand the public open space to face 

the  Bayfront  Park  and  the  Bay. Access  to  the main  building  entrances  are  recessed  from  the  streetwall  at 

multiple points around the perimeter, and are sized proportionally to maintain the  intent of holding a strong 

street wall 

This  approach  would  be  consistent  with  the  traditional  development  pattern  that  gives  San  Francisco  an 

intense urban quality, as sought by the Design Guidelines. 

 

B.  Streetwall Height 

“Within high density commercial areas of San Francisco such as downtown and South of Market, a 

typical  ratio  of  street  width  to  streetwall  height  is  approximately  1:  1.25”.”The  building‐street 

relationship in Mission Bay Commercial Industrial areas should reflect this city pattern”. 

Along Third Street,  the relation of streetwall height  to  the width of  the Street  (except  for  the  tower portion) 

would not exceed the typical ratio found in the high density commercial areas of San Francisco. 

 

C.  Pedestrian Scale  

“Office  and  other  commercial  buildings  are  encouraged  to  be  active  and  to  incorporate  visually 

interesting details and/or decoration into the design of the building base”. 

“Large  scale  city‐serving  retail  development  should  attempt  to  maintain  an  inviting  pedestrian 

experience  on  the  street.  Street  level  frontage,  where  feasible,  should  be  primarily  devoted  to 

entrances, shop windows, displays and other visually  interesting  features”. “An attempt should be 

made  to maintain  a  continuous  block  façade  line  consistent with  block  development  throughout 

Mission Bay”. 

Plans for the development of Block 31 show, along Third Street, approximately 9,740 square feet of retail space 

and  along 16th Street.. Along 16th Street  the plans  indicate  the  intended use  to  be  offices with  a publically 

accessible  lobby  that  allow  access  through  to  the  central plaza. The  scale  of ground  floor  is modulated  by  a 

rhythm of columns and glazing and recesses at entries.  

The  ceiling  height  of  the  ground  floor  would  be  approximately  15’,  which  would  establish  an  inviting 

pedestrian scale. A  large proportion of  the Third Street ground  floor would be devoted  to shop windows and 

entrances  to  retail. The  16’  high  storefront  openings  are  designed  as wide,  recessed  openings with  6’  high 

signage band spandrels above the 10’ high clear glazed shop windows and entrances.  The signage bands would 

further accentuate the height of the retail spaces. This treatment would wrap around 16th Street to express the 

corresponding portion of  retail. The  intended use of  the ground  floor  is offices and a  lobby. Contrasting  the 

storefront are narrow vertical sections of curtain wall  that uses clear vision glass and colored back panels as 

shadow  boxes  at  the  structural  slabs.  Landscaping  plans  indicate  that  a  portion  of  the  setback  would 

accommodate  planting  areas  which  with  different  treatments  would  add  visual  interest  and  enhance  the 

pedestrian experience. 
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Pedestrian scale is also taken into account in the design of all four of the building façades that face the north‐

south vara, which is unified by stone walls perforated with deep punched recesses and openings with awnings 

at the ground level. 

 

D.  Curb Cuts 

“In order to preserve the continuity and quality of the pedestrian environment, curb cuts for parking 

and service uses are strongly discouraged along Third Street”. 

No  curb  cut  is  proposed  along Third Street  or  16th Street. The  preservation,  continuity  and  quality  of  the 

pedestrian environment would be  further enhanced with the centralization of all the service operations  in the 

basement and accessed by a service tunnel accessible from South Street. 

 

3. Building Height and Form 

A.  Height Locations 

“The predominant  commercial height  zone  in Mission Bay  allows buildings  to  a maximum of  90’ 

high. Buildings up  to 160’ high may be constructed within a percentage of  the developable area of 

each height zone as indicated in the Design Standards”. 

The proposed development of Blocks 29‐32 consists of four buildings, Building 29 and 31, which will raise to a 

height of 152’ and which would be within  the percentage of developable area  for Height Zone 5 (HZ‐5), and 

Buildings 30 and 32 which will raise  to 90’. The placement of  the different buildings heights within  the site 

takes into account the proximity to parks, the shoreline, views and potential towers in the neighboring blocks. 

 

B.  Skyline Character 

“Skyline character is a significant component of the overall urban composition that is San Francisco 

and  the  guidelines  encourage  development which will  complement  the  existing  city  pattern  and 

result in new, attractive view element as seen from vantage points”. 

The building massing proposed for the development of Block 29‐32 is consistent with the existing city pattern 

of low buildings near the waterfront, which contributes to the gradual tapering of heights from the hilltops to 

the water  that  is  characteristic  of  San  Francisco  and  allows  views  to  the  Bay.  The  stepped  and  generally 

horizontal massing is punctuated a variety of building heights including towers and tall, slender architectural 

features, such as the 182’ high campanile and two freestanding pylons that rise to 165’ high. Additionally, the 

upper two  floors of the office building blocks are stepped back and treated with clear glazing, capped with an 

overhanging roof to further sculpt and de‐materialize and their form.  

 

C.  Building Base 

“For pedestrians, the character of the building base  is  important  in establishing a comfortable scale 

and environment and should be designed to achieve this”. “Variety at street level for pedestrian scale 

can  be  achieved  through  the  use  of  design  features  such  as  stairs,  entries,  expressed  structural 

elements, arcades, projections, rusticated materials and landscaping”. 
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The  base  of  the  four  buildings would  offer  variety  at  street  level. Each  building  interacts with,  and  creates 

variety at the street level using several techniques: recessed entry lobbies, transparent commercial storefronts, 

transparent ground floor offices, landscaping, terraces and strong sculpted building forms. 

  

 

 

D.  Roofscape 

“Recognizing that Mission Bay building roofs may be visible from higher surrounding locations, they 

should be designed consistent with  the distinctive architecture of  the building”. “Roofs should use 

non‐reflective, low intensity colors”. “Mechanical equipment should be organized and designed as a 

component  of  the  roofscape  and  not  appear  to  be  a  leftover  or  add‐on  element.  Mechanical 

equipment should be screened as provided in the Design Standards”. 

The roofscape of all four buildings are intentionally designed with occupied landscaped terraces, painted metal 

cabanas, and mechanical equipment enclosures designed to complement the overall exterior expression of each 

building.  The  plans  for  the  proposed  development  indicate  that mechanical  equipment,  stairs,  and  elevator 

penthouses would be organized and screened from view within a single louvered screen enclosure which would 

in turn support photovoltaic panels. The supporting structure  for the photovoltaic would be painted with the 

accent  color  of  each  building.   The  stepback  areas  of  the  buildings, which would  be  visible  from  other  tall 

buildings, are proposed as green roofs. The roof deck parking in Building 30 will be screened by full height terra 

cotta screens and a shade canopy. A potion of the roof of Building 30 will include a roof top pool screened by a 

full story purple lattice structure filled in with clear glazing. 

 

4. Architectural Details 

A.  Visual Interest 

“To mitigate the scale of development and create pedestrian friendly environment, building massing 

should be modulated and articulated to create interest and visual variety”. 

The  composition  of  the  buildings  comprising  the  campus were massed  to  achieve  several  key  goal:  first,  to 

strengthen the street walls and present an urban form that reinforces the Mission Bay; second, to moderate the 

scale of large blocks; third, to add visual interest; fourth, to provide visual points of reference; and fifth to sculpt 

the massing down to the water. 

The  overall  vocabulary  of  the  buildings  is  a  consistent  but  playful  variation  of  a  theme:  boldly  scaled  solid 

masses  that wrap around and past other masses, punctuated by deep  fenestration and  further articulated by 

vertical  and  horizontal  glazed  curtain  walls.  The  buildings  are  also  accented  with  vertical  masses;  deep 

horizontal roof overhangs and thick walls layered with varied materials. A clear glass curtain wall system on 

the upper  floors‐  capped by  folding  roof/wall plane‐ provides  contrast  to  the  solid base of  the buildings, and 

serves as a recurring motif that unifies the variations of building forms and different combinations of colors and 

materials throughout the campus. 

Block 29, Olive building 

The Olive building will clearly articulate the role of primary entry to Salesforce headquarters. Located on the 

corner of 3rd and South Street, the building is composed of a 10‐story tower that steps down to a 6‐story mass 

that further steps down to a 4‐story structure along 3rd Street. The 6‐story mass is covered by a folded plane 
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overhang  that  is supported by colorful columns. A 165’  tall campanile attached  to Building 29 will visually 

mark the center of the town square.  

 

Block 30, Purple building 

This building, at South Street and Terry Francois Boulevard, contains six stories of structured parking and 

office space. In addition to the office and entrance lobby, the ground floor is programmed with a fitness center 

and retail space which  is setback  from the street, providing a plaza that  faces onto the waterfront park across 

Terry Francois Boulevard.  

 

The building  is strongly articulated  into  three segments:  the parking structure, which  is clad with a vertical 

orange  terracotta  rainscreen;  the  office  block, which  is  clad with  orange  terra  cotta  and  punched window 

openings; and an amenity wing which  is clad with a purple accent material  fenestrated with a square  lattice 

grid.  

 

Block 31, Pink building 

The Pink building at the corner of 16th and 3rd St. occupies an important corner of two prominent streets. It is 

composed of three distinct building masses: a five‐ to six‐story bar along 3rd Street that intersects with a ten‐

story office building as it wraps around the 16th street corner, and a six‐story building mass in the mid‐block of 

16th that is separated by the office entrance lobby. Ground floor retail along 3rd street wraps around 16th Street 

and into the “town center” plaza, and office uses occupy the majority of the remaining sides. The composition is 

solidly massed blocks punctuated by deeply recessed punched fenestration, contrasted by upper story setbacks 

and clad with glazed curtain walls, and capped by a flat roof plane with deep overhangs that folds down into a 

thickened wall.  

 

Block 32, Yellow building 

The smallest of the four buildings occupies the corner of Terry Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. The building 

steps down to create a series of terraces that face the waterfront. A delicate glass and steel bridge spans the vara 

to connect the Yellow building to the Pink building.  

 

The proposed modulation and articulation of the buildings create interest and visual variety, as sought by the 

Design Guidelines.  

 

B.  Color and Materials 

“Extreme contrast in materials, colors, shapes and other characteristics which will cause buildings to 

stand out in excess of their public importance should be avoided”. 

The  building  design  proposes  a  palette  of  rich  base  of  colors  and  natural  materials  including  limestone, 

terracotta,  and  brick  accented  by  bold  and  distinctive  colors.  Continuity  between  buildings  is  attained  by 

repeated  combinations  of  stone,  terracotta,  and  clear  glass  used  in  similar  formal  themes  that  would  be 

consistent with the proposed building materials, and avoids extreme contrasts and would reflect the generally 

light tone character of San Francisco buildings.  Variations in the base colors, in addition to the accent colors 

provide a colorful, yet coordinated play of materials and color.  
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DECISION 

That based upon  the Record,  the  submissions by  the Applicant,  the  staff of  the Department and other 

interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 

written materials  submitted  by  all  parties,  the Commission  hereby APPROVES Office Development 

Application No. 2011.1423B subject to the conditions attached hereto as Exhibit A, which is incorporated 

herein by reference as though fully set forth,  in general conformance with the plans stamped Exhibit B 

and dated March 1, 2012, on file in Case Docket No. 2011.1423B. 

 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Office‐Space 

Allocation to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this Motion. The effective 

date  of  this Motion  shall be  the date  of  adoption of  this Motion  if not  appealed  (after  the  15‐day 

period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board of 

Appeals. Any  aggrieved person may  appeal  this  active use  exception  from Planning Code Section 

145.1 by appealing the associated Building Permit to the Board of Appeals fifteen (15) days after the 

issuance of such permit. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575‐6880, 

1660 Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on March 1, 2012. 

 

 

Linda D. Avery 

Commission Secretary 

 

 

 

AYES:    

 

NAYS:     

 

ABSENT:    

 

ADOPTED:  January 26, 2012 



 

16 

EXHIBIT A 
AUTHORIZATION 

This authorization herein  is  for an Office Allocation  for    the properties  located at Third Street between 

16th  and  South  Streets,  on  assessors  Block  8722,  and  lot  001,  a.k.a Mission  Bay  South  Blocks  29‐32, 

pursuant  to  Planning Code  Section(s)  321,  322,  et  seq.  and  to Motion  14702    for  assignment  of  up  to 

159,680  square  feet of office  area  and  for design  approval of  four new buildings  containing  a  total of 

1,254,551  square  feet  of  office  area  (including  approximately  1.1  million  square  feet  of  office  area 

previously allocated under Planning Commission Resolution Number 17709 

 in general conformance with plans, dated January 24, 2012, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the 

docket  for Case No.  2011.1423B  and  subject  to  conditions of  approval  reviewed  and  approved by  the 

Commission  on March  1,  2012  under Motion  No  XXXXXX.    This  authorization  and  the  conditions 

contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  building  permit  or  commencement  of  use  for  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 for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is 

subject  to  the  conditions  of  approval  contained  herein  and  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Planning 

Commission on March 1, 2012  under Motion No XXXXXX. 

 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the ʹExhibit Aʹ of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall 

be  reproduced  on  the  Index  Sheet  of  construction  plans  submitted with  the  site  or  building  permit 

application for the Project.   The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 

Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.    

 

SEVERABILITY 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section 

or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 

affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys 

no  right  to construct, or  to  receive a building permit.   “Project Sponsor” shall  include any  subsequent 

responsible party. 

 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS   

Changes  to  the  approved  plans  may  be  approved  administratively  by  the  Zoning  Administrator.  

Significant  changes  and modifications of  conditions  shall  require Planning Commission  approval of  a 

new Conditional Use authorization. 
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for five (5) 

years  from  the  effective  date  of  the  Motion.  A  building  permit  from  the  Department  of  Building 

Inspection  to  construct  the  project  and/or  commence  the  approved  use must  be  issued  as  this Office 

Development is only an approval of the proposed project and conveys no independent right to construct 

the project or to commence the approved use. Owing to the scale of the Office Development and number 

of properties involved, the Planning Commission acknowledges the likelihood that construction will not 

commence within  the  18 month  period  typically  applicable  to  office development  projects. However, 

nearly  90  percent  of  the  total  office  space  in  the  Project  was  previously  authorized  as  part  of  the 

Alexandria  Mission  Bay  Life  Sciences  and  Technology  District  in  which,  pursuant  to  Planning 

Commission Motion Number 17709, allocations and  re‐allocations of office space may occur without a 

proscribed time limit. Accordingly, and in keeping with Planning Commission Motion Number 17846A 

(in which  the Commission  reaffirmed  its policy  to not  seek  revocations of office  allocations  for  active 

projects)  the Commission has determined  that  should  it wish  to  seek  the  revocation of  the  approvals 

granted, it will not do so for at least five (5) years from the effective date of the Motion. After such time 

has elapsed, the Planning Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals 

granted if a site or building permit has not been obtained. Once a site or building permit has been issued, 

construction must commence within  the  timeframe required by  the Department of Building  Inspection 

and be continued diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if 

a permit  for  the Project has been  issued but  is  allowed  to  expire  and more  than  eight  (8) years have 

passed since the Motion was approved. 

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415‐575‐6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

Extension.  This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator only where 

failure to issue a permit by the Department of Building Inspection to perform said tenant improvements 

is caused by a delay by a local, State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the issuance of such permit(s). 

For  information  about  compliance,  contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department  at  415‐575‐6863, www.sf‐

planning.org 
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OTHER CONDITIONS 

The Project  Sponsor  shall  submit  to  the Zoning Administrator  two  copies  of  a written  report 

describing the status of compliance with the conditions of approval contained within this Motion 

every  six months  from  the  date  of  this  approval  through  the  issuance  of  the  first  temporary 

certificate of occupancy.  Thereafter, the submittal of the report shall be on an annual basis. This 

requirement  shall  lapse when  the Zoning Administrator determines  that  all  the  conditions  of 

approval have been satisfied or that the report is no longer required for other reasons. 

Development of  the Site may precede  the  installation of off‐site  infrastructure  in  the area. The 

Infrastructure  for  the  proposed  building  as  described  in  Application  2011.1423B  shall  be 

reviewed and approved by the City staff.  

The  project  Sponsor  shall  continue  to work with Department  and  other City  staff  in  refining 

certain aspects of the architectural design, finishes and detailing. 

Public Art: Pursuant  to  the MBS Redevelopment Plan, 1% of  initial  construction costs  shall be 

allocated  to  public  art. The  project  sponsor will work with City  staff  to define  the public  art 

installation, which should  (1) be  located where public benefit and enjoyment  is maximized,  (2) 

have placement that is appropriate to the scale and nature of the artwork being considered and 

(3) will complement and enhance the architecture or the space where it is located.  

 

 



1MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX- LAND USE & CONTEXT PLAN

Land Use 

The schematic design program for Blocks 29-32 comply with the Mission 
Bay South Redevelopment Plan (Sec. 302) and D4D Land Use Map. The 
proposed development will primarily consist of commercial office space 
and neighborhood serving retail and restaurants. Per the Land Use Map, 
Blocks 26 (parcel 1), 27 (parcel 1), 33, 34 are identified as COMMERCIAL/ 
INDUSTRIAL, while Blocks 29-32 are identified as COMMERCIAL/
INDUSTRIAL/RETAIL. Additional development space will consist of public, 
neighborhood-serving retail businesses and restaurants with provisions for 
associated structured parking and employee amenities such as childcare 
centers and fitness centers.
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2 MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - CAMPUS PHASING PLAN

Legend

pHASE 1 pHASE 2
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January 24, 2012

7Concept & Schematic Design MISSION BAY B29-32 TOWN SQUARE AND SITE LANDSCAPE - SITE PLAN OVERVIEW
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4 MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - TRANSIT, VEHICLE & SERVICE CIRCULATION PLAN

*For the purposes of formatting, this plan is rotated to fit the page.
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5MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - TRANSIT, VEHICLE & SERVICE CIRCULATION PLAN MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX  -  SITE PLAN - B29, OLIVE
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** For  additional Site information refer to - ‘Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 Town Square and Site Landscape’
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SECTION: BLOCkS 29 + 30 - OLIvE & pURpLE BUILDINgS - EAST-wEST SECTION
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SECTION : BLOCkS 29 + 31 - OLIvE & pINk BUILDINgS - NORTH-SOUTH SECTION
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10 MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - MATERIALS - B29, OLIVE

MATeRIALS & COLOR

The proposed materials for the new Mission Bay global Headquarters Complex are a rich mix that will help create the image and 
identity for the new development.  The primary exterior materials are a combination of light colored stone and  unglazed terracotta 
panels in a range of closely related hues:  red, orange and yellow.  Bolder color accents in stucco or glazed tile will add interest and 
distinct identity to the buildings, each of which is designated by its accent color:

B29- Olive Building

B30- Purple Building

B31- Pink Building

B32- yellow Building

The basic approach to use of these materials is that the stone forms the major “folded plane” elements that typically appear as an 
inverted “L” shape sheltering large glazed areas, the terracotta typically appears with punched openings, and the featured colors 
highlight special elements such as entries, balconies, and accent walls.

 The proposed terracotta skin is a new adaptation of a traditional material.  Its application uses rain-screen principles and a pressure 
equalized airspace and insulation directly behind the façade to reject water and improve thermal performance of the wall.

 B29 Materials and Colors

Olive Building at Block 29 has a perforated stone folded plane which rises from the vara and forms a roof canopy, supported by 
circular colored columns at the main entry on Third Street.  The exterior skin is a composition of curtainwall glazed areas and 
terracotta with punched openings.  The Olive accent color appears in special elements such as entries, balcony walls, and the 
underside of the roof.

STOne

SAMpLE INSTALLATION M STONE
NATURAL MATERIAL wHICH MAy vARy IN COLOR AND TONE - REFER TO ‘SAMpLE 
INSTALLATION’ ILLUSTRATION.
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PM5 pAINTED METAL TypE 5

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - MATERIALS - B29, OLIVE

S-1 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 1 - OLIvE

gLASS, ACCenT MATeRIALS And MeTALTeRRACOTTA

PM1 pAINTED METAL TypE 1 - OLIvE

CLEAR gLASS

TC1 TERRACOTTA TypE 1 -  RED TC2 TERRACOTTA TypE 2 -  ORANgE

S-2 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 2 - pURpLE

S-4 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 4 - yELLOw

S-3 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 3 - pINk

S-5 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 5 - 

PM-6 pAINTED METAL TypE 6 - NATURAL 



12

 vIEw OF BUILDINg 29 - OLIvE FROM  3RD STREET & SOUTH STREET LOOkINg SOUTH-EAST*
(Illustrations are provided for information only. Scope of work and material designations are to be per building elevation.)

*All landscape is only illustrative. Specific landscape details should be referred to in the Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 
Town Square and Site Landscape book.

( Retail signage is for illustrative purposes and is a deferred item and all signage will be consistent with Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan)

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - RENDERING - B29, OLIVE 
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 vIEw OF BUILDINg 29 - OLIvE FROM vARA LOOkINg NORTH-EAST*

*All landscape is only illustrative. Specific landscape details should be referred to in the Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 
Town Square and Site Landscape book.

pAvILION  DEFERRED 

(Illustrations are provided for information only. Scope of work and material designations are to be per building elevation.)
( Retail signage is for illustrative purposes and is a deferred item and all signage will be consistent with Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan)

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - RENDERING - B29, OLIVE 
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15MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX  -  SITE PLAN - B30, PURPLE

** For  additional Site information refer to - ‘Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 Town Square and Site Landscape’ NSCALE: 1:50
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16 MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX  -  SITE SECTIONS - B30, PURPLE

SECTION : BLOCkS 30 +32 - pURpLE & yELLOw BUILDINgS - NORTH-SOUTH SECTION
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SECTION: BLOCkS 29 +30 - OLIvE & pURpLE BUILDINgS - EAST-wEST SECTION
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STOne

SAMpLE INSTALLATION

MATeRIALS & COLOR

The proposed materials for the new Mission Bay global Headquarters Complex are a rich mix that will help create the 
image and identity for the new development.  The primary exterior materials are a combination of light colored stone and  
unglazed terracotta panels in a range of closely related hues:  red, orange and yellow.  Bolder color accents in stucco or 
glazed tile will add interest and distinct identity to the buildings, each of which is designated by its accent color:

B29- Olive Building

B30- Purple Building

B31- Pink Building

B32- yellow Building

The basic approach to use of these materials is that the stone forms the major “folded plane” elements that typically appear 
as an inverted “L” shape sheltering large glazed areas, the terracotta typically appears with punched openings, and the 
featured colors highlight special elements such as entries, balconies, and accent walls.

 The proposed terracotta skin is a new adaptation of a traditional material.  Its application uses rain-screen principles and a 
pressure equalized airspace and insulation directly behind the façade to reject water and improve thermal performance of 
the wall.

B30 Materials and Colors

purple Building at Block 30 has a perforated stone folded plane which rises from the vara and forms a roof canopy that 
extends east toward the waterfront.  The exterior skin is a composition of curtainwall glazed areas and terracotta with 
punched openings.  The parking garage façades are also made of terracotta. The distinctive purple accent color is used for 
the fitness center building at the northeast corner, and also appears in special elements such as entries, balcony walls, and 
the underside of the roof.

M STONE
NATURAL MATERIAL wHICH MAy vARy IN COLOR AND TONE - REFER TO ‘SAMpLE 
INSTALLATION’ ILLUSTRATION.

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - MATERIALS - B30, PURPLE 
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TC-1 TERRACOTTA TypE 1 - RED TC-2 TERRACOTTA TypE 2 - ORANgE TC-3 TERRACOTTA TypE 3 - yELLOw

TeRRACOTTA

S-2 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 2 - pURpLE

PM-6 pAINTED METAL TypE 6 - NATURAL ALUMINUM

PM-2 pAINTED METAL TypE 2 - pURpLE

PM-5 pAINTED METAL TypE 5

CLEAR gLASS

gLASS, ACCenT MATeRIALS And MeTAL

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - MATERIALS - B30 PURPLE 



22 MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - RENDERING - B30, PURPLE 

vIEw OF BUILDINg 30 - pURpLE FROM TERRy FRANCOIS LOOkINg NORTH-wEST*

*All landscape is only illustrative. Specific landscape details should be referred to in the Combined Basic Concept 
& Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 Town Square and Site Landscape book.

(Illustrations are provided for information only. Scope of work and material designations are to be per building elevation.  Building in background at Block 29 not shown for illustrative purposes.)
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vIEw OF BUILDINg 30 - pURpLE FROM SOUTH STREET LOOkINg SOUTH*

*All landscape is only illustrative. Specific landscape details should be referred to in the Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 
Town Square and Site Landscape book.

( Illustrations are provided for information only. Scope of work and material designations are to be per building elevation. Building in foreground at Block 28 not shown for illustrative purposes.)

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - RENDERING - B30 PURPLE 



*For the purposes of formatting, this page intentionally left blank



25MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX  -  SITE PLAN - B31, PINK
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STOne

SAMpLE INSTALLATION

MATeRIALS & COLOR

The proposed materials for the new Mission Bay global Headquarters Complex are a rich mix that will help create the 
image and identity for the new development.  The primary exterior materials are a combination of light colored stone and  
unglazed terracotta panels in a range of closely related hues:  red, orange and yellow.  Bolder color accents in stucco or 
glazed tile will add interest and distinct identity to the buildings, each of which is designated by its accent color:

B29- Olive Building

B30- Purple Building

B31- Pink Building

B32- yellow Building

The basic approach to use of these materials is that the stone forms the major “folded plane” elements that typically appear 
as an inverted “L” shape sheltering large glazed areas, the terracotta typically appears with punched openings, and the 
featured colors highlight special elements such as entries, balconies, and accent walls.

 The proposed terracotta skin is a new adaptation of a traditional material.  Its application uses rain-screen principles and a 
pressure equalized airspace and insulation directly behind the façade to reject water and improve thermal performance of 
the wall.

B31 Materials and Colors

Pink Building at Block 31 building is a composition which, viewed from the south or north appears as yellow terracotta for 
the lower building and orange terracotta for the 10 story tower.   viewed from the vara, it has a perforated stone folded 
plane that forms a roof canopy.  Curtainwall glazing marks major entrances as well as storefronts for retail and restaurant 
space at the ground level along Third Street and facing Town Square. The Pink accent color appears in special elements 
such as the Pavilion, entries, balcony walls, and the underside of the roof. 

M STONE
NATURAL MATERIAL wHICH MAy vARy IN COLOR AND TONE - REFER TO ‘SAMpLE 
INSTALLATION’ ILLUSTRATION.

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - MATERIALS - B31, PINK 
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TC2 TERRACOTTA TypE 2 - ORANgE TC3 TERRACOTTA TypE 3 - yELLOw

gLASS, ACCenT MATeRIALS And MeTALTeRRACOTTA

PM3 pAINTED METAL TypE 3 - pINk PM5 pAINTED METAL TypE 5

CLEAR gLASSS-4 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 4 - yELLOw
  

S-3 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 3 - pINk
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vIEw OF BUILDINg 31 - pINk FROM THE CORNER OF 3RD STREET AND 16TH STREET LOOkINg NORTH-EAST* 

pUBLIC  ART  
DEFERRED 

 

*(All landscape is only illustrative. Specific, landscape details should be referred to in the ‘Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 
29-32 Town Square and Site Landscape’ book)

( Illustrations are provided for information only. Scope of work and material designations are to be per building elevations.)
( Retail signage is for illustrative purposes and is a deferred item and all signage will be consistent with Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan)

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - RENDERING - B31, PINK 
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vIEw OF BUILDINg 31 - pINk FROM 3RD STREET LOOkINg SOUTH-EAST* 

*(All landscape is only illustrative. Specific, landscape details should be referred to in the ‘Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 
29-32 Town Square and Site Landscape’ book)

B29 pAvILION 
DEFERRED 

( Illustrations are provided for information only. Scope of work and material designations are to be per building elevations.)
( Retail signage is for illustrative purposes and is a deferred item and all signage will be consistent with Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan)

MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - RENDERING - B31, PINK
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35MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX  -  SITE PLAN - B32, YELLOW
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** For  additional Site information refer to - ‘Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 Town Square and Site Landscape’ NSCALE: 1:50
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40 MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - MATERIALS - B32, YELLOW

MATeRIALS & COLOR

The proposed materials for the new Mission Bay global Headquarters Complex are a rich mix that will help create the 
image and identity for the new development.  The primary exterior materials are a combination of light colored stone and  
unglazed terracotta panels in a range of closely related hues:  red, orange and yellow.  Bolder color accents in stucco or 
glazed tile will add interest and distinct identity to the buildings, each of which is designated by its accent color:

B29- Olive Building

B30- Purple Building

B31- Pink Building

B32- yellow Building

The basic approach to use of these materials is that the stone forms the major “folded plane” elements that typically appear 
as an inverted “L” shape sheltering large glazed areas, the terracotta typically appears with punched openings, and the 
featured colors highlight special elements such as entries, balconies, and accent walls.

 The proposed terracotta skin is a new adaptation of a traditional material.  Its application uses rain-screen principles and a 
pressure equalized airspace and insulation directly behind the façade to reject water and improve thermal performance of 
the wall.

B32 Materials and Colors

yellow Building Block 32 provides a contrast to the other Town Square buildings, with its darker red terracotta façade 
terracing down to the waterfront at the east.  From the west, it has a perforated stone folded plane which begins at the vara 
and forms a roof canopy.  Large glazed areas signal the main building entries at north and south.  The yellow accent color 
appears in special elements such as entries, projecting meeting rooms, and the underside of the roof. 

STOne

M STONE
NATURAL MATERIAL wHICH MAy vARy IN COLOR AND TONE - REFER TO ‘SAMpLE 
INSTALLATION’ ILLUSTRATION.

SAMpLE INSTALLATION
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TC1 TERRACOTTA TypE 1 -  RED

gLASS, ACCenT MATeRIALS And MeTALTeRRACOTTA

S-4 pAINTED STUCCO TypE 4 - yELLOw

TC4 gLAZED TERRACOTTA TypE 4 - yELLOw

PM-4 pAINTED METAL TypE 4 - yELLOw

PM-6 pAINTED METAL TypE 6 - NATURAL ALUMINUM

PM-3 pAINTED METAL TypE 3  - pINk

PM-5 pAINTED METAL TypE 5

CLEAR gLASS



42 MISSION BAY GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX - RENDERING - B32, YELLOW

ELEvATED vIEw OF BUILDINg 32 - yELLOw FROM THE CORNER OF 16TH AND TERRy FRANCOIS LOOkINg NORTH-wEST*

*All landscape is only illustrative. Specific landscape details should be referred to in the Combined Basic Concept & Schematic Design Submittal – Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 
Town Square and Site Landscape book.

( Illustrations are provided for information only. Scope of work and material designations are to be per building elevation.)
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UCSF, Salesforce in talks for
S.F. Mission Ba land dealy
University in talks to buy land owned by Salesforce

Stephanie M. Lee Updated 7:27 am, Saturday, March 15, 2014
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UCSF has entered "advanced discussions" with Salesforce.com to purchase part of the

company's sizable property in Mission Bay, the school says.

The two sides could reach a deal within four months, which would allow the university to

add parking and research and administration buildings to its burgeoning campus.

http://www. sfgate.com/bayarea/article/UCSF-Salesforce-in-talks-for-S-F-... 11 /3 0/2015
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The powerhouse life-sciences institution, which already has extensive biotech operations in

the neighborhood, wants to buy Blocks 33 and 34, a nearly 4-acre parcel next to its Mission

Bay campus at Third and 16th streets.

"We don't know exactly what we're going to do with the site," Lori Yamauchi, UCSF's

associate vice chancellor of campus planning, told residents at a Mission Bay Citizens

Advisory Committee meeting Thursday.

But, she said, the university tentatively plans to construct, on the north side of the

rectangular site, a tower up to 160 feet tall with 275,000 total square feet. On the south

side, UCSF would erect another building up to go feet tall with 225,000 total square feet.

The two structures would be separated by a garage, as high as go feet, which could include

500 parking spaces.

MORE BY STEPHANIE M. LEE

Whole-genome sequencing falls
short, study says

Johnson &Johnson, Alector team up
on Alzheimer's therapies

„~ ~,
Arsenic-free water
-aided by Bay

Construction on the north tower could be

done in 201, the parking garage in 2020

and the south building in 2022, Yamauchi

said.

UCSF did not disclose a potential sale price

for the property. But the nonprofit school,
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°., Area team's which is exempt from local taxes, said it will
a ~ .~~ technology

~ :; ~ pour $32 million into funds for affordable

V housing and public infrastructure to help the

city offset the loss of property taxes.

The sale would further cement Mission Bay's reputation as a biotech hub, said Tiffany

Bohee, executive director of the city's Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure,

which oversees the land. Some 8o biotech companies and incubators have moved into the

neighborhood since UCSF Mission Bay broke ground in 1999•

"There was no real biotech community 15 years ago in San Francisco," Bohee said. UCSF

"has really been the anchor for the economic development in not just Mission Bay, but the

city and the region. I think it's fantastic they are continuing to invest in Mission Bay."

A sale to UCSF would mark the first time Salesforce took action on the i4-acre property it

bought for nearly $25o million in late 2oio. The company initially said it wanted to build a

corporate campus but dropped. the project without explanation two years ago. The property

recently surfaced as a possible backup site for the Golden State Warriors should the team's

plan to build an 18,000-seat arena on Piers 30-32 fall through.

UCSF wants to reduce costs by consolidating some of its operations into a central space.

That could mean moving staff from the university's leased offices in downtown San

Francisco and Laurel Heights campus. UCSF has been looking to sell or lease the Laurel

Heights buildings.

The consolidation will probably not affect the university's Mission Bay and Parnassus

campuses. The school might also build an outpatient clinic on the Salesforce land, but is not

actively exploring that option, Yamauchi said.

To close the deal, UCSF must win approvals from the city, the UC Board of Regents and the

state, a process that university officials expect to conclude by late June.

Stephanie M. Lee is a San Francisco Chronicle staff writer. E-mail: slee@sfchronicle.com

Twitter: @stephaniemlee

O 2015 Hearst Communications, Inc.
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