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FIGURE 1
PROJECT LOCATION

PROJECT SITESOURCE: TRAMMELL CROW RESIDENTIAL
360 FIFTH STREET
CASE NO: 2015-005863ENV
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SUBJECT PROPERTY
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 342-360 5TH ST. & 210-212 CLARA ST.

      SAN FRANCISCO, CA

BLOCK & LOT NUMBER: BLOCK 3753/ LOTS 005, 006A, 007,
                          057, 058,100, 101, & 147

SITE AREA: 23,125 SF

ZONING DISTRICT: EAST SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD &
                CENTRAL SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD

HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 85-X
         45-X

CURRENT USE: LIGHT INDUSTRY, PARKING

PROPOSED USE: RESIDENTIAL, RETAIL, PDR (PRODUCTION, 
             DISTRIBUTION, REPAIR), & BELOW-GRADE PARKING

BUILDING HEIGHT: 85' MEASURED FROM 5TH STREET

BUILDING HEIGHT: 8-STORY, 128-UNIT RESIDENTIAL BUILDING WITH
                1300 SF OF RETAIL, 8011 SF OF PDR, AND
                BELOW-GRADE PARKING

NTS

FIGURE 2
PROJECT SITE

SOURCE: TRAMMELL CROW RESIDENTIAL
360 FIFTH STREET
CASE NO: 2015-005863ENV
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FIGURE 17
STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS - SHIPLEY STREET
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STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS - 5TH STREET
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Existing View

Proposed Project View

Proposed Project

372 5th Street
(Residential Building)

Project Site

330 5th Street
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(DataFox)
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FIGURE 20
EXISTING AND PROPOSED VIEWS

View Looking Northwest Towards Clara St. from 5th St.



Existing View

Proposed Project View
View Looking Southeast Towards Shipley St. From 5th St.

Proposed Project
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(Residential Building)

Project Site
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(DataFox)
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FIGURE 21
EXISTING AND PROPOSED VIEWS
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