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Mr. Carl Shannon, Senior Managing Director 
Tishman Speyer 
One Bush Street, Suite 450 
San Francisco, CA 94104  
 
November 21, 2014 
 
Ref: 160 Folsom Street – Mixed-Use Development Proposal 
 
Dear Mr. Shannon, 
 
Thank you for bringing your proposal for 160 Folsom Street to the San Francisco  
Housing Action Coalition’s (SFHAC) Project Review Committee on October 22,  
2014.  Upon review, we believe your project has many merits and will contribute to 
SFHAC’s mission to increase the supply of well-designed, well-located housing in San 
Francisco.  Please review this letter, which explains how your project meets our 
guidelines as well as suggested improvements.  Also, our attached report card grades the 
proposed project according to each guideline.  We have attached a copy of our project 
review guidelines for your reference. 
 
Project Description: 
You project proposes the construction of 399 for-sale homes within a 400-foot tower 
and 85-foot podium building, with ground-floor retail and three levels of subterranean 
parking. 
 
Land Use: 
The project replaces an existing surface parking lot and commercial office use with high-
density urban infill.  Not only does this proposal make much more efficient use of 
under-utilized land, it meets the goals of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan.  This is an 
entirely appropriate use of the site. 
 
Density: 
This site is zoned for 300 feet and the proposal requests an increase over the existing 
height limit by about 100 feet.  However, in exchange for the added height, the project 
would significantly increase the amount of below-market-rate (BMR) homes in your 
project.  There were some mixed views from our members on this issue. 
 
The SFHAC strongly supports the concept of increasing height as an appropriate way to 
boost the overall affordability in new residential development.  However, some of our 
members believe the project would benefit from adding smaller market-rate units, 
thereby increasing the total number of homes in your project, as well as the number of 
BMRs.  The average unit size, as currently proposed, appears rather large.  We would  
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support a higher proportion of smaller units to put more of them within financial reach 
of folks that would benefit from them.  However, in a subsequent discussion you noted 
that, given the relatively small floor-plate and area dedicated to the building core, 
building smaller units decreased the building’s efficient use and for that reason your 
team preferred the larger units. 
 
Affordability: 
The project includes 139 on-site BMRs, or 35 percent of the total homes.  This is an 
unusually high percentage and exceeds the goals of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan to 
ensure at least 30 percent of the total homes in this district are below-market-rate.  It is 
also a very welcome example of finding new ways to address our housing affordability 
crisis. 
 
After your team’s presentation, there was discussion among our members regarding the 
location of the BMR units.  The BMRs are consolidated at the bottom of the tower and in 
the podium building.  The explanation to our group was that this arrangement delivers 
the maximum number of moderately priced BMRs.  Our members would prefer seeing 
the BMRs distributed more evenly throughout the building, perhaps extending at least 
halfway up the tower.  It should be noted, however, that in a follow-up discussion, you 
explained the current arrangement was discussed with the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) and is favored by them, in part to ensure that the 
homeowner association (HOA) fees are kept as low as possible.  This helps keep the 
home affordable in the long run. 
 
Our members appreciate your team’s acknowledgement of the complexities in dealing 
with the project’s HOA fees for BMR residents.  This recognizes finding a balance 
between keeping the HOA fees for BMR residents as low as possible yet at the same time 
allowing them the maximum access to the project’s amenities.  We hope that you will 
keep us abreast of how you address this issue.  
 
Parking and Alternative Transportation: 
Your project is located in a highly transit-rich neighborhood that is well served by 
BART, Muni, ferries and various bicycle corridors, not to mention close proximity to the 
future Transbay Transit Center.  This area is noted for its high walkability scores. In 
light of this, we believe that the level of parking proposed is excessive.  
 
The project proposes 286 parking spaces, or one space per market-rate home and one 
space per four BMRs.  This equates to roughly 0.72 spaces per residential unit, which 
exceeds parking ratios we currently see for projects in less congested neighborhoods.  
 
We are not aware whether your proposal included any car share spaces, but encourage 
you to consider this as a way to reduce the need for private automobiles.  
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We also urge you to significantly increase the number of bicycle parking spaces to at 
least a ratio of one space per residential unit, as is customary for the projects SFHAC 
reviews.  
 
Preservation: 
There are no structures of significant cultural or historic merit on or near your site that 
would be affected by your development.  
 
Urban Design:  
Our members admired the overall design and innovative architectural approach of this 
beautiful building.  This includes measures taken to incorporate the bay window concept 
into a multifamily high-rise.  We also supported the inclusion of balconies.  
 
The ground floor design includes retail space with glass frontages that would invite 
people in and enliven the street.  However, one of our members mentioned that current 
retail ceiling heights are somewhat cramped and increasing them would better serve this 
use.  In subsequent conversation, you noted that increasing the ceiling height would 
come at the expense of losing a floor of housing.   
 
Plans to transform Clementina Street into an active pedestrian corridor did not appear 
thoroughly fleshed out at your presentation. There was a general consensus that this 
project would benefit from increasing, where possible, the amount of common open 
space.  Finally, one of our members mentioned that the streets in this vicinity are 
currently not safe for pedestrians and that your project should consider design 
improvements to improve that.  
 
Environmental Features: 
Your team mentioned during the presentation that the project’s target is at least LEED 
Silver.  Given the iconic nature of this building, we urge you to explore possible ways to 
improve this to LEED Gold.  Your team discussed exploring installation of a grey water 
system.  Since this project is within a “purple pipe district”, we would appreciate being 
kept abreast of whether this achieved. 
 
Community Input: 
At the time of your presentation to our Project Review Committee, you had met with 
OCII, the Transbay Citizens Advisory Committee and held two well-attended 
community meetings.  Although there are not currently many residents or neighborhood 
organizations in the area, we encourage you to continue engaging the community on 
your project and addressing any legitimate concerns. 
 
Thank you for presenting your proposal for 160 Folsom Street to our Project Review 
Committee.  We are pleased to endorse it with the reservations noted above.  Please 
keep us abreast of any changes and let us know how we may be of assistance.  
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Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Tim Colen, Executive Director 
 
CC: Planning Commission  
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SFHAC Project Review Criteria 
 
Land Use: Housing should be an appropriate use of the site given the context of the 
adjacent properties and the surrounding neighborhood and should enhance 
neighborhood livability. 

Density: The project should take full advantage of the maximum unit density and/or 
building envelope, allowable under the zoning rules. 
 
Affordability: The need for affordable housing, including middle income (120-150 of 
Area Median Income) housing, is a critical problem and SFHAC gives special support to 
projects that propose creative ways to expand or improve unit affordability beyond the 
legally mandated requirements.  

Parking and Alternative Transportation: SFHAC expects the projects it endorses 
to include creative strategies to reduce the need for parking, such as ample bicycle 
storage, provision of space for car-share vehicles on-site or nearby, un-bundling parking 
cost from residential unit cost, and measures to incentivize transit use. Proximity to 
transit should result in less need for parking. 

In districts with an as-of-right maximum and discretionary approval up to an absolute 
maximum, SFHAC will support parking exceeding the as-of-right maximum only to the 
extent the Code criteria for doing so are clearly met.  In districts where the minimum 
parking requirement is one parking space per residential unit (1:1), the SFHAC will not, 
except in extraordinary circumstances, support a project with parking in excess of that 
amount. 

Preservation: If there are structures of significant historic or cultural merit on the 
site, their retention and/or incorporation into the project consistent with historic 
preservation standards is encouraged.  If such structures are to be demolished, there 
should be compelling reasons for doing so. 

Urban Design: The project should promote principles of good urban design:  
Where appropriate, contextual design that is compatible with the adjacent streetscape 
and existing neighborhood character while at the same time utilizing allowable unit 
density: pleasant and functional private and/or common open space; pedestrian, bicycle 
and transit friendly site planning; and design treatments that protect and enhance the 
pedestrian realm, with curb cuts minimized and active ground floor uses provided.  

Projects with a substantial number of multiple bedroom units should consider including 
features that will make the project friendly to families with children.  
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Environmental Features: SFHAC is particularly supportive of projects that employ 
substantial and/or innovative measures that will enhance their sustainability and reduce 
their carbon footprint.   

Community Input:  Projects for which the developer has made a good faith effort to 
communicate to the community and to address legitimate neighborhood concerns, 
without sacrificing SFHAC’s objectives, will receive more SFHAC support. 


