
From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan

Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: HPC meeting on Oct 18
Date: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:17:54 AM
Attachments: ATT00001.htm

Report to HPC Oct 2017.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Andrew Wolfram [mailto:andrew@tomeliotfisch.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:24 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Frye, Tim (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: HPC meeting on Oct 18
 
Jonas
Please forward to the other commissioners
Thanks
Andrew

 
Andrew Wolfram, LEED AP, AIA
Principal

D 415.901.4912
C 415.265.9911u
andrew@TEFarch.com

1420 Sutter St. San Francisco, CA, 94109
TEFarch.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: Robert Cherny <robt.cherny@gmail.com>
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Historic Preservation Fund Committee Activities, 

October 2016-September 2017



Report submitted to the Historic Preservation Commission by Robert Cherny on October 18, 2017.



HPFC members (with source of appointment):  Mark Ryser, chair (SF Beautiful), Dennis Antenore (San Franciscans for Preservation Planning), Mike Buhler (San Francisco Heritage), Robert Cherny (HPC), Lila Hussain (Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency), and G. G. Bland Platt (Board of Supervisors).  The position of Mayor’s representative is vacant due to the death of Bruce Bonacker.  Jonathan Lau of the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development provides crucial staff assistance to the committee.



During the past eleven months, HPFC approved funding for two new projects and conducted oversight for fourteen projects funded earlier of which eight were completed.  Initial oversight and review activities have been conducted by the Grant Review Sub-committee, which reports to the full committee on its work.  All HPFC members are invited to attend sub-committee meetings, but the regular sub-committee members are Ryser, Cherny, Bland Platt, and Courtney Damkroger, a former member of HPC.  



Our usual procedure is that a new proposal is first reviewed by the sub-committee, which usually requests a meeting with the project sponsors to discuss specific aspects of the proposal, often followed by resubmission of the proposal with revisions addressing the sub-committee’s concerns.  Sometimes the sub-committee requires more than one re-submission.  Once the sub-committee approves a proposal, it is then reviewed and discussed by the full committee; once the committee approves, the recommendation goes to the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development, which develops contracts and handles financial arrangements.  The sub-committee also reviews progress reports on individual projects and works with Planning Department staff on moving completed projects to HPC for approval.  



When I last reported to you on November 2, 2016, I told you that there was less than $200,000 remaining in the fund.  In February 2017, we received the welcome news that the HPFC had been credited with the interest on the fund over the past twelve years, in the amount of approximately $485,000.  The current balance is therefore approximately $620,000.  The HPFC is still feeling pressure to complete its work by finding appropriate projects for its remaining funds. 



HPFC projects completed during the past eleven months:

1. Residence Parks Historic Context Statement (Western Neighborhoods Project).  This project is now with the Planning Department.

2. Mission Dolores Neighborhood Survey and National Register District nomination (Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association).  HPFC reviewed a draft of the Revised Mission Dolores Neighborhood Historic Context Statement and related survey and accepted it with only a few editorial changes.  This documentation was submitted to the Planning Department for review in December 2016.   The MDNA Board is now deciding how to proceed with the National Register district nomination.

3. Eureka Valley Historic Context Statement (Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association).  This project is now with the Planning Department.

4. Corbett Heights Historic Context Statement (Corbett Heights Neighbors).  This project has been approved by Planning and the HPC.

5. Landmark nominations for George Washington High School.

6. Theodore Roosevelt Middle School, and 

7. Sunshine School (Heritage).  These three school nominations are now with the Planning Department and awaiting HPC approval.

8. Sacred Heart church, rectory, school, and convent complex, National Register Nomination (HPFC initiated).  This has been approved by HPC and the State Historical Resources Commission and has been forwarded to the national level.



New projects (funded during the past eleven months):

1. Historic Context Statement and survey for the Haight Street commercial corridor, focusing on the events of 1967 (Heritage and Planning Dept.).

2. OpenSF:  Digitizing and sharing historical photographs of San Francisco from private collections (Western Neighborhoods Project).  Approved funds for the project to continue for another two years past the end of 2017.



Continuing projects during the past eleven months:

1. San Francisco Latino Historic Context Statement (Heritage).  The sub-committee has talked with the new consultant and looks forward to the submission of a draft of this project in the near future.

2. Mission Dolores Neighborhood National Register District nomination (Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association).  The MDNA Board is now deciding how to proceed with the National Register district nomination.

3. Ocean Avenue commercial district survey of historic resources, district assessment, and design guidance (Ocean Avenue Association).  Met with consultant, reviewed draft.

4. OpenSF:  Digitizing and sharing historical photographs of San Francisco from private collections (Western Neighborhoods Project).  Met with sponsors, reviewed and approved progress.  You can see some of the photos we have funded at http://opensfhistory.org.  

5. Sacred Heart church, rectory, school, and convent complex, Article 10 Landmark Nomination (HPFC initiated).  Now with Planning Department, awaiting action by HPC.

6. San Francisco African American Historic Context Statement (Planning Department).  Final draft submitted to Planning Department in January 2015.



In addition to oversight on projects in progress, we have also received updates on several completed projects, including the Old Mint (for which we funded a study of the suitability of the structure for use by the California Historical Society) and the Mother’s Building at the zoo (for which we funded a study to establish needed repairs to stabilize the restore this historic structure).



Priorities:

On May 29, 2015, the HPFC established priorities for self-initiated projects using the remaining Historic Preservation Fund.  The top eight priorities were:

1. Great Depression-New Deal Era Historical Context Statement (to focus on architecture and art).

2. Landmark nomination for Theodore Roosevelt Middle School.

3. Preservation and digitization of photographs of the city from the early 20th century.

4. Landmark nomination for George Washington High School.

5. Completion of an historic resource survey of the Ocean Avenue commercial district.

6. Landmark nomination for the historic structures and landscaping of the San Francisco Zoo.

7. Landmark nomination for the former Sunshine School, now Hilltop School.

8. National Historic Landmark nomination for Coit Tower.



In addition to those priorities established in Spring 2015, the HPFC also initiated both the Article 10 landmarking and National Register listing for the Sacred Heart church, rectory, school, and convent complex.



Item 1 is nearing completion.  Items 2, 4, and 7 are now complete and awaiting HPC consideration.  Items 3 and 5 are underway, and we have recently approved funding to extend item 3 for another two years.  Regarding item 8, an amendment to the current National Register listing has been submitted to the California Office of Historic Preservation as the first step toward a National Landmark nomination, with funding through a generous private donor instead of HPFC funding.  Thus, of our top eight priorities, only item 6 remains without work underway. With the completion of these seven projects, the committee has now begun to establish new priorities.  Because we have succeeded with nearly all the priorities we established in Spring 2015 and still have funds available, we are now beginning another round of priority setting.  Toward tha tend, we have recently conferred with the Planning Department regarding the department’s Landmark Designation Work Program.  And, of course, we continue to welcome proposals from community organizations.



[bookmark: _GoBack]We remain committed to landmarking the historic structures and landscaping of the San Francisco Zoo, specifically the remaining structures from the “Fleishhacker Zoo” built in the 1920s (one of which is the Mother’s Building) and the various structures and landscaping built by the WPA in the 1930 (including the Elephant House, the Lion House, the Aviary, Penguin Island, grottoes, and other structures and landscaping), most if not all of which seem to be intact, though a number have been modified and repurposed.  



We now assume that, if the remaining funds are allocated sometime during the coming year (2018), our oversight functions will extend another year or so (all currently funded projects are on track to be completed by the end of 2019), and that the committee will then be dissolved.  We continue to hope that something like the HPFC will be reconstituted by the Board of Supervisors, with a reliable source of funding, as a way of assisting local preservation supporters who need funding for specific projects.



HPFC recently created a sub-committee to organize a program that will present the committee’s history and accomplishments thus far, with special attention to a few of the projects it has funded.  The program is called “Ruins to Redemption: The Historic Preservation Fund Committee,” and it will be on Thursday, October 19, at the Metropolitan Club, 640 Sutter Street.  The program description reads this way:  “Learn how a small band of preservationists held a developer accountable to create the Historic Preservation Fund Committee in 2005; Planning Commission President Rich Hillis will examine the origins, legacy, and future of the HPFC.”  This program is sponsored by Heritage and the 640 Heritage Preservation Foundation as the annual Alice Carey Memorial Lecture.



In closing, we note the passing of Bruce Bonacker, an original member of HPFC and one who contributed significantly to the committee’s work, even while he was battling the cancer that finally took his life.  Bruce attended his last HPFC meeting on May 22 and died on August 3 at age of 69.   
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Date: October 11, 2017 at 3:10:41 PM PDT
To: Andrew Wolfram <andrew@tefarch.com>
Cc: "Frye, Tim" <Tim.Frye@sfgov.org>, Jonas Ionin <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: HPC meeting on Oct 18

I'm attaching my report.  Let me know if you have any problem opening it.  I hope
it is in time to include with the materials that will go to the commissioners in
advance.
 
There's at least a possibility I may not be able to attend--for the past several weeks
I've been having some severe nerve pain.  I had a nerve block last week, but I'm
yet to feel any significant effect from it.  Sometimes the pain is at a level such that
I can do more or less normal activities, and other times it is so severe that I just lie
in bed.  If the former on Oct 18, I'll be there.  If the latter, I won't.  Since the three
school landmarks are on the agenda, there are likely to be other members of
HPFC present who will be able to answer any questions about the report.  I'll try
to confirm that and let you know.
 
I'll try to let you know ahead of time if I have to cancel, but I may not be until just
an hour or so ahead.
 
Bob
 
On Wed, Sep 20, 2017 at 1:30 PM, Andrew Wolfram <andrew@tefarch.com>
wrote:
Hi Robert,
Yes, October 18th would be a good time to report on the Fund
Committee.  I'll ask Jonas to schedule the School items as the first regular
calendar items. so the times are close together
Thanks,
Andrew

 
 
Andrew Wolfram, LEED AP, AIA
Principal
 
D 415.901.4912
C 415.265.9911
andrew@TEFarch.com
 
TEF Design
1420 Sutter St, San Francisco, CA 94109
TEFarch.com 
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Watch a great video of our newly completed Pier 17 project
 
 
On Wed, Sep 20, 2017 at 12:32 PM, Robert Cherny <robt.cherny@gmail.com>
wrote:
Andrew and Tim,
 
I'm planning on attending the HPC meeting on Oct 18 to comment or answer
questions about the three school landmark nominations.  
 
That would probably also be a good time for me to report to HPC on what the
Fund Committee has been doing.  We have missed the six-month mark by quite a
ways but the HPFC has not been particularly active since my last report, which
was last November.  
 
Let me know if you'd like a report on HPFC on that date, and I'll get it together
and send it to you in time to go out with the other material.
 
If you schedule that report for Oct 18, and have it early in the meeting as has been
done before, could the school landmark nominations also be early in the meeting? 
Thanks.
 
Bob
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kn4ajWjdpBQ
mailto:robt.cherny@gmail.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 554 Fillmore - Request for Continuance - Item 7 on 10/18 agenda
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 1:20:56 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Andrew Junius [mailto:ajunius@reubenlaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 11:56 AM
To: aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com; rsejohns@yahoo.com;
dianematsuda@hotmail.com; jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com; Andrew Wolfram
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Frye, Tim (CPC); Ferguson, Shannon (CPC)
Subject: 554 Fillmore - Request for Continuance - Item 7 on 10/18 agenda
 
President Wolfram and Commissioners:
 
Please see the email below from the owners of 554 Fillmore.  Given that neither John or
Annabel can attend the hearing tomorrow, and are in no position to focus on this matter for
a number of months as they attempt to deal with the disaster, we respectfully request
continuance of the matter to January 2018.
 
Thank you.
 
 

 
Andrew J. Junius, Partner
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA  94104
T.  (415) 567-9000
F.  (415) 399-9480
C. (415) 336-3796
ajunius@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
Conference Call: Please Dial 1-866-528-2256; Access Code: 9119999#
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REUBEN. JUNIUS & ROSE, u.r













PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information.  If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.
 
 
From: John Pollard [mailto:john@sfgarageco.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 11:18 AM
To: Andrew Junius <ajunius@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: Fire Sonoma
 

Dear Andrew, sorry Annabel and I have been out of pocket the past week and half.
 
Last week at 3 am on Monday, our family along with two other families on our
Sonoma Farm, barely escaped the fires due to the burning homes & fields on our
road! We currently are working on finding housing for 2 families, new temporary jobs
for our farm workers, and homes for all of our livestock animals that we had to
relocate.  At this time we are beyond being able to concentrate on anything other
that our immediate needs in Bennet Valley.
 
Sorry I we cannot be of further help.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
 
 
John Pollard
SF Garage Company, Inc
12 Gough Street, Suite 100
San Francisco, CA 94103
O: 415-826-0606
C: 415-602-0077
www.sfgarageco.com

mailto:john@sfgarageco.com
mailto:ajunius@reubenlaw.com
http://www.sfgarageco.com/


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of October 16, 2017
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 12:40:36 PM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 10.16.17.doc

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 12:01 PM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for Week of October 16, 2017
 
Colleagues,
 
Please find a memo attached that outlines items before commissions and boards for this week.
Let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Thanks!
Francis

Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org

Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee 
www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

October 16, 2017

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of October 16, 2017

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of October 16, 2017. 

Civil Service (Monday, October 16, 2PM)


Action Items

· Department of Human Resources Report on the City and County of San Francisco Pre-Employment Conviction History Program

· Review of Request for Approval of Proposed Personal Services Contracts:


· Mayor - $550,000 - To provide state legislative representation, to advocate on behalf of the City and Departments on legislative and regulatory matters, to assist with the implementation of the City’s State Legislative Agenda, and to keep the Mayor’s Office up-to-date with relevant information about State government activities.  As a City and County, San Francisco is affected by a broad range of issues across many disciplines and departments.  The City’s state legislative representatives should possess the experience and knowledge to work in a broad array of policy topics included, but not limited to economic development, health care, public safety, human services, housing environment, transportation, education and community development. 


· Port - $340,000 - Design (from conceptual through final engineering), permit, and provide related professional services to deliver construction documents for shoreline stabilization, sea level rise adaption, and habitat enhancement at existing park/natural area, Heron’s Head Park, on Port’s southern waterfront.

· Port - $1,400,000 - Drydock float, sandblast surfaces, repair damaged structural members, recoat surfaces, replace damaged utilities, and repair gangway.  Painting, welding, and electrical tasks will be performed in the Drydock.  Per industry practice, coating applicators have experience applying marine coatings.  Work window limited to non-baseball season (i.e. October to March).


· Public Utilities Commission - $7,500,000
The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) Infrastructure Division is issuing this RFP for the purpose of selecting and entering into an agreement with a professional services contractor to provide professional engineering services to support the City’s San Joaquin Pipeline (SJPL) System Reliability Improvement Project (“Project”).  The overall project is organized into a series multiple subproject components.  The subprojects included in the scope of this RFP will include: (1) Safe Entry and Surge Mitigation Design for the SJPL System (2) Tesla UV Valve Replacement, and (3) Oakdale Portal surge stack condition assessment.

· Adult Probation - $335,000 - A fully automated, we-based telephone reporting system based on interactive voice response (IVR) technology.  The system will have the capacity of automating the reception and dissemination of information by APD officer and their clients.  It will allow APD and its partners to modify clients’ information and generate reports regarding clients’ e3nrollment and compliance on programs required by the conditions of their supervision.  The system will be accessible to APD clients, APD staff and its partners 365 days a year, 24 hours a day.  Officers will have the ability to pre-record individual and group messages for clients.


· Report on Implicit Bias Learning Programs.

· Appeal by Sandra Funes of the Director of Transportation’s Determination to Administratively Close Her Untimely Complaint of Discrimination. Recommendation: Uphold the Director of Transportation’s decision and deny Ms. Sandra Funes’ appeal.

· Appeal by Charlotte Coquia of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject Her Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Ms. Charlotte Coquia.

· Appeal by Raymond Wang of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject His Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Postponed to the meeting of November 20, 2017.

· Appeal by Alissa Victa of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject Her Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Ms. Alissa Victa.

· Appeal by Victor Mena of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject His Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Mr. Victor Mena.

· Appeal by Sharon Tam of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject Her Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Postponed to the meeting of November 20, 2017.

· Appeal by Carol Wong of the Human Resources Director’s Decision to Reject Her Application for the Human Resources Analyst (Class 1241) Examination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny the appeal by Ms. Carol Wong.

· Request for Hearing by Andrea Pelous on behalf of Phenion Turnipseed, Admission Attendant (Class 3302) on Her Future Employment Restrictions with the City and County of San Francisco. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and restrict Phenion Turnipseed’s future employment to no future employment with the City and County of San Francisco, with the ability to petition for the restriction to be lifted after five (5) years of successful outside employment, showing appropriate responsiveness in a role as an admission attendant or similar employment.

· Request for Hearing by Kim Tolbert, Senior Account Clerk (Class 1632) on Her Future Employment Restrictions with the City and County of San Francisco. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and restrict Kim Tolbert’s future employment to no future employment with the City and County of San Francisco.

· Request for Hearing by Edward Skidmore, Stationary Engineer (Class 7341) on His Automatic Resignation and Future Employment Restrictions with the City and County of San Francisco. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and restrict Edward Skidmore’s future employment with the City and County of San Francisco for one year.


Youth (Monday, October 16, 515PM)


Discussion Only


· Presentation on Youth Leadership Institute’s Health Impact Project - Policy Advocacy Program


· Presentation on BLING Grants


Action Items

· Leave of Absence Request for October 3-December 4, 2017 for Commissioner Paola Robles Desgarennes


· Motion to allow Commissioner Robles Desgarennes to temporarily step down from Executive Officer role and reopen an Interim Election of 2017-2018 Youth Commission Outreach and Communications Officer


· Motion to allow Commissioner Robles Desgarennes to temporarily step down from role as YC rep and reopen Interim Election of 2017-2018 Youth Commission Representative to Our Children, Our Families Council


· [First Reading] Resolution to Support the Erection of the Comfort Women Statue in St. Mary’s Square


· Motion in favor of writing a thank you to Jerry Brown for his support of Youth Justice Reform


· Protocol on Connecting with City Staff and Elected Officials


Airport (Tuesday, October 17, 9AM)

Action Items

· Election of Officers

· Amendment to Clean Vehicle Policy for Shared-Ride Van Operators

· Approval of Phase C5 of Contract No. 10504.66 Design-Build Services for the AirTrain Extension and Improvements Program - Skanska Constructors - $13,786,939

· Award of Professional Services Contract No. 10401.45 Capital Program Support Services for the Airport Capital Improvement Program - Hill International, Inc. - $8,500,000


· Modification No. 1 to Professional Services Contract No. 11001.41 Project Management Support Services for the Wayfinding Enhancement Program - SFO Partners, a Joint Venture of Abadjis Systems, LTC and AGS, Inc. - $1,600,000


· Award of Contract No. 3829.61 Construction Services for the Medium Voltage Station ‘BP’ Replacement and Telecommunication Infrastructure Expansion Project - Schembri Construction Co., Inc. - $13,357,903


· Award of the International Terminal “A” Coffee Kiosk Concession Lease to Black Point Coffee SFO, LLC dba Black Point Café


· Approval for Artwork in Terminal 1, International Terminal A, the Hotel AirTrain Station, and the Hotel Resolutions approving eleven artists for artwork selected for locations in Terminal 1, International Terminal A, the Hotel AirTrain Station, and inside the Hotel.


· Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50083 for Disadvantaged Business Enterprise and Airport Concession Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Certification and Consulting Services and to Negotiate with the Highest Ranked Proposer


· Approval of Phase D to Contract No. 10060.71 Construction Manager/General Contractor Services for the Ground Transportation Unit Relocation Project - Turner Construction Company - $1,574,106


· Reject All Bids for Contract No. 10559.61 Construction Services for the Communications Center Infrastructure Improvements Project


· Modification No. 1 to Contract No. 9059 Domestic Garage Elevator Modernization Project Ascent Elevator - Time extension


· Ratification of the Settlement of Unlitigated Claims of $10,000 or Less During Fiscal Year 2016-2017


· Public Hearing to Receive Comments on the Proposed Airport Building Regulations and to Vote on Adoption of the Proposed Regulations which would Supersede the 1999 Tenant Improvement Guide


· Public Hearing to Receive Comments on the Proposed Amendments to the Airport’s Rules and Regulations and to Vote on Adoption of the Proposed Amendments


Community Investment & Infrastructure (Tuesday, October 17, 1PM)

Discussion Only


· Presentation by FivePoint, the Master Developer on Candlestick Point and Phase 1 and 2 of the Hunters Point Shipyard, on their compliance with the Community Benefits Programs for April through June of 2017; Hunters Point Shipyard and Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Areas

· Candlestick Point Retail Center Garage Status: Transmittal of Information on Air Quality Issues

Action Items

· Selecting Bridge Housing Corporation and Community Housing Partnership for the development of 141 affordable rental housing units (including one manager’s unit) with supportive services for formerly homeless persons at Mission Bay South Block 9; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 


· Approving the Report to the Board of Supervisors on the Amendments to the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project to remove an approximately 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20” from the Redevelopment Plan Area and authorizing the transmittal of the Report to the Board of Supervisors; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 


· Approving the amendments to the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project to remove a 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20” and adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; Recommending adoption of the Redevelopment Plan Amendments by the Board of Supervisors and submitting the recommendation, including the Redevelopment Plan Amendments, to the Board of Supervisors; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area

· Approving the Sixth Amendment to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement to remove a 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20”; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 


· Approving amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to remove a 0.3-acre portion of Seawall Lot 337 known as “P20”; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area


· Confirming the issuance of taxable and tax-exempt refunding tax allocation bonds captioned 2017 Series D Taxable Subordinate Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds (San Francisco Redevelopment Projects) in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed $158,000,000 and 2017 Series E Subordinate Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds (San Francisco Redevelopment Projects) in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed $27,000,000, approving preliminary and final official statements and a continuing disclosure certificate, and approval of other related documents and actions; various project areas

Entertainment (Tuesday, October 17, 5PM) - CANCELLED

Health (Tuesday, October 17, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· Emergency Medical Services Update

Action Items

· Request for Recommendation that the BOS Approve a New Contract with EPIC City Government LLC for the Provision of an Electronic Health Record System


· Resolution Approving the SFDPH 2018 State and Federal Legislative Plans

MTA (Tuesday, October 17, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Update on Vision Zero

Action Items

· Requesting the Controller to allot funds and to draw warrants against such funds available or will be available in payment of the following claims against the SFMTA:

· Alan Bolsh vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC15549539 filed on 12/21/15 for $10,000.

· Approving the following traffic modifications:


· ESTABLISH – RED ZONE − Clarendon Avenue, south side, from midblock crosswalk between Laguna Honda Boulevard and Olympia Way to 40 feet westerly.


· RESCIND – BUS ZONE − ESTABLISH – COMMERCIAL LOADING ZONE, 8 AM TO 7 PM, DAILY − ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO PARKING, 7 PM TO 8 AM, DAILY − Stanyan Street, west side, from Haight Street to 40 feet southerly


· ESTABLISH – RIGHT LANE MUST TURN RIGHT – Jones St., southbound at Turk St.


· RESCIND – PERPENDICULAR PARKING − ESTABLISH – PARALLEL PARKING − Indiana Street, west side, from 19th Street to 350 feet northerly


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING − Indiana Street, west side, at 19th Street


· RESCIND – PERPENDICULAR PARKING − ESTABLISH – PARALLEL PARKING − Indiana Street, west side, from 20th Street to 665 feet southerly


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING − Indiana Street, west side, at 20th Street; Indiana Street, west side, from 250 to 335 feet south of 20th Street; and Indiana Street, west side, from 495 to 535 feet south of 20th Street


· ESTABLISH – NO LEFT TURN − 7th Street, northbound, at Channel Street – Channel Street, eastbound, at 7th Street


· ESTABLISH – SIDEWALK WIDENING − ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME − Hooper Street, north side, from 7th Street to 36 feet westerly; Hooper Street, north side, from 74 feet to 157 feet west of 7th Street; Hooper Street, north side, from 495 feet to 578 feet west of 7th Street; and Channel Street, south side, from 481 feet to 609 feet west of 7th Street


· ESTABLISH – RED CURB − Hooper Street, south side, from 7th Street to 40 feet westerly


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME − Channel Street, north side, from Carolina Street to 7th Street


· RESCIND − TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME EXCEPT MARKED POLICE VEHICLES − Jessie Street, south side, from 6th Street to 131 feet westerly; and Jessie Street, south side, from 143 feet to 162 feet west of 6th Street


· ESTABLISH – TOW − AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME; Jessie Street, south side, from 6th Street to western terminus.


· Approving the SubwayArt18: UMS: Fabrication Campbell/Klotz Artwork Agreement with Demiurge LLC (Demiurge) for fabrication of artwork designed by Jim Campbell and Werner Klotz for the Union Square Market Street Station Platform of the Central Subway Project for an amount not to exceed $819,287. 

· Approving the Third Amendment to Agreement No. CS-159, Intergovernmental Agreement between the Transbay Joint Powers Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, to add additional services related to installation of ticket vending machines in the new Transbay Transit Center, reallocate task budgets, and extend the term of the Agreement from December 31, 2017 to June 30, 2018 for no additional cost.

· Amending Transportation Code, Division II, to establish a fee to be charged to customers at parking facilities under the SFMTA’s jurisdiction for use of electric vehicle charging stations to recover the SFMTA’s program costs, charging station maintenance and electricity costs, and payment processing charges, in an amount not to exceed $2.75 per charging session.

· Approving a parking protected bikeway and various parking and traffic modifications, along Folsom Street between 11th Street and 5th Street until April 17, 2019 as follows:


· ESTABLISH – CLASS IV PROTECTED BIKEWAY - Folsom Street, eastbound, south side, from 11th Street to Falmouth Street


· RESCIND – BUS ZONE - Folsom Street, south side, from 11th Street to 85 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, 9th Street to 78 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 8th Street to 85 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 49 feet to 106 feet west of 7th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 6th Street to 80 feet easterly


· ESTABLISH – TRANSIT BOARDING ISLAND – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, south side, from 5 feet to 48 feet east of 11th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 5 feet to 57 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 5 feet to 67 feet east of 8th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 5 feet to 70 feet east of 7th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 85 feet to 141 feet east of 6th Street.


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, south side, from 10th Street to 160 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 8th Street to 184 feet westerly


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY NO PARKING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, north side, from 10th Street to 27 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 11th Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 48 feet to 69 feet east of 11th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Juniper Street to 88 feet westerly, Folsom Street, north side, from Dore Street to 26 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 10th Street to 39 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 50 feet to 81 feet east of 10th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 38 feet to 96 feet west of Dore Street, Folsom Street, south side from Dore Street to 22 feet westerly, Folsom Street, north side, from 9th Street to 35 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from Dore Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 41 feet to 75 feet east of Dore Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 9th Street to 35 feet westerly, Folsom Street, north side, from 8th Street to 29 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 9th Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 57 feet to 79 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 103 feet to 122 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 203 feet to 236 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 184 feet to 241 feet west of 8th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 8th Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 67 feet to 77 feet east of 8th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Rodgers Street to 25 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from Rodgers Street to 8 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 65 feet to 109 feet east of Rodgers Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Hallam Street to 23 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side from Hallam Street to 10 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 31 feet to 100 feet west of Langton Street, Folsom Street, south side from Langton Street to 13 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from Langton Street to 65 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 7th Street to 58 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side from 7th Street to 5 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side from 70 feet to 195 feet east of 7th Street, Folsom Street, south side from Sherman Street to 36 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from Sherman Street to 8 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 29 feet to 145 feet east of Sherman Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Columbia Street to 28 feet westerly, Harriet Street, west side, from Folsom to 10 feet southerly, Harriet Street, east side, from Folsom to 10 feet southerly, Folsom Street, north side, from 5th Street to 34 feet westerly, Folsom Street, south side, from 6th Street to 85 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from 141 feet to 178 feet east of 6th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 194 feet to 245 feet east of 6th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 116 feet to 155 feet west of Falmouth Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Falmouth Street to 93 feet westerly


· ESTABLISH – BLUE ZONE - Folsom Street, north side, from 11th Street to 20 feet easterly, 6th Street, east side, from 32 feet to 54 feet north of Folsom Street


· RESCIND – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from Dore Street to 40 feet easterly, Folsom Street, south side, from Sherman Street to 47 feet westerly

· ESTABLISH – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM, MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 69 feet to 102 feet east of 11th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from Juniper Street to 30 feet easterly


· RESCIND – YELLOW METER LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 14 feet to 34 feet west of 5th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 39 feet to 59 feet west of Falmouth Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW METER LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM, MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 34 feet to 54 feet west of 5th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 93 feet to 116 feet west of Falmouth Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 155 feet to 178 feet west of Falmouth Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 5PM, MONDAY TO FRIDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 79 feet to 103 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 236 feet to 272 feet east of 9th Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 7AM TO 6PM, MONDAY TO FRIDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 220 feet to 250 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, north side, from 25 feet to 62 feet east of 8th Street, Folsom Street, north side, from 47 feet to 72 feet west of Rausch Street, Folsom Street, north side, from 28 feet to 57 feet east of Langton Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 83 feet to 118 feet west of Hallam Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 10 feet to 55 feet east of Hallam Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW METER LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 4:30PM, MONDAY TO FRIDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 144 feet to 164 feet east of 6th Street


· RESCIND – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 6PM MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 131 feet to 151 street east of 7th Street


· ESTABLISH – YELLOW LOADING ZONE, 8AM TO 6PM, MONDAY TO SATURDAY - Folsom Street, north side, from 9 feet to 34 feet east of 7th Street, Folsom Street, north side, from Moss Street to 30 feet easterly


· RESCIND – MOTORCYCLE PARKING - Folsom Street, south side, from 79 feet to 103 feet east of 10th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 78 feet to 85 feet east of 9th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 168 feet to 179 feet east of 7th Street


· ESTABLISH – MOTORCYCLE PARKING - Folsom Street, north side, from 19 feet to 38 feet east of 10th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 39 feet to 50 feet east of 10th Street, Folsom Street, south side, from 81 feet to 88 feet east of 10th Street


· RESCIND – WHITE ZONE, 8AM TO 10AM AND 3PM TO 6PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 236 feet to 241 feet west of 8th Street


· ESTABLISH - WHITE ZONE, 8AM TO 10AM AND 3PM TO 6PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY - Folsom Street, south side, from 272 feet to 277 feet east of 9th Street


· RESCIND – WHITE ZONE AT ALL TIMES - Folsom Street, north side, from 34 feet to 54 feet west of 5th Street


· ESTABLISH – WHITE ZONE AT ALL TIMES - Folsom Street, north side, from 74 feet to 94 feet west of 5th Street


· RESCIND – BIKE PARKING ONLY - Folsom Street, south side, from 124 feet to 153 feet west of 8th Street


· ESTABLISH – NO RIGHT TURN ON RED EXCEPT BICYCLES - Folsom Street, eastbound at 11th Street, 11th Street, northbound at Folsom Street, 9th Street, northbound at Folsom Street, Folsom Street, eastbound at 6th Street, 6th Street, northbound at Folsom Street


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING EXCEPT BICYCLES, BIKE SHARE STATION – Folsom Street, south side, from 35 feet to 111 feet west of 9th Street.

· Approving bicycle, parking and traffic modifications associated with the Folsom Street 11th to 13th Streets Bike Lane Gap Closure Project as follows:


· ESTABLISH - CLASS II BUFFERED BIKE LANE - Folsom Street, westbound, from 11th Street to 13th Street; and Folsom Street, eastbound, from 13th Street to 12th Street


· ESTABLISH - CLASS IV PROTECTED BIKE LANE - Folsom Street, eastbound, from 12th Street to 11th Street


· ESTABLISH - TOW AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, west side, from 13th Street to 135 feet northerly; and Folsom Street, south side, from 11th Street to 100 feet westerly


· ESTABLISH – RIGHT LANE MUST TURN RIGHT (EXCEPT BICYCLES) – Folsom Street, north side, from 12th Street to 105 feet easterly


· ESTABLISH - NO PARKING ANYTIME - Folsom Street, north side, from 12th Street to 80 feet west of 11th Street.


· Amending Transportation Code, Division II, to create a private transit vehicle permit program, including application requirements, permit terms and conditions, fees, and administrative penalties.


· Amending Transportation Code, Division II, Article 1100 to remove references to Non Standard Vehicles, to eliminate the requirement that vehicles have less than 100,000 miles, eliminate the model year limitation, and amend hearing procedures and make a correction in the numbering of Section 1116.

· Presentation regarding the Fiscal Year 2017 Travel Decision Survey.


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - Existing Litigation: Luz Godizano vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC16551983 filed on 5/13/16 for $2,012,971.42 (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, October 18, 5PM)

Action Items

· JURISDICTION REQUEST - Subject property at 1574 35th Avenue. Nathan Nierbergall, requestor, is asking that the Board take jurisdiction over BPA No. 2016/12/28/6059, which was issued on July 17, 2017 by the Department of Building Inspection. The appeal period ended on August 01, 2017, and the jurisdiction request was filed at the Board office on August 25, 2017. Permit Holder: Tina Tsao. Project: remove storage rooms in garage and baths to expand size of garage for two autos; no exterior work.

· APPEAL - SID REZIG vs. MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - Appealing the REVOCATION on July 21,


· 2017, of an A-Card (Taxi Driving) Permit.


· APPEAL - JERRY DRATLER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 25 17th Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on August 01, 2017, to Twenty Five 17th Avenue, LLC, of an Alteration Permit (abate Planning Enforcement Case No. 2016-009806ENF and DBI NOV Nos. 201623795 and 201757399; remove exterior bay and chase along south wall at all floors; interior remodel at ground floor; at ground and second floors, voluntary lateral strengthening and partial structural strengthening of floor, removal of exterior deck and stairs). NOTE: Upon motion by Commissioner Swig, the Board voted 4-1 (Commissioner Lazarus dissented) to continue this matter to October 18, 2017 to allow time for the project sponsor to meet with the neighbors to reach a more satisfactory resolution on the direction of the project.

· APPEAL - ROBERT & JUDITH DUFFY vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 2517 Pacific Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 11, 2017, to Kawaja Family Trust, of an Alteration Permit (foundation replacement and basement remodel).


· APPEAL - BRYAN & ERIN CARTER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, CARMEN ZELL AND JAMES RUBENSTEIN, Section 14 Parties, RE: 68 Richardson Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 14, 2017, to Bryan & Erin Carter, of a Site Permit (addition to single family residence consisting of new third floor; includes new bathroom).


· BARBARA LAWRENCE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 2226 Green Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 17, 2017, to John Stalder & Meghan Laffey, of a Site Permit (5'6" deep horizontal infill addition at existing fourth floor; 3'0" deck extension at existing fourth floor; kitchen renovation; remove wood trellis at third and fourth floors).


· JANINE SHIUE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 2226 Green Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on July 17, 2017, to John Stalder & Meghan Laffey, of a Site Permit (5'6" deep horizontal infill addition at existing fourth floor; 3'0" deck extension at existing fourth floor; kitchen renovation; remove wood trellis at third and fourth floors).


Building Inspection (Wednesday, October 18, 930AM)

Discussion Only


· Discussion on Accela permit and project tracking system.

· Update regarding DBI policies and standards that are used to evaluate modular construction plans, including the inspection process and standards that are applied to modular construction.

· Discussion regarding DBI’s protocols for flags on top of rigging machines.  

· Discussion and presentation regarding the Permitting process on Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s).

· Update regarding the Nominations Sub-Committee, and Board of Examiners (BOE) vacancies.

Action Items

· Discussion and possible action regarding a proposed Ordinance (Board of Supervisors File No. 171042) amending the Administrative, Business and Tax Regulations, Health, and Police Codes to comprehensively regulate commercial activities relating to the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, testing, sale, and delivery of medicinal and adult use cannabis by requiring businesses that engage in commercial cannabis activities to obtain a permit from the Office of Cannabis, in addition to other requirements.

· Discussion and possible action on the annual performance evaluation for the Director - Director of the Department of Building Inspection – Mr. Tom C. Hui (Closed Session)


· Discussion and possible action on the annual performance evaluation for the BIC Secretary - Secretary to the Building Inspection Commission – Ms. Sonya Harris (Closed Session)

Elections (Wednesday, October 18, 6PM)


Action Items

· Open Source Voting - Discussion and possible action regarding the City and County of San Francisco's open source voting system project.

Historic Preservation (Wednesday, October 18, 1230PM)


Discussion Only


· LANDMARK DESIGNATION WORK PROGRAM QUARTERLY REPORT – Discussion of the HPC's Landmark Designation Work Program.

Action Items

· 546-548 FILLMORE STREET, 554 FILLMORE STREET, 735 FELL STREET, 660 OAK STREET – east side of Fillmore Street, north side of Oak Street, south side of Fell Street, Assessor's Blocks/Lots 0828/021, 0828/022, 0828/022A and 0828/012 (District 5). Consideration to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors designation of the former Sacred Heart Church Complex which includes the former rectory, church, school and convent buildings pursuant to Article 10, Section 1004(c) of the Planning Code. Sacred Heart Parish Complex is significant for its association with the growth and development of the Western Addition and Catholic religious institutions in San Francisco in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; with prominent and influential civil rights activist Father Eugene Boyle, pastor of the church from 1968 to 1972; as a distinctive and well‐executed example of a Romanesque Revival‐style Catholic parish grouping and for its association with master architect Thomas J. Welsh. 546-548 Fillmore Street is located in a RM-3 Residential-Mixed, Medium Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District; 554 Fillmore Street is located in a RM-1 Residential-Mixed, Low Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District; 735 Fell Street is located in a RM-3 Residential-Mixed, Medium Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District; and 660 Oak Street is located in a RM-1 Residential-Mixed, Low Density Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve


· 460 ARGUELLO BOULEVARD – east side of Arguello Blvd. between Euclid Avenue and Geary Blvd., Assessor's Block 1061, Lot 049 (District 1). Consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the Theodore Roosevelt Middle School as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. 460 Arguello Blvd was added to the Landmark Designation Work program on June 15, 2011. Theodore Roosevelt Middle School is architecturally significant as San Francisco's only Dutch/German Expressionist style building designed by master architect Timothy Pflueger and exhibits high artistic values in its three New Deal murals. It is located in a P - Public Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 600 32ND AVE – east side of 32nd Avenue between Geary Blvd. and Balboa Street, Assessor's Block 1574, Lot 001 (District 1). Consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the George Washington High School as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. 600 32nd Avenue was added to the Landmark Designation Work program on August 17, 2016. George Washington High School is associated with significant events, as it was built largely using Public Works Administration funds. It is also architecturally significant as it embodies the characteristics of the Streamline Moderne style, represents the work of master architect Timothy Pflueger, and exhibits high artistic values in its four New Deal murals and one outdoor frieze that were all sponsored by the Federal Art Project. It is located in a P - Public Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 2728 BRYANT STREET – west side of Bryant Street between 25th and 26th streets, Assessor's Block 4273, Lot 008 (District 8). Consideration to Initiate Landmark Designation of the Sunshine School as an individual Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. 2728 Bryant Street was added to the Landmark Designation Work program on June 15, 2011. The Sunshine School is significant for its association with events as the first public school specifically designed for children with disabilities built west of the Rockies and for its association with the Public Works Administration. It is also architecturally significant as it embodies the distinctive characteristics of the Spanish Colonial Revival style with Art Deco and Moorish accents; represents the work of four master architects - Albert A. Schroepfer, Charles F. Strothoff, Martin J. Rist, and Smith O'Brien; and exhibits high artistic values in its ingenious floorplan devised to combine two specialized schools into one campus and in its quality of materials and workmanship. It is located in a P - Public Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate

· 3158 MISSION STREET – on the west side of Mission Street near Precita Avenue. Assessor's Block 6574, Lot 007 (District 9). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business application. El Rio, Your Dive is a local bar and community event space founded in 1978 by Malcom Thornley and Robert Nett and is inspired by their leather motorcycle riding lifestyle and their love for Brazil and Brazilian culture. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is within the NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval


· 90 WELSH STREET – on the north side of Welsh Street near 4th Street. Assessor's Block 3583, Lot 011 (District 6). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business application. Founded in 1973, Hwa Rang Kwan Martial Arts Center is believed to be the oldest Korean martial arts center on the West Coast and serves both youth and adults in the South of Market neighborhood and throughout San Francisco. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is within the SLI (SOMA Service – Light Industrial) Zoning District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

Police (Wednesday, October 18, 5PM)

Discussion Only


· Presentation of the 2nd & 3rd Quarters 2017 FDRB Finding & Recommendations & OIS Investigative Summary


· Presentation of the Safe Place Initiative

· SFPD/DPA Status Report on 3rd Quarter 2017 General Orders/Policy Proposals

· Presentation by the Department and the Coalition on Homelessness on the status of responding to calls for service involving individuals with mental health issues        

Action Items

· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION:  Chief of Police - Review of findings and Chief’s decision to return or not return officers to duty following officer-involved shooting (OIS 17-005) (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION: Hearing on the Motion to Vacate Discipline and Dismiss Charges filed in regards to the Appeal of the Chief’s Suspension in Case No. OCC 0167-15, or take other action, if necessary (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION: Status and calendaring of pending disciplinary cases (Closed Session)        

Status of Women (Wednesday, October 18, 4PM)


Discussion Only 

· Resolution Recognizing Lisa James and Anna Marjavi


· Resolution Recognizing CEDAW Women’s Human Rights Awardees

· Strategic Plan Overview

Action Items

· Proposed Legislation on Increased Representation of Women in City Government and Depiction in Public Spaces:


· Administrative Code - Maya Angelou Statue at Main Library - City Policy Regarding Depiction of Women on City Property - Women’s Recognition Public Art Fund.


· Affirming San Francisco’s Commitment to 30 Percent Female Representation by 2020

Library (Thursday, October 19, 430PM) - CANCELLED

Planning (Thursday, October 19, 1PM)

Action Items – Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 452 OAK STREET – north side of Oak Street between Buchanan and Laguna Streets; Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0830 (District 5)  Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207 and 209.4, to allow the subdivision of a through lot with frontages on Oak Street and Hickory Street causing the existing structure on the newly-created lot fronting on Oak Street to exceed the dwelling unit density limits within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).  (Proposed for Continuance to October 26, 2017)

· 452 OAK STREET - north side of Oak Street between Buchanan and Laguna Streets; Lot 011 in Assessor’s Block 0830 (District 5) - Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 140, to allow a subdivision of a through lot with frontages on Oak Street and Hickory Street causing the existing structure on the newly-created lot fronting on Oak Street to lose compliance with rear yard requirements exposure requirements for 6 of the building’s 12 units. The subject property is within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed for Continuance to October 26, 2017)

· 1 ARDATH COURT - east side of Ingalls Street, north of Hudson Court, Lot 008 of Assessor’s Block 4712 (District 10) - Request for a modification to a Planned Unit Development-Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303 and 304, with specific modifications to Planning Code requirements related to rear yard (Planning Code Section 134), to construct a new 5,659 square foot recreation center for residents of the Northridge Cooperative Homes. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to November 2, 2017)

· 583 47TH AVENUE - west side of 47th Avenue between Geary Boulevard and Anza Street; Lot 016E in Assessor’s Block 1497 (District 1) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.10.22.0473, proposing to construct a one-story 425-square foot vertical addition above the existing two-story dwelling, a roof deck above the proposed new 3rd floor as well as front and rear roof decks above the 2nd floor within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to December 7, 2017)

· 2358 FILLMORE STREET - southeast corner of Fillmore and Washington Streets; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 0612 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 718 to allow the establishment of a Liquor Store (dba “Verve Wine”) in a ground floor retail space in a 2-story commercial building in the Upper Fillmore Neighborhood Commercial District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to December 7, 2017)

· 372 7TH AVENUE - east side of 7th Avenue, between Clement Street and Geary Boulevard; Lot 023 in Assessor’s Block 1438 (District 1) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 712 to legalize a Massage Establishment use that is operating as accessory to an existing Medical Service use (dba “Tian Yun Clinic”) at the ground floor of a 3-story mixed-use building in a NC-3 Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. (Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)

Discussion Only


· 2017 TRANSPORTATION SECTOR CLIMATE ACTION STRATEGY – Informational Presentation providing an overview of the 2017 Transportation Sector Climate Action Strategy, which has been authored by the SFMTA and its city partners, including the Planning Department. The Strategy provides the framework for the reduction of emissions and transformation of the transportation sector necessary to realize San Francisco’s mid-century climate goals. The Strategy is scheduled for presentation and action at the SFMTA Board of Directors in December 2017.


Action Items


· 175 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD - east side of Bayshore Boulevard between Jerrold and Oakdale Avenues, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 5559 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.65 and 303 to demolish an existing one-story plumbing supply storage building and storage shed structure as well as to construct a new one-story automotive repair building (DBA Alioto’s Garage) within a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair) District, the Bayshore Home Improvement Special Use District and 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· CANNABIS REGULATION [BOARD FILE NO. 171041] - Planning Code Amendment introduced by Mayor Lee to [1] establish a local regulatory framework for the cultivation, sale, and use of adult use cannabis consistent with 2016’s Proposition 64 (The Adult Use of Marijuana Act), and [2] update regulations relating to Medical Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs) including regulations on  allowed locations and conversions; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making a finding of public necessity, convenience, and welfare pursuant to Planning Code Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT AND THE 24TH STREET – MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT - pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Planning Commission will consider Planning Code Amendments to revise the controls in the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (Mission NCT) to remove Administrative Services as permitted use, to limit the merging of lots, and to allow certain Production, Distribution, and Repair uses, and to revise the controls in the 24th Street – Mission Neighborhood Commercial Transit District to allow certain Production, Distribution, and Repair uses. Planning Code sections proposed for amendment include Sections 754, 763, and 121.7. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

· 118-134 KISSLING STREET - located on the north side of Kissling Street between 11th and 12th Streets, Assessor’s Block 3516, Lots 039, 040, 041, and 042 -  Request to Initiate a Zoning Map Amendment, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302 and 306, to amend San Francisco Zoning Map Sheet No.ZN07 to rezone Block No. 3516 and Lots Nos. 039 (118-120 Kissling Street), 040 (124 Kissling Street), 041 (130 Kissling Street), and 042 (134 Kissling Street) from RED (Residential Enclave) to RED-MX (Residential Enclave-Mixed). The subject property is currently located within the RED (Residential Enclave) Zoning District, Western SoMa Special Use District, and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PLAN – request for Endorsement, the TDM plan is a work program comprised of strategies to support sustainable travel options for existing and future residents, tenants, employees and visitors. Four San Francisco agencies will implement this TDM work program. Planning’s lead responsibilities primarily address land use development, which includes implementing the recently adopted Planning Code section 169: TDM Ordinance. Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution Endorsing the Plan

· INDIA BASIN MIXED-USE PROJECT (700 INNES AVENUE, 900 INNES AVENUE, INDIA BASIN OPEN SPACE, AND INDIA BASIN SHORELINE PARK) - located on the east side of Innes Avenue between Hunters Point Boulevard and Earl Street, Assessor's Blocks/Lots 4644/ 001-018, 004, 004A, 005, 005S, 006, 006A, 007, 008, 009, 010, 010A, 010B, 010C, 011; 4631/001, 002; 4620/001, 002; 4607/024, 025; 4596/026; 4597/026; 4606/026, 100; 4621/016, 018, 021, 100, 101; 4630/002, 005, 007, 100; 4645/001, 003A, 004, 006, 007, 007A, 010, 010A, 011, 012, 013; 4629A/010, 011; 4646/001-003, 003A, 019, 020; 4629A/003-006, 012, 013; 4622/007, 008, 012, 013, 016-019; 4605/010-019; and 4645/014, 015 - Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Through a public-private partnership between the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department and the privately owned real estate development company BUILD, the proposed project would redevelop approximately 39 acres located along the India Basin shoreline into an integrated network of new public parks, wetlands habitat, and a mixed-use urban village. The mixed-use urban village would include two options: (1) a residentially-oriented project with approximately 1,240 dwelling units, 275,330 square feet of commercial space, 50,000 square feet of institutional space, and 1,800 parking spaces; or (2) a commercially-oriented project with approximately 500 dwelling units, 1,000,000 square feet of commercial space, 50,000 square feet of institutional space, and 1,932 parking spaces. The project site is located within M-1 (Light Industrial), M-2 (Heavy Industrial), NC-2 (Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial), and P (Public Use) Zoning Districts and 40-X and OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk Districts. NOTE: Written comments will be accepted at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on October 30, 2017. Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT - south side of Market Street between Brady and 12th Streets; Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, 034, and 035 in Assessor’s Block 3505 – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building at 1621 Market Street and the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building at 1629-1645 Market Street; rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel at 1601 Market Street, and remove the existing on-site surface parking lots. The proposed project would construct five buildings including: a four-story, 58-foot-tall UA Local 38 building; a 10-story, 85-foot-tall addition to the Lesser Brothers Building; a 10-story, 85-foot-tall mixed-use residential building with ground-floor retail; a nine-story, 85-foot-tall mixed-use residential building with ground-floor retail; and a six-story, 68-foot-tall affordable housing building on Colton Street. The five-story, 55-foot-tall Civic Center Hotel would be rehabilitated to contain residential units and ground-floor retail. Up to 316 parking spaces would be provided in a two-level below-grade garage accessed from Stevenson and Brady Streets. The project would create a publicly-accessible open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets as well as a publicly-accessible mid-block passage from the open space to Market Street. Overall, the project would include approximately 455,900 square feet of residential use containing 484 units, an additional 100 affordable units in the Colton Street Affordable Housing Building, 33,500 square feet of open space, 32,100 square feet of union facility use, and 13,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use. The project site is located in a NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) and P (Public) Zoning Districts and OS (Open Space), 40-X, and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. NOTE: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on June 26, 2017. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in the Final EIR. Preliminary Recommendation: Certify

· 1601-1645 MARKET STREET (AKA 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT) - located on the south side of Market Street between 12th and Brady Streets; Assessor’s Block 3505 Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, 034 and 035 (District 6) - Request for Adoption of Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project.  The 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building, demolish the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building, rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel and construct five new buildings, including a 10-story addition to the Lesser Brothers Building, a new four-story union hall, a new 10-story residential building, a new nine-story residential building, and the six-story Colton Street Affordable Housing building. Overall, the Project would include construction of 455,900 square feet of residential use that would contain up to 484 residential units and up to 100 affordable units, for a total of up to 584 units. In addition, the Project would include 32,100 square feet of union facility use, 13,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use, and 33,500 square feet of publicly-accessible and residential open space. As part of the Project, the Project Sponsor would develop a new privately-owned publicly-accessible open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets. The project site is currently located within a NCT-3 (Neighborhood Commercial Transit, Moderate Scale) and P (Public) Zoning Districts, and OS (Open Space), 40-X and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act.

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT - Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of the General Plan Amendments for the Ordinance introduced by the Planning Commission to amend Map No. 1, Map No. 3 and Policy 7.2.5 of the Market & Octavia Area Plan for the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project & Special Use District. On September 14, 2017, the Planning Commission recommended initiation of the aforementioned General Plan Amendments, per Planning Commission Resolution No. 19994.  On October 19, 2017, the Planning Commission will consider the aforementioned General Plan Amendments pursuant to Planning Code Section 340.  The proposed amendments will be before the Planning Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors, and adopt findings, including environmental findings and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT [BOARD FILE NO. 170938] - Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments introduced by Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Jane Kim to: establish the 1629 Market Street Special Use District (SUD); amend Zoning Use District Map No. ZN07 to realign the zoning districts to the parcel configuration of the Project amend Height and Bulk District No. HT07 to realign the height and bulk districts to the parcel configuration of the Project and increase the height and bulk district of Block 3505 Lots 027 and 028 from 40-X to 68-X; and, amend Special Use District Map No. SU07. These amendments would support the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project. In short, the 1629 Market Street SUD would modify the Planning Code requirements for useable open space and bulk controls along narrow streets and alleys. The proposed amendments will be before the Planning Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT - located on the south side of Market Street between 12th and Brady Streets; Assessor’s Block 3505 Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, 034 and 035 (District 6) - Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and “Strada Brady, LLC” in association with the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project. The proposed Development Agreement will address open space and affordable housing. The 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building, demolish the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building, rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel and construct five new buildings, including a 10-story addition to the Lesser Brothers Building, a new four-story union hall, a new 10-story residential building, a new nine-story residential building, and the six-story Colton Street Affordable Housing building. Overall, the Project would include construction of 455,900 square feet of residential use that would contain up to 484 residential units and up to 100 affordable units, for a total of up to 584 units. In addition, the Project would include 32,100 square feet of union facility use, 13,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use, and 33,500 square feet of publicly-accessible and residential open space. As part of the Project, the Project Sponsor would develop a new privately-owned publicly-accessible open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets.  Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 56.4(c), the Director of Planning has received and accepted a complete application for the amendment of the above-mentioned development agreement which is available for review by the public at the Planning Department in Planning Department Case File No. 2015-005848DVA. Preliminary Recommendation: Recommend Approval to Board of Supervisors

· 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USE PROJECT - located on the south side of Market Street between 12th and Brady Streets; Assessor’s Block 3505 Lots 001, 007, 008, 027, 028, 029, 031, 031A, 032, 032A, 033, 033A, 034 and 035 (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development (PUD), pursuant to Planning Code Section 121.1, 121.2, 207.6, 303, 304 and 752, for: 1) development on a lot larger than 10,000 square feet; 2) modification of the dwelling unit mix requirement; and, 3) establishment of a non-residential use larger than 4,000 square feet in the NCT-3 Zoning District, for the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project. The 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project would demolish the existing UA Local 38 building, demolish the majority of the Lesser Brothers Building, rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel and construct five new buildings, including a 10-story addition to the Lesser Brothers Building, a new four-story union hall, a new 10-story residential building, a new nine-story residential building, and the six-story Colton Street Affordable Housing building. Overall, the Project would include construction of 455,900 square feet of residential use that would contain up to 484 residential units and up to 100 affordable units, for a total of up to 584 units. In addition, the Project would include 32,100 square feet of union facility use, 13,000 square feet of ground-floor retail/restaurant use, and 33,500 square feet of publicly-accessible and residential open space. As part of the Project, the Project Sponsor would develop a new privately-owned publicly-accessible open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets.  Under the PUD, the Commission must also grant modifications from the Planning Code requirements for: 1) rear yard (Planning Code Section 134); 2) permitted obstructions (Planning Code Section 136); 3) dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140); 4) street frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1); 5) off-street loading (Planning Code Section 152); and, 6) measurement of height (Planning Code Section 260). The project site is currently located within a NCT-3 (Neighborhood Commercial Transit, Moderate Scale) and P (Public) Zoning Districts, and OS (Open Space), 40-X and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 888 TENNESSEE STREET - located on the northwest corner of Tennessee & 20th Streets, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 4060 (District 10) - Request for Adoption of Findings, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295, regarding the shadow study that concluded the new construction of a four-story, 45-ft tall, mixed-use building with up to 110 dwelling units would not be adverse to the use of Espirit Park, which is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission. The subject property is located within the Dogpatch Landmark District, UMU (Urban Mixed-Use Zoning District) and a 45-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Adopt Findings

· 888 TENNESSEE STREET - located on the northwest corner of Tennessee & 20th Streets, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 4060 (District 10) - Request for a Large Project Authorization (LPA), pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, to demolish the existing two-story industrial building and construct a new four-story (45-feet tall) mixed-use building (measuring approximately 88,100 sq ft) with 110 dwelling units, 5,472 square feet of ground floor commercial use, 83 off-street parking spaces, and public and private open space. Under the LPA, the project is requesting exceptions to the Planning Code requirements for rear yard (Planning Code Section 134), permitted obstructions (Planning Code Section 136), dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140), street frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1), off-street loading (Planning Code Section 152.1), and measurement of height (Planning Code Section 260). The project site is located within the Dogpatch Landmark District, UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· FORMULA RETAIL GROCERY STORE IN FULTON STREET GROCERY STORE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT; AMENDMENTS TO PLANNG CODE SECTION 249.35A [BOARD FILE 170514] - Planning Code Amendment to allow a grocery store that may be defined as a formula retail use in the Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District, and adding criteria for approval; extending the duration of the controls; and making environmental findings, findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 555 FULTON STREET - southeast corner of Fulton and Laguna Street; Lot 058 in Assessor’s Block 0794 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c), 303.1, 703.4, and 249.35A to establish a formula retail sales and services establishment (d.b.a. New Seasons Market) as would be permitted under Planning Code Amendments proposed under Board File No. 170514. The project is located within a RTO (Residential Transit Oriented) and Hayes Valley NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning Districts and 40-X/50-X Height and Bulk District, and the Fulton Street Grocery Store Special Use District. Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the environment. No CEQA review is required pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 711 VAN NESS AVENUE - northwest corner of Van Ness Avenue and Turk Street; Lot 203 in Assessor’s Block 0743 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3, 303, and 303.1, to allow the establishment of a Formula Retail pharmacy store (dba “CVS Pharmacy”) within a RC-4 Zoning District the Van Ness Special Use District and 130-V Height and Bulk District, as well as to allow a non-residential use size greater than 5,999 square feet. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 114 LYON STREET - east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the merger of four dwelling units into two dwelling units. The proposed project would legalize the merger of four dwelling units into a 3,096 sq. ft. dwelling and a 341 sq. ft. studio unit behind the garage in a four-story residential building.  The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The Project is defined as not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (“CEQA”) Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove

· 114 LYON STREET - east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134(c), to legalize the construction of a deck and stair located the rear yard of the 4-story four-unit residential building. The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 2444 LOMBARD STREET - north side of Lombard Street between Divisadero and Scott Streets and east side of Divisadero Street between Lombard and Chestnut Streets, Lot 014 in Assessor’s Block 0936 (District 2) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 303 and 304, to allow a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the demolition of the existing one-story commercial building and the construction of a four-story mixed-use building with 41 dwelling units above approximately 2,500 square feet of ground floor retail space and 41 off-street parking spaces within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The PUD process would allow for modifications to the rear yard and dwelling unit exposure requirements of Planning Code Sections 134 and 140. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 4046 26th STREET - north side of 26th Street, between Noe and Sanchez Streets; lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 6553 (District 8)   - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to merge two dwelling units within an existing two-story, two-family residential building into one ~1,900 square foot three-bedroom, two-bathroom dwelling unit. The project would merge a ~730 square foot one bedroom, one-bathroom dwelling unit at the first floor with an ~1,170 square foot, two-bedroom, one-bathroom dwelling unit at the second floor within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation:  Disapprove

· 100 GATESSTREET - between Eugenia and Powhattan Avenues, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 5650 (District 9) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.0805.4359, proposing a vertical addition, rear addition and interior remodel of a two-story single-family residence within a RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The proposed work also includes interior alterations as well as exterior alterations: new façade, roof deck, window replacements and new siding; the building is located. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

Rec and Park (Thursday, October 19, 10AM)


Discussion Only


· SAN FRANCISCO ZOO - Presentation and discussion only to update the Commission on operational and management issues at the San Francisco Zoo.

· NEW BUSINESS/AGENDA SETTING

· Lincoln Park Golf Course


· Golden Gate Park Stables


· Community Gardens Policy


· South End Rowing Club


· Dolphin Club


· Golden Gate Yacht Club


· West Portal Playground


· Geneva Powerhouse 

· John McLaren Park Playground


· Segway Tour Concession


· Howard and Langton Mini Park

Action Items

· SAN FRANCISCO ZOOLOGICAL SOCIETY ANIMAL TRANSACTIONS


· WEST SUNSET PLAYGROUND - Discussion and possible action to increase the base construction contract with Bauman Landscape and Construction Inc, for the West Sunset Playground Renovation Project (DPW JO# 3207V(R)) by the amount of $246,498.11 (2.5% above the base contract) and add 78 calendar days to the contract setting the new substantial completion date at October 21, 2017.


· OAK WOODLANDS TRAILS – HABITAT CONSERVATION FUND GRANT - Discussion and possible action to: 1) adopt a resolution to apply to the State of California for a Habitat Conservation Fund Grant for the Oak Woodlands Trails Improvements Project in the amount of $250,000; 2) recommend that the Board of Supervisors retroactively authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend the Grant; and 3) authorize the General Manager to enter into an agreement with the State to administer the Grant funds.


· MCLAREN PARK - OUTDOOR ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FACILITY GRANT - Discussion and possible action to: 1) adopt a resolution to apply to the State of California for an Outdoor Environmental Education Facility Grant for McLaren Park Trails Project in the amount of $250,000; 2) recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend the Grant; and 3) authorize the General Manager to enter into an agreement with the State to administer the Grant funds.


· CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCE AGENCY GRANTS - Discussion and possible action to: 1) adopt a resolution approving the applications for a total of $3 million in grant funds from the California Natural Resources Agency for the Golden Gate Park Dog Training Area Project ($2 million) and Lake Merced Improvements Project ($1 million); 2) recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend the Grants; 3) authorize the General Manager to enter into agreements with the California Natural Resource Agency to administer the Grant funds; and 4) direct staff to move forward with the design and environmental review for the projects.


· JOSEPH L. ALIOTO PERFORMING ARTS PIAZZA (CIVIC CENTER PLAZA) – LICENSE TO INSTALL FOOD AND BEVERAGE KIOSK - Discussion and possible action to authorize the Department to enter into a license agreement with the Civic Center Community Benefit District for the public purpose of installing and operating a food and beverage kiosk on Joseph L. Alioto Performing Arts Piazza (Civic Center Plaza) for a period of up to 9 years with terms substantially the same as the term sheet dated September 25, 2017.


· RANDALL MUSEUM FRIENDS - FRAMEWORK AND SUPPORT AGREEMENT - Discussion and possible action to authorize the Department to enter into a framework and support agreement with the Randall Museum Friends for a period of up to 9 years that is substantially in the same form as the draft agreement dated September 25, 2017.


· ACCEPTANCE OF GRANT - JULIUS KAHN PLAYGROUND - Discussion and possible action to accept and expend a cash grant valued at up to $17,680.00 from Serena and Alec Perkins to replace the goals at the Julius Kahn Playground basketball court.


· COTTAGE ROW MINI PARK - Discussion and possible action to accept an in-kind grant valued at approximately $56,000.00 from the Japanese Cultural and Community Center of Northern California to install new landscaping in the southern, front ornamental bed in Cottage Row Mini Park to honor the Issei (first) generation of Japanese people in San Francisco. Approval of this proposed action by the Commission is the Approval Action as defined by S.F Administrative Code Chapter 31.


· OPEN SPACE CONTINGENCY RESERVE (UNDESIGNATED RESERVE) – EXPENDITURE - Discussion and possible action to authorize the expenditure of $180,000.00 from the Open Space Contingency Reserve (Undesignated Reserve) to expand the existing PUC road repair project for Middle Drive West into a project that achieves a complete repave of Middle Drive West from MLK Drive to Transverse Drive. 

· JUSTIN HERMAN PLAZA - Discussion and possible action to remove the name of Justin Herman from the plaza at The Embarcadero and Market Street, and to name the plaza the "Embarcadero Plaza" pending any further action by the Commission.

Miscellaneous

· Mayor’s Disability Council (Friday, October 20, 1PM) 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE ANNIVERSARY
Date: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:28:36 AM
Attachments: 10.17.17 Loma Prieta Anniversary.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 10:25 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE ANNIVERSARY
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, October 19, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE

ANNIVERSARY
 
“As we mark the 28th year anniversary of the devastating Loma Prieta earthquake today and
reflect on the continuing tragedies of the North Bay fires, now, more than ever, we must work
together to ensure that our communities are prepared for the occurrence of a major event.
 
Since the 1989 earthquake, San Francisco has engaged in an expansive undertaking to retrofit
and rehabilitate our critical infrastructure. We have strengthened our buildings, homes, bridges
and emergency response centers to make them more resilient, secure and durable. 
 
Still, we must always be prepared for the worst, which is why we are urging our residents to
have an emergency plan in place and disaster supply kits in their homes. For more information
on how to prepare for the next major event, individuals can visit www.sf72.org, San
Francisco’s one-stop resource guide for disaster preparedness.
 
In recent months, we have seen how tragedy can strike at any moment and render unthinkable
consequences, affecting cities and towns across the world. We must be ready here in San
Francisco.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, October 19, 2017 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LEE ON LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE ANNIVERSARY 
 


“As we mark the 28th year anniversary of the devastating Loma Prieta earthquake today and reflect on the 


continuing tragedies of the North Bay fires, now, more than ever, we must work together to ensure that our 


communities are prepared for the occurrence of a major event. 


 


Since the 1989 earthquake, San Francisco has engaged in an expansive undertaking to retrofit and rehabilitate 


our critical infrastructure. We have strengthened our buildings, homes, bridges and emergency response centers 


to make them more resilient, secure and durable.   


 


Still, we must always be prepared for the worst, which is why we are urging our residents to have an emergency 


plan in place and disaster supply kits in their homes. For more information on how to prepare for the next major 


event, individuals can visit www.sf72.org, San Francisco’s one-stop resource guide for disaster preparedness. 


 


In recent months, we have seen how tragedy can strike at any moment and render unthinkable consequences, 


affecting cities and towns across the world. We must be ready here in San Francisco.” 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan

Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Cottage Row COA Requirement Follow-up
Date: Thursday, October 12, 2017 9:42:32 AM
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Frye, Tim (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, October 12, 2017 9:30 AM
To: CTYPLN - HPC Commission Secretary
Cc: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)
Subject: FW: Cottage Row COA Requirement Follow-up
 
Please forward to the HPC.  Thanks!
 
 
Best,
 
Tim
 
 
Timothy Frye
Historic Preservation Officer
Direct: 415-575-6822 | Fax: 415-558-6409
 

SF Planning
Department

 
1650 Mission Street, Suite
400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map
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From: Frye, Tim (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 9:39 AM
To: 'lambertm1@aol.com'
Cc: BreedStaff, (BOS); Maher, Abigail (REC); McCoy, Gary (REC); Perez, Janice (REC); Gordon-
Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC)
Subject: RE: Cottage Row COA Requirement Follow-up
 
Hi Marvin.

The feature labeled “dry waterfall” under the previous proposal is not proposed to be as large as
rendered and does not require structural components for installation.  Paul’s follow up clarification
that this feature is a series of small boulders helped us make that determination. The existing
retaining walls will be retained and/or re-clad with new stones.  None of these alterations would
result in an exterior change to the baseline (existing) features in the district to require a Certificate
of Appropriateness (administrative or otherwise). The two sections of Article 10 that we’ve applied
are as follows and I omitted certain sections that don’t pertain for brevity.

SEC. 1005.  CONFORMITY AND PERMITS.

      (3)   Alterations to City-owned parks, squares, plazas or gardens on a landmark site, where the
designating ordinance identifies such alterations, shall require approval in accordance with the
provisions of this Article 10, regardless of whether or not a City permit is required.

APPENDIX K TO ARTICLE 10 - BUSH STREET - COTTAGE ROW HISTORIC DISTRICT

SEC. 7.  ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS FOR CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS.

   The following provisions shall apply to all applications for Certificates of Appropriateness in the
Bush Street-Cottage Row Historic District in addition to the procedures, requirements, controls and
standards of Article 10 and this Code. If any conflict or inconsistency between the following
provisions and Article 10 arises, the procedures, requirements, controls and standards affording
stricter protection to the landmark, landmark site, or Historic District shall prevail.

      B.   Exterior Changes Requiring Approval. A Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required for all
exterior changes within the Historic District that are visible from a public street, the Cottage Row
right-of-way, or the Cottage Row Mini Park. Such exterior changes requiring approval shall include,
but not be limited to, the installation or replacement of fences, retaining walls, windows, security
grates, lighting fixtures, and other building features visible from the public way.

   D.   Street and Park Furniture. Any new or replacement street or park furniture, including but not
limited to light fixtures and trash receptacles, shall require a Certificate of Appropriateness.

 
Best,
 
Tim
 
 
Timothy Frye
Historic Preservation Officer
Direct: 415-575-6822 | Fax: 415-558-6409
 

SF Planning
Department

 
1650 Mission Street, Suite
400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map
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From: lambertm1@aol.com [mailto:lambertm1@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2017 7:03 AM
To: Frye, Tim (CPC)
Cc: andrew@tefarch.com; aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); BreedStaff,
(BOS); Maher, Abigail (REC); McCoy, Gary (REC); Perez, Janice (REC); Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth
(CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Cottage Row COA Requirement Follow-up
 
Dear Tim,
 
Would you please provide clarification as to how you came to the conclusion that no COA would be
required for the Cottage Row Zen garden project.
 
Back in May you determined that an ACOA would be required. How do you move from an ACOA to now
not requiring any form of COA?
 
At this weeks HPC meeting you described the project as "minor". That would seem to imply the
requirement for an ACOA based on  the material published by Planning and copied below. 
 
I would appreciate a brief explanation from you. 
 
Sincerley,
Marvin Lambert
 
 
"Section 1002(a)(2) states that the Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”) shall review and decide on
applications for construction, alteration, demolition and other applications pertaining to landmark sites and
districts regulated under Article 10 of the Planning Code. 
 
 
A Certificate of Appropriateness is the entitlement required to alter an individual landmark and any
property within a landmark district. A Certificate of Appropriateness is required for any construction,
addition, major alteration, relocation, removal, or demolition of a structure, object or feature, on a
designated landmark property, in a landmark district, or a designated landmark interior. Depending on the
scope of a project, some require a hearing before the Historic Preservation Commission. For those that
don’t, they’re called Administrative Certificates of Appropriateness and are approved by Planning
Department Preservation staff. "  
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From: Frye, Tim (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - HPC Commission Secretary
Cc: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)
Subject: FW: Cottage Row COA Requirement Follow-up
Date: Thursday, October 12, 2017 9:30:14 AM
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Please forward to the HPC.  Thanks!
 
 
Best,
 
Tim
 
 
Timothy Frye
Historic Preservation Officer
Direct: 415-575-6822 | Fax: 415-558-6409
 

SF Planning
Department

 
1650 Mission Street, Suite
400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map

                               
 
 
 

From: Frye, Tim (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 9:39 AM
To: 'lambertm1@aol.com'
Cc: BreedStaff, (BOS); Maher, Abigail (REC); McCoy, Gary (REC); Perez, Janice (REC); Gordon-
Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC)
Subject: RE: Cottage Row COA Requirement Follow-up
 
Hi Marvin.

The feature labeled “dry waterfall” under the previous proposal is not proposed to be as large as
rendered and does not require structural components for installation.  Paul’s follow up clarification
that this feature is a series of small boulders helped us make that determination. The existing
retaining walls will be retained and/or re-clad with new stones.  None of these alterations would
result in an exterior change to the baseline (existing) features in the district to require a Certificate
of Appropriateness (administrative or otherwise). The two sections of Article 10 that we’ve applied
are as follows and I omitted certain sections that don’t pertain for brevity.

SEC. 1005.  CONFORMITY AND PERMITS.
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      (3)   Alterations to City-owned parks, squares, plazas or gardens on a landmark site, where the
designating ordinance identifies such alterations, shall require approval in accordance with the
provisions of this Article 10, regardless of whether or not a City permit is required.

APPENDIX K TO ARTICLE 10 - BUSH STREET - COTTAGE ROW HISTORIC DISTRICT

SEC. 7.  ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS FOR CERTIFICATES OF APPROPRIATENESS.

   The following provisions shall apply to all applications for Certificates of Appropriateness in the
Bush Street-Cottage Row Historic District in addition to the procedures, requirements, controls and
standards of Article 10 and this Code. If any conflict or inconsistency between the following
provisions and Article 10 arises, the procedures, requirements, controls and standards affording
stricter protection to the landmark, landmark site, or Historic District shall prevail.

      B.   Exterior Changes Requiring Approval. A Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required for all
exterior changes within the Historic District that are visible from a public street, the Cottage Row
right-of-way, or the Cottage Row Mini Park. Such exterior changes requiring approval shall include,
but not be limited to, the installation or replacement of fences, retaining walls, windows, security
grates, lighting fixtures, and other building features visible from the public way.

   D.   Street and Park Furniture. Any new or replacement street or park furniture, including but not
limited to light fixtures and trash receptacles, shall require a Certificate of Appropriateness.

 
Best,
 
Tim
 
 
Timothy Frye
Historic Preservation Officer
Direct: 415-575-6822 | Fax: 415-558-6409
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From: lambertm1@aol.com [mailto:lambertm1@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2017 7:03 AM
To: Frye, Tim (CPC)
Cc: andrew@tefarch.com; aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); BreedStaff,
(BOS); Maher, Abigail (REC); McCoy, Gary (REC); Perez, Janice (REC); Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth
(CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Cottage Row COA Requirement Follow-up
 
Dear Tim,
 
Would you please provide clarification as to how you came to the conclusion that no COA would be
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required for the Cottage Row Zen garden project.
 
Back in May you determined that an ACOA would be required. How do you move from an ACOA to now
not requiring any form of COA?
 
At this weeks HPC meeting you described the project as "minor". That would seem to imply the
requirement for an ACOA based on  the material published by Planning and copied below. 
 
I would appreciate a brief explanation from you. 
 
Sincerley,
Marvin Lambert
 
 
"Section 1002(a)(2) states that the Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”) shall review and decide on
applications for construction, alteration, demolition and other applications pertaining to landmark sites and
districts regulated under Article 10 of the Planning Code. 
 
 
A Certificate of Appropriateness is the entitlement required to alter an individual landmark and any
property within a landmark district. A Certificate of Appropriateness is required for any construction,
addition, major alteration, relocation, removal, or demolition of a structure, object or feature, on a
designated landmark property, in a landmark district, or a designated landmark interior. Depending on the
scope of a project, some require a hearing before the Historic Preservation Commission. For those that
don’t, they’re called Administrative Certificates of Appropriateness and are approved by Planning
Department Preservation staff. "  



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan

Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Pioneer Monument Information
Date: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 10:48:11 AM
Attachments: 100217_Pioneer_Monument_Staff_Report.pdf
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Frye, Tim (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 10:09 AM
To: CTYPLN - HPC Commission Secretary
Subject: Pioneer Monument Information
 
Please forward to the HPC.  Thanks!
 
Commissioners  -
 
We’ve attached the Arts Commission staff case report and the email public correspondence received
in time for its 10/2 hearing for your information.   We will forward more information as it’s received.
 
 
 
Best,
 
Tim
 
 
Timothy Frye
Historic Preservation Officer
Direct: 415-575-6822 | Fax: 415-558-6409
 

SF Planning
Department

 
1650 Mission Street, Suite
400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map
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October 2, 2017 
 
STAFF REPORT 
To: Honorable Members of the San Francisco Arts Commission 
From: Civic Art Collection Staff 
Re: Pioneer Monument Historical Documentation 
 
 
Artwork: Pioneer Monument (James Lick Monument), 1894 (Dedicated November 29, 1894) 
Artist:  Frank Happersberger (1859-1932) 
Medium: Bronze and granite  
Dimensions: 420 x 488 x 676 in. / 47 ft. (H) x 60 ft. (D) x 45 ft. (W) / Weight Approx. 820 tons   
Credit Line: Collection of the City and County of San Francisco; Gift of James Lick  
Location: Public Display : Fulton St. : between Larkin and Hyde St. : District 6 
Accession #: 1894.4.a-o 
 
INTENT 
Gift of James Lick who died in 1876 and left $100,000 to be used for “statuary emblematic of the 
significant epochs in California history”. The monument is the thirteenth trust of the deed from James 
Lick, for “a group of bronze statuary, illustrative of the History of California, from the early settlement of 
the missions till the year 1874.” 
 
Excerpt from, San Francisco Municipal reports for the Fiscal Year 1893-1894, Ending June 30, 1894. 
Published by Order of the Board of Supervisors, quoting James Lick Bequest: 


“And in further trust to erect, under the supervision of said parties of the second part, and their 
successors, at the City Hall, in the City and County of San Francisco, a group of bronze statuary, 
well worth one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000), which shall represent by appropriate 
designs and figures the history of California; first, from the earliest settlement of the Missions to 
the acquisition of California by the United States; second, from such acquisition by the United 
States to the time when agriculture became the leading interest of the State; third, from the last 
named period to the 1st day of January, 1874.” 


 
To honor the bequest, a strip of land in the center of City Hall Avenue was set aside as the future site of 
the monument in 1886. The area in which the monument was located was known as City Hall Avenue 
and Marshall Square from 1870-1906. Photographs of the monument show it in a plaza/park setting 
with City Hall located 250 feet behind the statue. 
 
The trustees invited sculptors and architects in 1887 to enter into competition and submit designs for 
the statuary, which resulted in the submission of twenty-four designs later that year. In 1890 four 
finalists were selected and paid $750 each for the models of their proposals. Artist Frank Happersberger 
was awarded the commission. The laying of the cornerstone occurred on September 10, 1894 on the 
forty fourth anniversary of the Admission of California into the Union. 
 
DONOR 
James Lick (August 25, 1796 – October 1, 1876) was an American carpenter, piano builder, land baron, 
and patron of the sciences. At the time of his death, he was the wealthiest man in California, and left the 
majority of his estate to social and scientific causes. 
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In 1874 he placed $3,000,000 ($65,200,000 relative value in 2017) at the disposal of seven trustees, by 
whom the funds were to be applied to specific uses. The principal divisions of the funds were: 


• $700,000 to the University of California for the construction of an observatory and the placing 
therein of a telescope to be more powerful than any other in existence (now Lick Observatory at 
Mount Hamilton) 


• $150,000 for the building and maintenance of free public James Lick Baths in San Francisco 
• $540,000 to found and endow an institution of San Francisco to be known as the California 


School of Mechanic Arts (Now Lick-Wilmerding High School)  
• $100,000 for the erection of three appropriate groups of bronze statuary to represent three 


periods in Californian history and to be placed before the city hall of San Francisco 
• $60,000 to erect in Golden Gate Park, San Francisco, a memorial to Francis Scott Key, author of 


“The Star-Spangled Banner” 


ARTIST 
Frank H. Happersberger (1859-1932) was an American sculptor based in San Francisco. He was born in 
1859 in Placer County, California. He is best known for the sculptures of President James A. Garfield in 
Golden Gate Park and the Pioneer Monument, both in San Francisco. 
 
Happersberger’s father, Frank Happersberger, Sr. was a Bavarian immigrant who moved from New York 
to San Francisco to join the Gold Rush. In his youth Frank Jr. worked for the San Francisco firm of Kemp 
and Hoffman as a wood-carver. For eight years, he studied at a German art academy and while still in 
Europe he entered and won a competition to build a monument to the assassinated James A. Garfield. 
The Garfield sculpture was completed in 1885, and established Happersberger’s reputation. He married 
Eva Happersberger in 1890 and they had two sons, Frank Happersberger III and Harry Happersberger. 
 
Happersberger established a studio in San Francisco at 51 Park Avenue. In 1894 he completed the 
Pioneer Monument. In 1899, Happersberger moved to New York, hearing that there was more work for 
sculptors there. He died on October 11, 1932 in San Anselmo, California at age 74. 
 
DESCRIPTION 
The monument consists of one central spherical structure of Rocklin granite, forty-seven feet high. This 
center structure built of huge blocks of granite is surrounded by a flight of three steps. The column is 
topped by “Eureka” representing California and measuring 12 ½ ft. tall. Her right hand grasps a spear, 
her left hand holds a shield, and on her right is the California grizzly bear. Beneath the figures is a bronze 
wreath of the products of the state – fruits, nuts, grain and garlands of acorns and laurel. The column 
contains four bas reliefs (“Crossing the Sierra”, “Vaqueros Lassoing a Bull”, “Trapper Trading Skins with 
Indians”, “California’s Progress Under American Rule”); five portrait medallions (John Fremont, Sir 
Francis Drake, Father Junipero Serra, James Lick, and John Sutter; additional names (Vallejo, Larkin, 
Marshall, Castro, Stockton, Slat, Portola and Cabrillo), flags, and two dates from California’s history: 
1849 – The Discovery of Gold and 1850 – California’s Admission to the Union. Four pedestals extend out 
from the central column, two pedestals with bronze allegorical figures: “Plenty/Agriculture” (female 
figure crowned with blades of wheat and holding a cornucopia of fruits); and “Commerce” (female 
figure “Goddess of the Sea” holding an oar representing California’s ports and shipping industry). Two 
pedestals with groups of representative figures depicting specific periods in California’s history: “Early 
Days” (a Native American, a mission padre, and a vaquero); and “In ‘49” (three miners examining a gold 
nugget with tools resting at their feet). The monument’s historical perspective is from a Euro-American 
point of view. 
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Excerpt from, San Francisco Civic Art Collection: A Guided Tour to Publicly Owned Art of the City and 
County if San Francisco, 1989: 


“At the intersection of Hyde, Grove and Market Streets. One of the largest and most prominent 
of the San Francisco historical monuments, this work stood firm when the old City Hall, directly 
behind it, was demolished in the 1906 earthquake and fire. Post “quake” photos show homeless 
citizens sitting at the statue’s base amid the City Hall ruins.” 


 
HISTORY / CRITICAL DATES 
November 29, 1894 – Dedication ceremony 
 
1906 – Pioneer Monument survives the Earthquake and Fire, while City Hall is destroyed 
 
1978 – San Francisco Civic Center Historic District listed on State Registry (N679)  
 
1984 - Civic Center Historic District added to the National Register, naming the Pioneer Monument as a 
historic item of significance. (United States Department of the interior, National Park Service) 
 
1990-1993 – Extensive outcry and public discussion regarding the request by the Library Commission to 
relocate the monument to make way for the New Main Library. Testimony against moving the 
monument consisted of the historians who did not want the monument moved from its original location 
that marked the site of the original San Francisco City Hall. Native American constituents came forward 
as a part of this process requesting the monument be removed completely, as the whole monument and 
the specific sculptural grouping “Early Days” is seen as a symbolization of the degradation and genocide 
of Native Americans. A large number of public meetings ensued, including resolutions of support for the 
move from the Library Commission and the Planning Commission, and ultimately the Arts Commission 
which came with a stipulation that plaques contextualizing the monument, its history and its imagery be 
included with the reinstallation. 
 
Excerpt from, SFAC Staff Memo, February 1995: 


“When the Arts Commission agreed to permit the Library to move the monument to make room 
for the new Library Building, we agreed to the move with the stipulation that a new bronze 
plaque be added to the monument. The plaque is intended to provide the public with a 
perspective of the devastating effect that establishing the Missions had on the resident Native 
Americans. The Commission believes that we need to use the sculpture in a positive way as an 
educational tool to inform our citizens about the darker aspects of this period in California 
history.” 


 
June 20, 1990 – Visual Arts Committee hears testimony regarding moving the monument. 
 
August 1992 – Original plaque text written and then subsequently approved by the Arts Commission, for 
inclusion in the construction project specifications. 
 
July 10, 1993 – Pioneer Monument moved from its location at Hyde, Grove and Market Streets to clear 
the way for construction of the New Main Library.  
 
October 1993 – Pioneer Monument re-installed on Fulton Street, between Hyde and Larkin. Total 
relocation project cost was $1 Million. 
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March 1996 – Plaque text for “Early Days” is disputed, with objections raised by Consul General of Spain 
and San Francisco Archbishop of the Catholic Church. The Arts Commission called together an advisory 
panel made up of the Consul General of Spain, the Consul general of Mexico, the San Francisco 
Archbishop, a representative of the Order of Franciscans, three Historians, two representatives from the 
Indian Center of All Nations, an Arts Commissioner, the Chairwoman for the Ohlone Muwekma Tribe, a 
member of the American Indian Movement, and a facilitator in Arts Arbitration from California Lawyers 
for the Arts, to come to agreement and revise the plaque text. The plaque language was then debated 
extensively and amended via Arts Commission meeting in August 1996. 
 
1996 - Contextualization plaque fabricated and installed. 
 
OTHER JURISDICTIONS 
Historic Preservation Commission – Certificate of Appropriateness process is required for alteration of 
the monument per Planning Code, because the monument is a historic item of significance inventoried 
as a part of the landmarked Civic Center Historic District. 


“Section 1002(a)(2) states that the Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”) shall review and 
decide on applications for construction, alteration, demolition and other applications pertaining 
to landmark sites and districts regulated under Article 10 of the Planning Code.  


 
A Certificate of Appropriateness is the entitlement required to alter an individual landmark and 
any property within a landmark district. A Certificate of Appropriateness is required for any 
construction, addition, major alteration, relocation, removal, or demolition of a structure, object 
or feature, on a designated landmark property, in a landmark district, or a designated landmark 
interior. Depending on the scope of a project, some require a hearing before the Historic 
Preservation Commission. For those that don’t, they’re called Administrative Certificates of 
Appropriateness and are approved by Planning Department Preservation staff.” 


 
PRELIMINARY COST ANALYSIS 
(The proposal fee estimates are based on assumed tasks – a number of unknowns exist and would certainly 
affect final project cost) 
Scenario:  Removal of the east statue (Early Days) to storage.  (Leaving pedestal) 
The staff estimate of $160,000 - $200,000 includes: 


• Investigation ($5,000) 
• Sculpture Conservation Specialist ($10,000) 
• Scaffolding ($8,000) 
• Rigging/Crane/Transport ($35,000) 
• Supports/crating ($5,000) 
• Documentation ($8,000) 
• Ten years off site unregulated storage ($60,000) 
• Contingency at 20% ($26,200) 


Estimate excludes permitting, site accommodations, required approvals and fees by other city agencies, and 
Arts Commission staff administration. 
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SUPPORTING DATA 
Please see attached additional documentation which includes position statements from other agencies 
and organizations, historical documents from the commission, staff reports, public comment, news 
articles and academia.  
 
Excerpt from, Americans for the Arts, Statement on the Intersection of the Arts, History, and Community 
Dialogue: 


“All public artwork, whether controversial or not, is at its most impactful when it is being 
considered honestly. Context, origin, and the feelings of the community must be part of an open 
dialogue and, ultimately, a community choice. The illegal removal of these monuments or the 
quashing of dialogue by government edict, or by violence, disempowers the community and 
dampens the innate power of public art to spark dialogue, change, and community healing.”  


 
ENCLOSED: 
 


1. San Francisco Municipal Reports for the Fiscal Year 1893-94, Ending June 30, 1894. Published by 
Order of the Board of Supervisors. The Lick Monument and Statuary on the City Hall Grounds. 


2. Guidelines, Newsletter for San Francisco City Guides. James Lick, by Gail MacGowan. 
3. San Francisco Arts Commission Staff Memo, March 29, 1996. History of Pioneer Monument 


Plaques. 
4. Letter from Martina O’Dea, American Indian Movement Confederation, January 1995. 
5. Newsweek, April 29, 1996. No Such Thing as an Easy Move. 
6. Minutes of the San Francisco Art Commission Regular Monthly Meeting, Monday May 6, 1996. 
7. The New York Times, May 7, 1996. Century-Old Monument Feels the Clash of History by Michael 


J. Ybarra. 
8. Excerpt from the Minutes of the San Francisco Arts Commission Regular Monthly Meeting, 


Monday June 6, 1996. 
9. Pioneer Monument Plaque Meeting Participants, July 12, 1996. 
10. The New York Times, June 9, 1996. Limitations of Statues in the Light of Today: California place 


names are indelibly bound up with cruelty during the Spanish conquest and Gold Rush by 
Michael J. Ibarra. 


11. Excerpt from the Minutes of the San Francisco Arts Commission Regular Monthly Meeting, 
Monday August 5, 1996. 


12. Harvard Design Magazine, Fall 1999. The Struggle of Dawning Intelligence: On Monuments and 
Native Americans by Rebecca Solnit. 


13. Arts for the City, San Francisco: Civic Art and Urban Change, 1932-2012 by Susan Wels; The Art 
of Making a Place in Time Introduction by Jeannene Przyblyski. 


14. Excerpt from Discrimination by Omission: Issues of Concern for Native Americans in San 
Francisco, A Report of the San Francisco Human Rights Commission, August 23, 2007; Images of 
Conquest – Public Art. 


15. Americans for the Arts, August 2017: Statement on the Intersection of the Arts, History, and 
Community Dialogue. 


16. American Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, Position Paper, September 
2017: AIC Position Statement On Confederate and Other Historic Public Monuments. 


17. Excerpt from the Policies and Guidelines for the Civic Art Collection: Collections Management. 
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James Lick, Miser and Philanthropist


by Gail MacGowan


Miserly, selfish, reclusive, “touched in the head,” – but absolutely honest and an astute business-man.
This is what James Lick’s contemporaries thought of the eccentric, disagreeable Gold Rush pioneer who, at
the end of his long life, astonished them by using his millions to benefit his adopted state.


Lick’s Beginnings


Born in rural Pennsylvania in 1796, James Lick learned fine cabinetmaking from his father, and from his
mother inherited a passion for gardening. He fell in love with the daughter of the local miller, and when
she became pregnant with his child he sought her hand in marriage. The rude rebuff he received from her
father would mark Lick for life: the wealthy miller ridiculed him, saying that only when Lick owned a mill
as large and costly as his could he consider the marriage.


His dreams dashed, the furious Lick relocated to Baltimore, where he learned to build pianos, then in 1821
moved to South America to start his own piano manufacturing business. Lick remained there for twenty-
seven years, living first in Buenos Aires, Argentina, then in Valparaiso, Chile, and finally in Lima, Peru. In
1832, after making his first fortune, he returned briefly to Pennsylvania to claim his bride and 14-year-old
son, only to learn that she had married another. James Lick never married.


Onward to California


He was already in his 50s when, believing California would soon become part of the United States, he sold
his considerable South American assets and boarded a ship north. He arrived in San Francisco on January
7, 1848 – 17 days before James Marshall discovered gold at Sutter’s Mill. Lick brought with him his
cabinetmaking workbench and tools, 600 pounds of chocolate made by his former neighbor in Lima,


Domingo Ghirardelli, and $30,000 in gold coins from selling his piano business. (The chocolate sold so well
that Lick convinced Ghirardelli to relocate to San Francisco.)


Upon his arrival in the village of San Francisco, Lick set about buying land. In three months, he spent
$7,000 to buy 50 San Francisco lots, most of which he kept for the rest of his life. One notable exception
was the lot at Montgomery and Jackson that he bought for $3,000; in 1853 he sold it for $32,000 to
William Tecumseh Sherman to build a new bank.


Lick also bought large tracts in Santa Clara County as well as parcels near Lake Tahoe, in Napa County, in
Virginia City, Nevada, and in present-day Griffith Park in Los Angeles. He also acquired Catalina Island.


He himself lived very austerely in the South Bay for most of his twenty-eight years in California. There he
planted imported plum, apricot, and pear trees and pioneered new horticultural techniques. Tales are told
of the rail-thin Lick, dressed in shabby old clothes, coming to town and traveling from restaurant to
restaurant to collect their old bones to grind into fertilizer for his orchards. He also built a garret for 1,000
pigeons so he could fertilize with their manure.


It was in Santa Clara County, too, that Lick sought his revenge on the now-dead Pennsylvania miller who
so long ago had rudely shunned the enamored young suitor’s request for his daughter’s hand. Lick spared
no expense in building a mill of cedar and exotic woods costing the unheard of sum of over $200,000. Lick
ultimately gave the mill to Baltimore’s Paine Memorial Society, which made him furious when they sold it
for only $18,000. The “Mahogany Mill” was destroyed by fire in 1882.


In 1855, at Lick’s request, his son John, then 37, came from Pennsylvania to live with the father he had
never known. Near the mill Lick built the beautiful 24-room Lick Mansion, but lived there only briefly
before abandoning its opulence to construct a less pretentious home. John Lick had a difficult time with
his cantankerous father and returned to Pennsylvania in 1863. The Lick Mansion and grounds were
preserved and today are open to the public.


Despite his disdain for luxurious accommodations, in 1862 Lick opened the opulent Lick House, a three-
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story luxury hotel on Montgomery between Post and Sutter. Its magnificent dining room, a copy of one
Lick had seen at the Palace of Versailles on his one trip to Europe, became the meeting place of San
Francisco’s elite. The Lick House was destroyed in the 1906 fire. From Miser to Philanthropist


At age 77, James Lick was disabled by a stroke. The next year he announced he was setting up a trust to
distribute his fortune, which at his death two years later totaled $2,930,654. He specified the following
gifts:


• Lick Observatory: Lick gave $700,000 to fulfill his obsession to build the world’s largest telescope. He
initially wanted it built on his land at 4th and Montgomery, then at Lake Tahoe, but was finally convinced
to purchase Mount Hamilton in Santa Clara County.


• California School of Mechanical Arts: $540,000 built Lick School, which is today Lick-Willmerding High
School. For many years the carpentry workbench Lick brought from South America in 1848 sat in the
school’s entrance hall.


• Public Baths: $150,000 was used to construct free public baths for San Francisco’s poor. They opened in
1890 at 10th and Howard and operated until 1919.


• Pioneer Monument: $100,000 was ear-marked for this historical statue erected at Grove and Hyde in
1894, and now located between the New Main Library and the Asian Art Museum.


• Old Ladies Home: $100,000 built the home on University Mound in southern San Francisco.


• Protestant Orphan Asylum, Ladies Protestant Relief Society, and San Jose Orphans: Each received
$25,000. The Protes-tant Orphan Asylum was never built.


• Mechanics Institute and SPCA: $10,000 contributions went to each.


• Francis Scott Key Monument: $60,000 was set aside to honor the author of the “Star Spangled Banner.”


• Family Monument (in Pennsylvania): Lick gave $46,000 for a monument to his grandfather, who had
fought under George Washington.


• Son John Lick and collateral heirs: $535,000


Sharing the estate’s remaining $604,656 were:


• Society of California Pioneers: Founding member Lick had donated land at Montgomery and Gold in
1859 for its first building. He was the Society’s president at the time of his death.


• California Academy of Sciences: Lick had previously given them land on Market Street between 4th and
5th. They used the estate funds to build a public museum. It was destroyed in 1906.


James Lick died October 1, 1876. His remains are interred under the dome of the Lick Observatory.


Sources: Block, Eugene: The Immortal San Franciscans; Finson, Bruce: “The Legacy of James Lick,” SF
Examiner/Chronicle California Living Section, 3/6/1977; Lick, Rosemary: The Generous Miser; Worrilow,
Wm. H.: James Lick, 1796-1876, Pioneer and Adventurer; http://mthamilton.ucolick.org/public/history
/James_Lick.html; James Lick file, SF History Room, SF Public Library.


Photos reprinted with permission, SF History Center, SF Public Library.
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An undated drawing of James Lick


Lick's gift of a monument to Francis Scott Key was unveiled in Golden Gate Park in 1888. Key's "Star
Spangled Banner," published in 1814 when Lick was 18, was the most popular song of its day.
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After ordering a copy of London's Kew Gardens for his San Jose property, Lick changed his mind. His heirs
donated it to San Francisco, whose citizens raised the funds for its construction in Golden Gate Park.


The opulent dining room of The Lick House hotel on Montgomery at Sutter seated 400 and boasted walls
and floors of exotic woods and three crystal chandeliers imported from Venice.
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Lick School at 16th and Utah merged with Willmerding School of Industrial Arts in 1915 and moved to
Ocean Avenue in 1956.


The Lick Old Ladies' Home, later renamed the University Mound Old Ladies' Home, is shown here in 1930
before it moved to a new building in 1932.
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SAN FRANCISCO ART COMM I S S lO N


PROGRAMS


Civic Art CoiLtcriON


Civic Design Review


Community Arts


& Education


:uiTURAi Eqjjity Grants
)PS Symphony Concerts


Public Art


MINUTES
06 May, Monday, 1996


ART COMMISSION REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING
Commission Meeting Room - Suite 70 - 25 Van Ness Avenue


3:00 PM


The meeting was called to order at 3:05 p.m.


Street Artists Licenses


Suite 70
415.252.2581


Commission Gallery
401 Van Ness Avenue


415.554.6080


I. ROLL CALL


Commissioners Present
Willis Kirk
Stanlee Gatti
Rod Freebairn-Smith
Nery Gotico
Andrew Lisac
William Meyer
Janice Mirikitani
Emery Rogers
Anthony Turney


Commissioners Absent
Armando Rascon
Barbara Sklar
Maria Martinez


Ex Officio Present
Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr,


Ex Officio Absent
Steven A. Coulter
Jack Immendorf
Richard W. Goss, II
Susan E. Lowenberg


II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES


The following Resolution was Moved by Commissioner Gatti,
Seconded, and unanimously Adopted:


RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-266: APPROVAL OF MINUTES ADOPTED
RESOLVED, that this Commission does hereby approve the Minutes
of the Monthly Meeting of 01 April, 1996.


III. PRESIDENT'S REPORT


Commission President Stanlee Gatti welcomed members of the
audience. He announced that the Commission would consider the
topic of the Pioneer Monument plaque immediately after voting on
the Consent Calendar. He emphasized the Commission concern for
preserving the integrity of both history and public art.


City and County of


San Francisco


25 Van Ness Ave. Suite 240, San Francisco. CA. 94102 tel. 415.252.2590 fax 415.252.2595
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IV. DIRECTOR'S REPORT


Director of Cultural Affairs Rich Newirth reported on two recent
applications to the NEA. One was for an Asian American Planning Grant.
The other was for the Cultural Tourism Initiative, a collaboration
between the San Francisco Art Commission, the corresponding
commissions in Los Angeles and San Diego, the Visitors Bureaus in all
three cities, The California Arts Council, and the State Office of
Tourism, for the purpose of establishing a statewide tourism plan.
The Art Commission has also applied to AmeriCorps for the purpose of
continuing WritersCorps


.


Mr. Newirth thanked staff members Jill Manton, Susan Pontious and
Eleanor Beaton for their work on the commissioning of the new art
works for the New Main Library, and on the successful April 20 panel
of artists and architects.


He announced that the Pops Concert series will begin on June 30 with a
free concert in Stern Grove. A plan to hold special concerts at the
cultural centers is also under way.


He reported on the successful May 1 community workshop regarding a
monument to Harvey Milk. The Art Commission will continue to work
with Castro Area Planning and Action, a group focusing on developing a
vision for the neighborhood. Artists will be selected to participate
in upcoming CAPA workshops.


V. CONSENT CALENDAR


RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-267: Consent Calendar ADOPTED
Approval: RESOLVED, that this Commission does
hereby adopt the following items on the amended
Consent Calendar and their related Resolutions.


("A" = Adopted; "D" = Disapproved) Disposition


Approval of Comaittee Minutes


1. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-268: Motion to approve the A
Community Arts and Education Committee Meeting Minutes of April
9, 1996.


2. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-269: Motion to approve the Visual A
Arts Committee Meeting Minutes of April 24, 1996.


3. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-270: Motion to approve the A
Civic Design Review Committee Meeting Minutes of April 15, 1996.


4. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-271: Motion to approve the Street A
Artists Program Committee Meeting Minutes of April 10, 1996.


5. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-272: Motion to approve the A
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes of April 23, 1996-
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Civic Design Co—ittee Reco—endations (4/15/96)


6. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-273: Motion to approve Hallidie A
Plaza Access Elevator Phase I, II.


7. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-274: Motion to remove contingency A
for Beach Chalet project.


8. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-275: Motion to approve SFIA A
Airport/Main Executive Terminal/Hangars/Vehicle Maintenance
Building Landscape Design Phase I, II.


9. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-276: Motion to approve Stanyan A
Meadow Entry Design Phase I.


10. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-277: Motion to approve Fulton Street A
Mall Design Guidelines Draft with corrections.


11. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-278: Motion to approve SFIA A
Airport Contract Nos. 5828 & 5831 Emergency Response Facilities
Phase I


.


12. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-279: Motion to approve Dobbs A
International Flight Kitchen Phase II.


Community Arts and Education Committee Recommendations (4/9/96)


13. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-280: Motion to congratulate San A
Francisco high school students on their acceptance into the
California State Summer School for the Arts and to salute them as
1996 California Art Scholars.


14. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-281: Motion to approve a $3,000 A
grant to California State Summer School for the Arts for student
scholarships.


Execut e v*^ f:f;>»»i -ht.^^e Reco»"«^nHftt.ionB (4/23/96)


15. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-282: Motion to approve the A
following individuals to the Cultural Equity Grants panel pool:
Francisco Garcia, Deann Borshay


16. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-283: Motion to approve the A
following grant recommendations of the Creative Space panel:
EXITTheatre $20,000
Jon Sims Center for the Performing Arts $ 3,919
San Francisco Camerawork $20,000
San Francisco Craft and Folk Art Museum $ 1,000
The Jewish Museum of San Francisco $15,000
Climate Theatre $ 8,000
Theatre Rhinoceros $ 5,700
Theater Artaud, Inc. $12,000
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corp. $18,000
San Francisco Women's Centers/The Women's
Building $13,500


Bayview Opera House, Inc. $18,000
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Street Artists Prograa Co—ittee Reco—endations (4/10/96)


17. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-284: Motion to approve request to A
Board of Supervisors for six-month redesignation of three (3)
selling spaces on Stockton Street, west side, at O'Farrell
Street, as previously designated in Board of Supervisors
Resolution No. 871-95.


18. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-285: Motion to approve request to A
Board of Supervisors for permanent designation of four (4) former
temporary holiday spaces on Market Street, south side, 2nd to 1st
Streets, and designation for one year of three (3) former
temporary holiday spaces on Sutter Street, south side, at Market
Street subject to review.


19. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-286: Motion to approve request to A
Board of Supervisors for four-month designation of six (6)
temporary selling spaces on Hyde Street, east side. Beach to
Jefferson Streets, subject to exemption from the provisions of
Section 2405(c) (6) and (5), Ordinance 41-83.


20. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-287: Motion to approve request by A
former certificate-holder for priority in issuance of certificate
with waiver of rescreening of wares: Daniel Ladron De Guevara.


Visual Arts Co"»i t.t.«»f> R«»r;nMendationa M/23/96)


21. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-288: Motion to approve mural A
design by Ann Sherry for the Golden Gate Elementary School
sponsored by the Mural Resource Center.


22. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-289: Motion to authorize A
reimbursement to Vito Acconci for reasonable travel costs
incurred in developing preliminary design concept for Mid-
Embarcadero Promenade Ribbon, said amount not to exceed $5,000.


23. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-290: Motion to authorize travel A
expenses for Bill Maxwell and Buster Simpson incurred in
developing preliminary design and art concept for mid-Embarcadero
Open Space Project, said amount not to exceed $2,500.


24. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-291: Motion to approve James A
Lambertus' commission for a poster project in lieu of a banner
project for the Market Street Art in Transit Program, and to
approve an honorarium of $3,000 for the creation of 6 camera-
ready artworks, and production expenses of up to $3800 for 24
posters.


25. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-292: Motion to authorize final A
payment to Ann Chamberlain on design contract #2820008 for design
of artwork for the San Francisco General Hospital Parking Garage.
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26. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-293: Motion to approve the A
selection panel recommendations for proposals submitted by
Mildred Howard and the teams of Juana Alicia and Emmanuel
Montoya, and Larry Sultan and Mike Mandel for the SFIA concourse
gateroom walls pending approval of the Airport Art Steering
Committee,


27. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-294: Motion to approve payment to A
Mildred Howard and the teams of Juana Alicia and Emmanuel
Montoya, and Larry Sultan and Mike Mandel, $5,000 each for
further design development of their proposals for the Gateroom
walls at SFIA pending approval of the Airport Art Steering
Committee,


28. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-295: Motion to invite Rigo, A
Squeak Carnwaith, Kent Roberts, and Oliver Jackson to submit
proposals for the concourse gateroom walls at SFIA, and to pay
each an honorarium of $1,000.


29. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-296: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into an Agreement for up to
$28,110 with Ann Preston for design development of her proposal
for the sterile corridor in Concourse A at SFIA.


30. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-297: Motion to approve Susan A
Schwartzenberg' B publication "Tour Journal" for the Market Street
Art in Transit program.


31. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-298: Motion to approve John A
Ammirati's artwork design for the Hallidie Plaza Elevator doors.


32. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-299: Motion to approve design of A
tile work by Fresco on the Jose Coronado Playground recreation
building.


33. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-300: Motion to approve final A
design of sculpture by Elizabeth Saltos for Fire Station #44.


34. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-301: Motion to approve the A
guidelines and budget for incorporation of public art into the
renovated playground at Jackson Park, and authorization for the
Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into contract with an
artist to implement the project for an amount not to exceed
$6,000.


35. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-302: Motion to approve proposed A
gallery exhibition of contemporary Vietnamese-American Bay Area
artists, to be co-curated by Due Nguyen and Rupert Jenkins.


36. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-303: Motion to approve guidelines A
for Market Street Art in Transit Program Cycle 5.
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37. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-304: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into preliminary design
contract for Mid Embarcadero for a fee of $7,000 each with each
of the following: Vito Acconci, Stanley Saitowitz, Barbara
Stauffacher Solomon.


END OF CONSENT CALENDAR


VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS


1 Search Committee - Armando Rascon


a. Final report from Search Committee.


b. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-305: Motion to discontinue the A
search process for the Director of Cultural Affairs and
disband the Search Committee.


c. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-306: Motion to reaffirm and A
officially acknowledge the appointment of Richard Newirth to
the position of Director of Cultural Affairs.


2. Visual Arts CoMittee - Araando Rascon. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Visual Arts Committee regarding
activities of the Committee and the Program.


President Gatti initiated consideration of the Pioneer Monument
Plaque, intended for installation in front of the 1894 statue by Frank
Happersberger, depicting a missionary, a vaquero and a Native
American. He welcomed and introduced Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr.


The Mayor thanked the Commissioners for accepting the responsibility
of providing guidance and leadership in the arts for San Francisco.
He said that he envisioned the Pioneer Monument as the center of a
civic center complex that he expected to be the most interesting in
the nation. He said that San Francisco had always been a site of
controversy between cultures. He said that the monument itself was an
artist's interpretation of the events of that time, that the plaque
had been an attempt to address what had actually happened, and that
the wording had raised questions.


In summarizing the history of the recruitment of Native Americans by
the Franciscans, he said that the Franciscans did indeed come to
convert, that an initial view of the Native Americans as subhuman had
been acknowledged and rejected, and that the serious damage done to
that culture could not be attributed to any one collection of people.
He suggested that U.S. government conduct had done more harm to Native
Americans than the missionaries. He also said that the Native American
experience between 1769 and 1834 could not be corrected by a single
plaque.
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He said that the Art Commission role was not to rewrite history but to
foster communication, understanding and mutual appreciation of all
cultures. He asked the Commissioners to create an environment that
would allow different cultures to live, flourish, and enjoy a high
quality of life unmatched by any other urban center.


The Mayor departed at 3:35 p.m.


In public testimony, Luis S. Ponce de Leon said that the plaque was
historically inaccurate in its implication that only Spaniards and
Franciscans had inflicted harm on the Native Americans. He said that
much of the tribe destruction had taken place after 1845, after the
departure of the Franciscan missionaries, and that all people of
European descent were to blame. Bobby Castillo, American Indian
Movement, said the statue itself should be removed. If it was not, the
wording should remain though it was a whitewash of the truth. George
Wesalek, Archdiocese of San Francisco, urged compromise and said the
wording should reflect the complicated variety of issues. He suggested
the insertion, at the beginning of the last sentence, of the words "As
a result of European colonization,. . ." He emphasized the necessity
of not focusing blame on the Franciscans and cited the good the
Fathers had consistently done for the city. Jeffrey Burns,
Archdiocese archivist, said that the Fathers had tried to protect the
Indians from the military and other groups. Dr. Albert Shumate,
president emeritus of the California Historical Society, said that not
all Native American deaths had occurred in the missions. He said that
many had fled to the interior valleys, and he cited a historical
report of a Sacramento Valley epidemic between 1830-34 that had
killed 75% of that population. George Brady, Society of California
Pioneers, emphasized that the Franciscan settlement had been confined
to the coastal strip, rather than the valleys. He said that the
Spanish regime had been the most benign, protecting the Indians and
establishing hospitals and schools. Kevin Starr, a California
historian affiliated with the State Library, said that the real
problem was the statue itself, depicting a patronizing attitude toward
the Native Americans. He said that it was impossible to rewrite the
statue to make it less insulting. He cited the impact of disease,
violence and cultural trauma on the Native Americans and reiterated
the fact that the Franciscans had no responsibility for the disease
that had inflicted most of the damage. Wayne Hughan, Catholics for
Truth and Justice, also cited the impact of disease in the valleys.
Kelly Cullen, Franciscan, said he would like to see the statue
removed. He asked for plaque wording that would honor both cultures.


After closing of public testimony. President Gatti suggested the
possibility, if no consensus could be reached, of the formulation of
an arbitrative committee consisting of Bobby Castillo, American Indian
Movement, and George Wesalek of the Archdiocese of San Francisco. He
said that the issue was restricted to the plaque and did not extend to
removal of the monument.


The Commissioners discussed the Archbishop's proposal for new wording
and alternate phrasing. The final consensus was to amend the motion
by inserting at the beginning of the last sentence the words "As a
result of colonial occupation. .


."
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The Commissioners discussed the fact that the statue is an 1894 work
reflective of that time rather than today. They discussed the
importance of exploring proposals to reflect today's cultural
diversity. They expressed their interest in the possibility of an art
piece expressing the contemporary Native American view.


b. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-307: Motion to approve A
revised wording for the Pioneer Monument Plaque "Early
Days," by deleting the phrase "...and 150,000 dead. . . .


"


and adding the phrase "As a result of colonial
occupation. .


."


c. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-308: Motion to approve A
additional funding of up to $4,500 for Susan Schwartzenberg
to cover costs of increased publication from 1,000 books to
3,000 books, and to provide for additional production costs.


d. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-309: Motion to approve the A
following pool of potential panelists for Market Street Art
in Transit Program Cycle 5: Teresita Romo, Stephanie
Johnson, Arnold Kemp, Hilda Shum, Pamela Z., Young Kim,
Francis Wong, Brian Tripp, Dean Beck Stewart, Sara Bates,
Joanna Haigood, Chris Komater, Jeannie Weiffenbach, Victor
Zaballa, Susan Leibovitz Steinman, Laura Brun, Genny Lim.


e. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-310: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to approve final payment of
$1,078.00 to Ray Beldner on Contract #POAR96000051 for
installation of "Playland Revisited" contingent upon final
inspection.


f. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-311: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to make final payment to
Fiberstars for completion of all fiber optic cable
installation in the North and South Embarcadero Promenade
Ribbon sculpture.


g. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-312: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to pay General Graphics the sum
of $750 for repair of five porcelain enamel pylons on the
South Embarcadero.


In response to a question about the preceding item, VI-2-g, Jill
Manton explained that repair was necessary because skateboarders had
chipped the porcelain enamel pylons, exposing them to rust. The artist
will take the skateboard problem into consideration in the design for
the mid-Embarcadero strip.


h. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-313: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to make final payment of $600
to Ann Chamberlain on contract #2820008 for design of
artwork at S.F. General Hospital parking garage.
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.


Executive Comaittee - Stanlee Gatti. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Executive Committee regarding
activities of the Committee and the Program.


President Gatti reported that the Committee had discussed agency
public relations needs. He has been speaking to reporters about
potential articles about the Art Commission.


4. Comunity Arts and Education - Willis Kirk. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Community Arts and Education
Committee regarding activities of the Committee and
the Program.


Commissioner Kirk reported that Joel Hernandez, 12, a participant in a
WritersCorps class, had read two of his poems before First Lady
Hillary Rodham Clinton at the White House. He referred the
Commissioners to recent press articles on the event and the program.


He suggested a tour of the cultural centers. The Commissioners settled
on the afternoon of Tuesday, July 23 for the tour. Commissioner Kirk
also said that all commissioners were welcome to attend CAE committee
meetings.


5


.


Street Artists Coamittee - Eaery Rogers. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Street Artists Program Committee
regarding activities of the Committee and the Program.


Program Director Howard Lazar announced that next year would be the
25th anniversary of the program. The subject will be discussed at the
next meeting.


b. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-314: Motion to approve A
requests by former certificate-holders for priority issuance
of certificate of waiver of re-screening: Frank Berumen,
Keke Zhang, Marvin Kirkland.


6. Civic Design CoMJttee - Emery Rogers. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Civic Design Committee regarding
activities of the Committee and the Program.


It was announced that the Mid-Market strategic plan and the Market
Street benches would be considered at the next Committee meeting.


VII. OLD BUSINESS


Commissioner Meyer reported on the outcome of an auction, held last
year to benefit artists who were victims of the Kobe, Japan
earthquake. The auction, which was endorsed by the Art Commission,
raised $16,000, which was presented to a foundation in Kobe last month
for distribution to affected artists.
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Mr. Newirth reported on the recent positive press coverage of the
Embarcadero Ribbon. Since Jill Manton has successfully raised federal
funds for the project, the sculpture has been fabricated and installed
at little cost to the city. He also said that some of the newly
appointed Port Commissioners were not fully informed about the Ribbon
or its funding. He encouraged the Art Commissioners to talk about the
Ribbon with Port Commissioners who they know.


VIII. NEW BUSINESS


The Commissioners discussed the possibilities for a Native American
monument. Points raised included potential funding sources, the number
of other Native American needs also requiring funding, the necessity
of the Commission not assuming a reactive position in advocacy of a
monument, and the fact that the San Francisco area was once Ohlone
land. The Commissioners agreed that it was not the role of the
Commission to instigate the project, but to provide access and
establish dialog with representatives of the community. President
Gatti suggested that Commissioner Lisac might want to work with the
Native American community. He expressed his own interest in
participating in the project. It was agreed that interested
Commissioners would begin dialog as private individuals rather than
official Commissioners, though their presence as Commissioners would
have impact. The plan is to assess community response before
officially adopting a potential project as a Commission
responsibility. It was also decided to refer the issue to the Visual
Arts Committee for further discussion.


IX. ADJOURNMENT


There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m.


Submitted by: j/^^/Zt £^4L^ /^ „.^i.^m^
Mich^d^p Liapei^, Act^g Commissic


Date S/jL4-h^


Lon Secretary


Approved


:


Richard Newirth, Director
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b. RESOLUTION NO. 0603-96-359: Motion to approve Mission
Street pedestrian lighting phase III.


VII. OLD BUSINESS


President Gatti announced that the issue of the Pioneer Monument
Plaque wording will come before the Comaission again because of
correspondence from the Consul-Oeneral of Spain, historians and other
interested parties.


The Commissioners discussed the advisability of bringing the players
together to draft the wording. It was decided that Debra Lehane would
set up a meeting, and the report will go before the Visual Arts
Committee. Commissioner Rascon will attend that meeting.


Commissioner Freebairn-Smith reported on the May 10 opening of the
Mental Health Rehabilitation Facility. He said the art for the
facility had been favorably received.


VIII. NEW BUSINESS


IX. ADJOURNMENT


There being no furtj^er business, /the meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m.


Submitted by:
Mic/feie Liapes, Actii^ Commission Secretary


Approved: ^yV^^y^^-^K^-LAc— ^ ^.^^-l^ Date Co - /9 - 7ia
Richard Newirth, Director
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Tomas Nakada up to $6800 for the creation of six camera-ready
artworks and a 24 poster kiosk display for a project which
investigates the role that pigeons play in the ecology of the
city.


Frederick Hayes/Carrie Scoville up to $6800 for the creation of
six camera-ready artworks and a 24 poster kiosk display for a
series of images of Market Street's independent vendors.


Chris Komater for 6 vintage movie posters in which characters in
old films set in SF will be replaced by or joined by contemporary
gay San Franciscans.


Andre Kreft up to $6800 for the creation of six camera-ready
artworks and a 24 poster kiosk display for a project which uses
photographic images and text to describe persons, events or
places significant to the history of Market Street.


Reanne Estrada/Mail Order Brides up to $6800 for the creation of
six camera-ready artworks and a 24 poster kiosk display for "Home
is where the heart is.... and I left my heart in San Francisco."


Street Artists Prograa Co««ittee Rec"»"^«*"^ation8 (7/10/96)


21. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-425: Motion to approve City Attorney A
draft legislation providing for $25 non-refundable application
fee for applicants for street artist certification and for former
certificate-holders requesting priority issuance of
certification.


22. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-426: Motion to approve agreement A
between Street Artists Program and Film and Video Arts Commission
for film companies and photographers to compensate Street Artists
Program $200 per day per street artist space used or adversely
affected by filming/photographing activity.


23. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-427: Motion to approve Commissioner A
Anthony Turney for appointment as Chair of the Subcommittee to
Plan the 25th Anniversary Celebration of the Street Artists
Program.


END OF CONSENT CALENDAR


VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS


1. Visual Arts CoMittee - Araando Rascon. Chair


President Gatti introduced the topic of the Pioneer Monument Plaque.
He said that the wording to be voted on had been reviewed closely by a
task force of representatives from the Spanish Consulate, the Mexican
consulate, the Archdiocese of San Francisco, the Franciscan Order, and
the Indian Center of All Nations.


Commissioner Lisac thanked and commended the task force members for
their work.
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Endorsing the final wording in public testimony were Luis S. Ponce de
Leon, Emeritus Professor, California State University, George T.
Brady, Society of California Pioneers, Randy T. Burns, Indian Center
of All Nations, and Camilo A. Vega, Consulate of Spain.


President Gatti commented on the problems involved in attempting to
explain someone else's work of art from another era. He expressed his
enthusiasm for the future commission of a contemporary Native American
work.


In reference to the phrase "the three cultures of early California,"
Commissioner Mirikitani expressed her concern about possible cultural
exclusivity.


A. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-428: Motion to approve the following A
text for the Pioneer Monument plaque.


CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICANS


The Pioneer Monument, created in 1894, represents a conventional
attitude of the 19th Century. It commemorates the settlement of
California by "western civilization". This plaque, added in 1996,
seeks to acknowledge the effect of this settlement on the
California Native Americans. The three figures of "Early Days", a
Native American, a missionary, and a vaquero, represent the three
cultures of early California. At least 300,000 Native people--and
perhaps far more— lived in California at the time of first
European settlement in 1769. During contact with colonizers from
Europe and the United States, the Native population of California
was devastated by disease, malnutrition and armed attacks. The
most dramatic decline of the Native population occurred in the
years following the discovery of gold in 1848. By 1900, according
to the US census, California's Native American population had
been reduced to 15,377. In the twentieth century, California's
Indian population steadily rebounded, reaching 236,078 in 1990.


B. Report from Chair of Visual Arts Committee regarding
activities of the Committee and the Program.


Commissioner Rascon announced that the committee was considering the
concept of a distinctive sculpture at the airport. He also said that
the SFIA master plan was currently under revision.


C. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-429: Motion to establish $5,000 A
contingency for Ann Preston's contract for Civic Center Court
House, bringing total contract amount to $68,500.


D. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-430: Motion to approve payment of A
up to $7,500 to Seyed Alavi for his services in developing and
overseeing the implementation of an integrated art concept for
the Richmond Recreation Center.















































DISCRIMINATION BY OMMISSION: ISSUES OF CONCERN FOR NATIVE AMERICANS IN  
SAN FRANCISCO 


 


C. IMAGES OF CONQUEST – PUBLIC ART 
 


Many of the images are depicting scenes of conquest. Some of the images glorify the subjugation 
of Native American people, while others romanticize the conquest or visages of the indigenous 
people of the Americas. Some of the images are disturbing because they illustrate violence 
perpetrated against Native Americans, and other depictions are offensive because the Native 
American subjects are portrayed in the nude (which is not a culturally appropriate artistic value 
when applied to Native American subjects, as nudity in art is not a Native American standard), or 
they are fetishized or romanticized, historically and culturally inaccurate images. 
 


 
Christopher Columbus 


(Coit Tower)


 


 
Padre Junipero Serra 
(Golden Gate Park) 


 


 
Don Juan Bautista De Anza 


(Lake Merced) 
 


Created the Mission system and Presidio in San Francisco. 


San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
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DISCRIMINATION BY OMMISSION: ISSUES OF CONCERN FOR NATIVE AMERICANS IN  
SAN FRANCISCO 


 


 


 


 
 


 
 


“The Winning of The West” 
238 light poles along Market Street and surrounding the Legion of Honor 


 
The image is a Plains Indian, not Californian. The subject is nude and riding a horse, which is 
historically inaccurate. In addition, nudity is not a Native American standard in art and its use in 
depictions of Native Americans is a European-based concept in art and is considered to be 
disrespectful by many Native American people. It also perpetrates the misconception that all 
Native Americans resemble Plains people and culture.


San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
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King Carlos III of Spain 


(Lake Merced) 
 


Established the Catholic Missions in San Francisco.


San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
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The Pioneer Monument (Civic Center Plaza) 
 


 
 


The image (above) shows a Catholic priest 
gesturing to heaven with one hand while 
motioning to the Native American person to 
stay down on the ground. Although this is a 
statue that glorifies the conquest of California, 
the Native American person is a Plains Indian 
(when considering the feathers and hair style) 
and not a California Indian, which reinforces the 
notion that all Native Americans look like 
Plains Indians. The Native American person is 
naked (except for a blanket), is barefoot, and is 
in an inferior, helpless position on the ground 
with the conquerors standing in a superior 
position over him. 
 


 


 


In the original 
rendition of this 
statue, the 
Vaquero (rancher), 
was brandishing a 
gun. It was 
removed when the 
statue was 
relocated to its 
current location in 
1993. 


 
The close-up (above) is of one of the bas-relief panels 
that encircle the pillar of this monument. The Native 
American people are all naked and barefooted, and the 
woman’s breast is exposed. The central figure of a 
European trader is in a superior position to the Native 
American subjects, one of whom is kneeling at the feet 
of the trader. 


 


The plaque (left) gives a history of the origin of the 
statue as well the different locations where it has been 
erected. It neither offers an explanation of the historical 
context of the images, nor does it extend any apology 
for the subjugation and near-annihilation of Native 
American people. 







 
“Marriage of the Artistic Expression of the North and South of this Continent” 


(City College) 
 
“[This image is intended to convey] Pan American unity representing the United States, Canada, 
and Mexico. Coatique, the ancient Aztec Goddess of earth and death dominates the center of the 
design. Figures present in the mural are the artist, Frida Kahlo, various actors, Dudley Carter, 
Emmy Lou Packard. The mural was originally created [by Diego Rivera] for the 1939 World’s 
Fair [in New York].” (SF Arts Commission Website) 
 
While the mural seems to exalt Native American people and culture, it is viewed by many to be 
cultural assimilation and fetishization of the indigenous people of the area known as Mexico. 
Additionally, nudity in art is not a Native American standard and is often seen as offensive and 
inappropriate as the representations depict what many Native Americans see as their ancestors. 
In this context, nude depictions of what are essentially grandmothers and grandfathers are 
deemed offensive when viewed through most indigenous values.







Hello Guest | Login


Thank you for supporting the arts. Below you will find tools, resources, and information to help make your case for the arts and
arts education as well as ways you can take action today.  


You are not alone. Americans for the Arts stands with you alongside millions of artists, local and state arts agency leaders,
teachers, community leaders, business people, elected officials, funders, and other arts professionals.


On August 12, 2017, the fate of a public art piece—a monument to Confederate general Robert E. Lee—became the focal
point for a violent and racism-fueled clash in Charlottesville, VA. In the wake of those events, many communities across the
United States are grappling with the existence and legacy of divisive monuments, and local, state, and federal policymakers,
including President Trump, are weighing in on the fate of these monuments.


Americans for the Arts strongly supports diversity, equity, and inclusion, and stands against racism, bigotry, and hatred.


Our nation's public art is complex and it is powerful—we must be mindful of that power. Public art reflects the stories and
histories we most want to tell ourselves, the lessons we want to learn, the pride we collectively hold, and the memories and
priorities with which we craft our communities' futures. The presence (and the absence of) people and events in the sculptures,
murals, music, and imagery with which we commemorate history create the narrative we tell our communities.


For nearly 60 years, Americans for the Arts, with its member organizations, has been a fierce advocate for public art and how
it can help transform, inspire, and educate communities. Americans for the Arts stands with community members who are
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coming together to have civil and just dialogues, and to meaningfully and honestly assess the value of their existing public art
pieces, monuments, and memorials in telling the narratives that their communities desire and deserve today. Americans for the
Arts stands in opposition to any form of violence, intimidation, or illegal activity that cuts short such community dialogue.


The Challenge of Confederate Monuments and Memorials


According to the Southern Poverty Law Center, there are over 1,500 Confederate monuments and memorials in 31 states
across the United States, including areas that were not part of the Confederacy. Over 700 of these monuments are on
government-owned sites. The existence of these monuments, and their locations, creates a narrative of value and official
support that can be problematic.


Art on the public square carries great meaning. Such sculptures often represent the culture of a community and are seen as
vessels for what we choose to honor and make permanent. To many, Confederate monuments glorify inequality, white
supremacy, racial discrimination, and bigotry. To others, they reflect a conservative desire for the reinstatement of white
nationalism, which they feel has been nullified by demographic and policy change.


Most of these monuments were commissioned long after the end of the Civil War as part of an ongoing so-called “Lost Cause”
movement to re-write history, and nearly 200 Confederate monuments in the United States were commissioned on or after
1960, arguably in reaction to the black civil rights movements of the early- and mid-20th century. In fact, as many as 35 of
these monuments have been commissioned since 2010.


All public artwork, whether controversial or not, is at its most impactful when it is being considered honestly. Context, origin,
and the feelings of the community must be part of an open dialogue and, ultimately, a community choice. The illegal removal of
these monuments or the quashing of dialogue by government edict, or by violence, disempowers the community and dampens
the innate power of public art to spark dialogue, change, and community healing.


What Can Be Done


The choice of what to do with these sculptures—and the schools, parks, courthouses, university campuses, and public
squares they are often part of—must emerge from an informed community in dialogue with itself. And there is a wide spectrum
of actions that communities have taken.


In New Orleans, LA, after community dialogue, four Confederate monuments throughout the city were removed and
Mayor Mitch Landrieu gave a landmark speech that outlines many of the reasons. The city is in the process of handing off
the monuments to other cultural institutions for viewing in other spaces with contextualization.
In Birmingham, AL, the community transformed Kelly Ingram Park, site of the famous confrontation between Public Safety
Commissioner “Bull” Connor and civil rights protestors, into “a place of revolution and reconciliation” and installed a
variety of sculptures depicting scenes from the civil rights movement.
In Annapolis, MD, the site of a slave market was turned into a public art sculpture of Roots author Alex Haley reading to
children of multiple races. A statue of the Supreme Court justice who wrote the Dred Scott decision was removed under
cover of night from the grounds of the state capitol after a committee vote.
In Louisville, KY, a Confederate statue was removed and relocated to a Civil War battle site where it could be viewed in an
educational context.
In Baltimore, MD, in the aftermath of the terrorist attack in Charlottesville, four Confederate monuments recently removed
are being offered to two cemeteries dedicated specifically to housing the Confederate dead. On the pedestal of a former
Robert E. Lee statue a new, unofficial public sculpture, Madre Luz, depicting a pregnant woman carrying a child and
raising a golden fist in triumph and hope, was briefly installed before being toppled by vandals.
In Minneapolis, MN, a controversial sculpture depicting the gallows from which Native Americans were hung was
destroyed in a special ceremony after the commissioning museum, under community pressure, engaged in deep dialogue
with Native American elders.
In Macon, GA, a plaque for the Baconsfield Park that dedicated it to the “benefit and enjoyment of the white women, white
girls, white boys, and white children…” was removed and relocated to the Harriet Tubman Museum, where context and
interpretation allowed it to be a learning mechanism.


There are international examples as well:


Following the fall of the Iron Curtain, Budapest chose to leave vestiges of Communist iconography that had been re-
mixed in public spaces including the boots of a statue of Stalin on its original pedestal and old street signs with communist
names crossed out in red and new street signs beside. In other areas, Communist statues have been gathered in







confined parks for viewing and scholarly study.
In Paraguay, a statue of dictator Alfredo Stroessner was deconstructed and then reconstituted into a new piece in which
the former statue appeared crushed between stones.
In Germany, the remnants of the Nazi regime have been treated differently in different cases: the Haus der Kunst, site of
major Nazi-sanctioned art exhibits, now commits most of its funds to displaying art that would have been banned by the
regime. Sites of atrocities, such as the Bebelplatz, where thousands of books were burned and Nazi marches were held,
have installed public art pieces to engage with that history through a lens of learning and reconciliation. Certain sites such
as Hitler’s final bunker, after dialogue, were deliberately obscured to keep them from becoming shrines for neo-Nazis.


These choices were determined by members of these communities and/or by elected leadership, driven by a shared belief in a
new narrative, and an understanding of what role these art pieces would play. Regardless of the direction a community takes
when addressing a publicly placed artwork, there should be a strong community engagement component that allows for
dialogue.


Americans for the Arts is encouraged by the growing number of U.S. cities that have been engaging in dialogues like this
already. Community dialogues have been conducted, or are starting, in New Orleans, LA; Baltimore, MD; Louisville, KY;
Gainesville, FL, and elsewhere. The mayor of Lexington, KY, in the aftermath of Charlottesville, has reversed himself and
recommended removal of two Confederate statues on the site of a former slave market. Elected officials from both major
parties in states including Minnesota, North Carolina, Texas and Maryland are asking support for similar dialogues to begin.


Un-Erasing Narrative through Public Art


This is, however, a beginning for truth and reconciliation, not an end.


These monuments, and their long tenure in the public square, are symptoms of larger issues of systemic racism and white
privilege that pervade far beyond these statues; public art reflects and makes permanent our deepest beliefs, both good and
bad. Confederate names adorn many Southern schools, a quarter of which are majority-African-American. The Confederate
flag is an integrated part of the design of the state flag of Mississippi, and maintains a publicly supported presence in at least
six states. Racially-charged melodies, stories, and traditions intertwine visibly and invisibly into place names, state anthems,
songs, bedtime stories, and more.


Moreover, there is a resounding absence of narratives about slavery, segregation, discrimination, emancipation, and the
ongoing fight for civil rights. There are currently three times as many monuments to the Confederacy in the U.S. Capitol as
there are monuments to African-Americans. There are artistic commemorations of many of the leading Segregationists
throughout the South, but the first such large-scale monument to the many black men and women lynched during that period
will not open until 2018.


Our communities use public monuments as artistic commemorations of what we deem important. Americans for the Arts
believes that, as more communities enter dialogue about what these divisive public artworks say about their residents and
their beliefs, these art pieces can help facilitate positive community transformation.


Americans for the Arts supports ongoing community dialogue around truth, reconciliation, and removal and replacement of the
various artistic and cultural vestiges of white supremacy and racism in the United States, and the installation of monuments
commemorating narratives of emancipation, shared strength, and equity. We recommend that local arts agencies and other
arts institutions join these dialogues in concert with affected communities.


To support a full creative life for all, Americans for the Arts commits to championing policies and practices of cultural equity that
empower a just, inclusive, equitable nation.


Resources for You and Your Community


NEXT TUESDAY, August 22  at 3pm, Americans for the Arts will hold a special members-only briefing
(https://artsu.americansforthearts.org/products/special-edition-member-briefing-arts-history-and-
community-dialogue) to discuss the issues outlined in this position statement, as well as next steps. After the 30-
minute briefing, there will be an opportunity for public art administrators and others to engage in conversation with each
other, led by a member of the Public Art Network Council.
We also want to hear from you – share your stories of what is happening in your communities by emailing
membership@artsusa.org (mailto:membership@artsusa.org).


nd







Deaccession/Conservation & Maintenance


The Public Art Resource Center (http://www.americansforthearts.org/parc) offers information and tools on
community engagement, public art maintenance and conservation, and sample documents and policies.
San Francisco Arts Commission Policies and Guidelines for the Civic Art Collection
(http://www.americansforthearts.org/by-program/reports-and-data/legislation-policy/naappd/policies-and-
guidelines-for-the-civic-art-collection-of-the-city-and-county-of-san-francisco-under) includes the deaccession
policy (starts on page 25).
American Institute of Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works (http://www.conservation-us.org/) highlights
conservators and other professional resources to help care for an artwork.
“It's Not Forever”: Temporary Works and Deaccessioning (http://blog.americansforthearts.org/2014/02/05/%E2
%80%9Cits-not-forever%E2%80%9D-temporary-works-and-deaccessioning) blog posts outlines some of the
current questions and thoughts around longevity and permanence of public artworks. 
Florida’s Art in State Buildings Program Deaccession Policy (http://www.americansforthearts.org/sites/default/files
/pdf/2013/by_program/networks_and_councils/public_art_network/DeaccessionPolicy_Sample.pdf) is a
sample  deaccession policy for public art programs.


Community Engagement


Planning & Designing Arts-Based Civic Engagement Projects (http://animatingdemocracy.org/sites/default/files
/Imagine_Define_Design.pdf) includes worksheets to help you design your community engagement process.
Participatory Action Research Approach to Planning, Reflection and Documentation (http://animatingdemocracy.org
/sites/default/files/documents/resources/tools/participatory_action_research.pdf) offers an approach to
research and learning that uses different methods to address issues or possibilities identified and defined by a community
to create new ways of working, interacting, and knowing.
The 8 R’s of Talking About Race: How to Have Meaningful Conversations (https://www.netimpact.org/blog/the-
8-r%E2%80%99s-of-talking-about-race-how-to-have-meaningful-conversations) helps identify and manage
your speaking about race.
The Controversy Conundrum: Public Art Advocacy and Communication Strategies to Keep Your Program Thriving
(https://artsu.americansforthearts.org/products/the-controversy-conundrum-public-art-advocacy-and-
communication-strategies-to-keep-your-program-thriving) is a webinar that reviews case studies and practices
when dealing with controversial issues and your public art collection.


Contextualization/Education


The Equal Justice Initiative provides resources for understanding racial justice (https://www.eji.org/racial-justice) from
slavery to the civil rights movement.
Americans for the Arts’ Animating Democracy (http://www.animatingdemocracy.org) has a variety of case studies
and tools for engaging in difficult civic dialogues, including about public artworks whose meaning and narrative have
shifted over time.
Who’s Heritage? Public Symbols of the Confederate (https://www.splcenter.org/20160421/whose-heritage-public-
symbols-confederacy) by the Southern Poverty Law Center provides a history of the development of Confederate
imagery and symbols.
A Monumental Problem (http://the1a.org/shows/2017-08-16/a-monumental-problem) podcast from NPR’s 1A
provides multiple perspectives and context to Confederate monuments and memorials.
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POLICIES and GUIDELINES for the CIVIC ART COLLECTION of the CITY and COUNTY of SAN 
FRANCISCO UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO ARTS COMMISSION 


[Excerpt specifically detailing care of the Civic Art Collection and deaccession policies] 


 


6. COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
6.1 Arts Commission:  In accordance with the CCSF Administrative Code Sec. 2A.150.1, the Arts 


Commission provides for the additional responsibilities for the care of the City’s Collection.  
6.1.1 Cataloging, Care and Maintenance of Public Art Media:  The cataloging, care and maintenance of 


all sculptures, statues, murals, paintings and other art media belonging to the City and County of 
San Francisco, other than and excepting those located on properties under the jurisdiction and 
control the San Francisco Unified School District, the M.H. de Young Memorial Museum,  the 
Asian Art Museum, the California Palace of the Legion of Honor, the California Academy of 
Sciences and the Recreation and Park Commission, shall be under the jurisdiction of the Arts 
Commission. 


 
6.1.2 Agreement with Recreation and Park Commission: The Arts Commission shall be authorized to 


enter into agreement with the Recreation and Park Commission, upon such terms as may be 
mutually agreed, for the cataloging, care and maintenance of any or all of the above media 
located on properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. 


 
6.1.3 Authorization of the Sale or Exchange of Works of Art:  The Arts Commission by a 2/3 vote is 


authorized to sell or exchange works of art under its jurisdiction under the terms specified under 
Sec. 2A.150.1, described here under Section 7.3, Deaccessioning. 


 
6.1.4 Reproductions or Adaptations:  The Arts Commission may license the making of reproductions or 


adaptations of works of art under its jurisdiction.  Note:  While the Administrative Code allows the 
Arts Commission to license the making of reproductions, the Arts Commission must confirm that it 
has license from the artist who holds the copyright to make reproductions or adaptations of a 
work of art. 


 
6.2 Visual Arts Committee:  The Visual Arts Committee reviews Collections issues and makes 


recommendations to the full Arts Commission relative to all aspects of the management of the 
Collection that require Commission Resolution, including, but not limited to the approval to 
deaccession artwork through sale or exchange, or authorize the removal, alteration, or 
destruction of any artwork under the Commission’s jurisdiction. 
 


6.3 Senior Registrar:  The Senior Registrar shall coordinate the care and maintenance of the 
Collection, including: 
• Developing and maintaining an inventory of the Collection maintenance needs 
• Identifying funds for maintenance and conservation needs and applying for grants 
• Contracting for and managing maintenance and conservation contracts 
• Maintaining an inventory of the City’s collection 


 
6.4 Director of Cultural Affairs:  The Director of Cultural Affairs may authorize the emergency 


removal, alteration or destruction of an artwork without Commission approval under the 
conditions specified under Section 7.2.1. The Director of Cultural Affairs is also given authority 
under Arts Commission Resolution 0507-12-142 to approve contracts, purchase orders, or direct 
payment vouchers up to $500,000 with conservators, art technicians, or other qualified 
contractors for the purpose of performing conservation, maintenance and repair on works of art in 
the City’s art collection; approve contracts, purchase orders, or direct payment vouchers up to 
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$500,000 with art service providers for transportation, storage, installation, de-installation of 
artwork, construction cases, vitrines and framing, and other similar work related to the care and 
maintenance of the City’s collection that does not require design approval from the Commission. 


7. COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT:  DEACCESSION, REMOVAL, ALTERATION, AND 
DESTRUCTION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 


7.1 Overview of Collection’s Policy: It is the objective of the Commission to acquire works of art of 
the highest quality. Acquisition by the City and County of San Francisco implies a commitment to 
the preservation, protection and display of the artwork for the public benefit. Acquisition implies 
permanency within the collection, as long as the work maintains its physical integrity, identity and 
authenticity, and as long as it remains useful to the purposes of the people of the City and County 
of San Francisco. When any of these conditions no longer prevail, the Arts Commission may 
consider removal from public display and/or deaccessioning.  


 
7.2 Removal from Public Display:    If the artwork is removed from public display, the Arts 


Commission may consider the following options: 
 


• Relocation of Public Display: If the Commission decides that an artwork must be removed 
from its original site, and if its condition is such that it could be re-installed, the Commission 
will attempt to identify another appropriate site. If the artwork was designed for a specific 
site, the Art Commission will attempt to relocate the work to a new site consistent with the 
artist's intention. If possible, the artist's assistance will be requested to help make this 
determination.  


 
• Store object until a new site has been identified or the Commission decides to deaccession 


the artwork. 
 
• Sale or Trade of Object after deaccession. 


7.2.1 Provisions for Emergency Removal:  In the event that the structural integrity or condition of an 
artwork is such that, in the opinion of the Art Commission's Director of Cultural Affairs, the artwork 
presents an imminent threat to public safety, the Director may authorize its immediate removal, 
without Commission action or the artist's consent, by declaring a State of Emergency, and have 
the work placed in temporary storage. The artist and the Arts Commissioners must be notified of 
this action within 30 days. The Commission will then consider options for disposition: repair, 
reinstallation, maintenance provisions or deaccessioning. In the event that the artwork cannot be 
removed without being altered, modified, or destroyed, and if the Artist’s Agreement with the City 
and County has not waived his/her rights under the California Art Preservation Act and the 1990 
Visual Artists’ Protection Act, the Director must attempt to gain such written permission before 
proceeding. In the event that this cannot be accomplished before action is required in order to 
protect the public health and safety, the Director shall proceed according to the advice of the City 
Attorney.  


 
7.3 Deaccessioning: 


 
7.3.1 Statement of General Policy:  In general, works of art will not be deaccessioned within 10 years 


after acquisition. The Arts Commission shall deaccession and dispose of works of art in its 
collections only in the public interest and as a means of improving the quality of the collections.  
 


7.3.2 Consideration of Alternatives for Disposition of a Work of Art:  In considering various alternatives 
for the disposition of deaccessioned objects, the Arts Commission should be concerned that:  


 
• The manner of disposition is in the best interests of the Arts Commission and the public it 


serves.  
 


Page 2 of 6 
 







• Preference should be given to retaining works that are a part of the historical, cultural, or 
scientific heritage of San Francisco and California.  


 
• Consideration should be given to placing the art objects, through gift, exchange, or sale, 


in another tax-exempt public institution wherein they may serve the purpose for which 
they were acquired initially by the Arts Commission.  


 
• Objects may not be given or sold privately to City employees, officers, members of the 


governing authority, or to their representatives, except as specified below.  
 


7.3.3 Conditions: A work of art may be considered for removal from public display and/or 
deaccessioning if one or more of the following conditions apply:   


 
• The work does not fit within the Arts Commission’s mission, goals, or guidelines for the 


Civic Art Collection. 
 
• The work presents a threat to public safety.  
 
• Condition or security of the work cannot be guaranteed, or the Arts Commission cannot 


properly care for or store the work. 
 
• The work requires excessive or unreasonable maintenance, or has faults in design or 


workmanship.  
 
• The condition of the work requires restoration in gross excess of its aesthetic value, or is 


in such a deteriorated state that restoration would prove either unfeasible, impractical or 
misleading.  


 
• No suitable site for the work is available, or significant changes in the use or character of 


design of the site affect the integrity of the work. 
 
• The work interferes with the operations of the client agency.  
 
• Significant adverse public reaction over an extended period of time (5 years or more).   
 
• The work is judged to have little or no aesthetic and/or historical or cultural value.  
 
• The Arts Commission wishes to replace a work with a more appropriate work by the 


same artist.   
 
• The work can be sold to finance, or can be traded for, a work of greater importance.  
 
• Written request from the artist has been received to remove the work from public display.   
 
• The work is duplicative in a large holding of work of that type or of that artist.   
 
• The work is fraudulent or not authentic.   
 
• The work is rarely or never displayed.   
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7.3.4 Process: The following steps shall be followed for works being considered for deaccessioning:  


7.3.4.1 Absence of Restrictions:  Before disposing of any objects from the collections, reasonable efforts 
shall be made to ascertain that the Commission is legally free to do so. Where restrictions are 
found to apply, the Arts Commission shall comply with the following:  


 
• Mandatory restrictions shall be observed unless deviation from their terms is authorized by 


a court of competent jurisdiction.  
 
• Objects to which restrictions apply should not be disposed of until reasonable efforts are 


made to comply with the restrictive conditions. If practical and reasonable to do so, 
considering the value of the objects in question, the Commission should notify the donor 
if it intends to dispose of such objects within ten years of receiving the gift or within the 
donor's lifetime, whichever is less. If there is any question as to the intent of force of 
restrictions, the Commission shall seek the advice of the City Attorney.  
 


7.3.4.2  Arts Commission Staff Report:  The Arts Commission staff shall prepare a report which includes 
a staff evaluation and recommendation along with the following information:  
 
• City Attorney’s Opinion:  The City Attorney shall be consulted regarding any restrictions that 


may apply to a specific work.  
 


• Rationale:  An analysis of the reasons for deaccessioning and its impact on the Collection 
and the artist, and an evaluation of the artwork. 
 


• Community Opinion:  If pertinent, public and agency feedback on the dispensation of work 
in question.  


 
• Independent Appraisal or other documentation of the value of the artwork:   Prior to 


disposition of any object having a value of $10,000 or more, Arts Commission staff should 
obtain an independent professional appraisal, or an estimate of the value of the work based 
on recent documentation of gallery and auction sales.   


 
• Related Professional Opinions:  In cases of where deaccessioning or removal is 


recommended due to deterioration, threat to public safety, ongoing controversy, or lack of 
artistic quality, it is recommended that the Commission seek the opinions of independent 
professionals qualified to comment on the concern prompting review (conservators, 
engineers, architects, critics, safety experts etc.).  


 
• History:   


o Provide written correspondence, press and other evidence of public debate.  
o Original Acquisition method and purchase price. 
o Options for Disposition.  
o Replacement Costs.  


7.3.5 Visual Arts Committee Hearing:  The recommendation to deaccession a work of art will be 
considered by the Visual Arts Committee as part of the Committee's regular or special meeting.  
The Committee shall make its recommendation to the full Arts Commission.  


7.3.6 Arts Commission Hearing and Resolution:  The Commission must approve by Resolution the 
Visual Arts Committee’s recommendation that a work of art under its jurisdiction should be 
deaccessioned through sale or exchange.  
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7.4 Sale or Exchange of Artwork:  In accordance with Sec. 2A.150.1 of the San Francisco 
Administrative code, when the Commission determines that it would be advantageous to the City 
and County, a work of art under its jurisdiction may be sold or exchanged as follows: 


7.4.1 Exchange:  The Arts Commission may exchange a work of art on such terms as the Arts 
Commission, by a 2/3 vote of the members of the Commission determines appropriate, provided 
that any exchange is subject to the approval of the Purchaser.  


 
7.4.2 Sale at Public Auction:  A work of art under the jurisdiction of the Commission may be sold at 


public auction to the highest and best bidder and the Commission may contract with a licensed 
auctioneer for the purpose of conducting the sale or sales. The contract shall specify the 
compensation to be paid for the auctioneer's services and set forth the terms and conditions 
under which the sale or sales are to be conducted. Each such contract shall be approved by the 
Purchaser.  


 
7.4.3 Private Sale: If the work is offered at public auction and no bids are received, or if the bids are 


rejected, or if the Arts Commission determines, by a 2/3 vote of the members that the work may 
be sold on terms more advantageous to the City if sold through private sale. Any contract for the 
private sale of a work of art is subject to the approval of the Purchaser. A work of art on which 
bids have been rejected shall not thereafter be sold through private sale for less than the amount 
of the highest bid received.  


 
7.4.4 Proceeds from Sale of Artwork: In accordance with Section 10.100.30 of the San Francisco 


Administrative Code, all proceeds from any sale or auction, less any payment due the artist under 
the California Resale Royalties Act, shall be credited to the Public Arts Fund, and the monies 
contributed to the fund from the sale, exchange or exhibition of a work of art under the jurisdiction 
of the Arts Commission shall be expended exclusively for the purpose of acquiring or maintaining 
works of art for the same public structure for which the original work of art was acquired. 


• Adequate Records:  An adequate record of the conditions and circumstances under which 
objects are deaccessioned and disposed of should be made and retained as part of the 
Collections Management records. 


• California Resale Royalties Act:  The Commission shall abide by the California Resale 
Royalties Act (Civil Code section 986) with respect to notification of the sale of any work of 
art which is sold for more than $1,000, and payment of 5% of the sale price for any work of 
art which is sold for more than the Commission paid for the artwork provided that the artist 
can be located by reasonable means. If the artist cannot be found, the Resale Royalty will 
revert to the California Arts Council in accordance with state law. 


 
7.5 Alteration, Modification, or Destruction of Artwork:  It is the primary responsibility of the Art 


Commission to preserve and protect the art collections under its management for the people of 
the City and County of San Francisco. However, under certain conditions, and in accordance with 
the constraints of the California Art Preservation Act (Civil Code 987), known as CAPA, and the 
Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990 (17 U.S.C. 106A and 113 (d), known as VARA, or in the case 
where the Artist has waived his/her rights under CAPA and VARA, in accordance with the City’s 
contractual agreement with the artist, the Commission may authorize actions that would alter, 
modify or destroy an artwork.  


 
7.5.1 Conditions: Removal and disposal, destruction, alteration or modification of an artwork may be 


considered under the following circumstances:  


• The work has faults of design or workmanship, or is damaged so that repair or remedy is 
impractical, unfeasible or an unjustifiable allocation of resources.  
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• The work poses a threat to public safety, or in some other way poses a potential liability for 
the City and County of San Francisco. In the event that the condition of the artwork 
represents an eminent safety hazard, and cannot be removed without risk of damage or 
destruction, the Director of Cultural Affairs will proceed in accordance with the provisions 
specified under "Emergency Removal.”  


• The Commission deems it necessary in order for the City and County to exercise its 
responsibilities in regard to public works and improvements, or in furtherance of the City's 
operations, or for any other good cause.  


 
7.5.2 Options: If, for any of the above reasons, the City and County of San Francisco finds it necessary 


to pursue plans that would modify, remove, destroy or in any way alter an artwork, and the Arts 
Commission approves such action, then the Arts Commission shall make a reasonable effort to 
notify the artist by registered mail of the City's intent and outline possible options, which include, 
but are not limited to the following: 


  
• Transfer of Title to the Artist: The artist will be given the first option of having the title to the 


artwork transferred to him/her. If the artist elects to pursue title transfer, he/she is responsible 
for the object's removal and all associated costs.  


• Disclaim Authorship: In the case where the City contemplates action which would 
compromise the integrity of the artwork, the artist shall be given the opportunity to disclaim 
authorship and request that his/her name not be used in connection with the given work.   


• Alteration, Modification or Destruction:  If alteration, modification, or destruction is of an 
artwork protected under the California Art Preservation Act, or the Visual Artists Rights Act of 
1990 is contemplated, the Commission must secure a written waiver of the artist's rights 
under this section. In the case of an emergency removal that may result in destruction or 
irreparable damage, the Director will act in accordance with the advice of the City Attorney. 


 


Page 6 of 6 
 





		Pioneer Monument Staff Report Memo FINAL

		Pioneer Monument Staff Report

		01SD FY 1894

		02SD James Lick, Bio_ City Guides

		03SD Staff Memo 1996

		04SD American Indian Movement Letter 1995

		05SD Newsweek April 1996

		06SD Arts Commission Minutes May 1996

		07SD NY Times May 1996

		08SD Arts Commission Minutes Excerpt June 1996

		09SD Plaque Vetting Committee 1996

		10SD NY Times June 1996

		11SD Arts Commission Minutes Excerpt August 1996

		12SD SolnitMonumentArticle_Fall1999

		13SD Arts for the City Excerpt

		14SD Pages from Discrimination_by_Omission_Issues_of_Concern_for_Native_Americans_in_San_Francisco

		15SD Americans for the Arts_Statement on the Intersection of the Arts, History, and Community Dialogue

		16SD position-paper-on-confederate-monuments-(september-2017)

		17SD SFAC Collections Management Policy_Deaccession

		POLICIES and GUIDELINES for the CIVIC ART COLLECTION of the CITY and COUNTY of SAN FRANCISCO UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO ARTS COMMISSION

		[Excerpt specifically detailing care of the Civic Art Collection and deaccession policies]

		6. COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

		6.1 Arts Commission:  In accordance with the CCSF Administrative Code Sec. 2A.150.1, the Arts Commission provides for the additional responsibilities for the care of the City’s Collection.

		7. COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT:  DEACCESSION, REMOVAL, ALTERATION, AND DESTRUCTION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

		7.1 Overview of Collection’s Policy: It is the objective of the Commission to acquire works of art of the highest quality. Acquisition by the City and County of San Francisco implies a commitment to the preservation, protection and display of the artw...

		7.3.4 UProcessU: The following steps shall be followed for works being considered for deaccessioning:

		7.3.4.1 UAbsence of RestrictionsU:  Before disposing of any objects from the collections, reasonable efforts shall be made to ascertain that the Commission is legally free to do so. Where restrictions are found to apply, the Arts Commission shall comp...

		7.3.5 UVisual Arts Committee HearingU:  The recommendation to deaccession a work of art will be considered by the Visual Arts Committee as part of the Committee's regular or special meeting.  The Committee shall make its recommendation to the full Art...

		7.3.6 UArts Commission Hearing and ResolutionU:  The Commission must approve by Resolution the Visual Arts Committee’s recommendation that a work of art under its jurisdiction should be deaccessioned through sale or exchange.

		7.4 Sale or Exchange of Artwork:  In accordance with Sec. 2A.150.1 of the San Francisco Administrative code, when the Commission determines that it would be advantageous to the City and County, a work of art under its jurisdiction may be sold or excha...

		7.4.1 UExchangeU:  The Arts Commission may exchange a work of art on such terms as the Arts Commission, by a 2/3 vote of the members of the Commission determines appropriate, provided that any exchange is subject to the approval of the Purchaser.

		 Adequate Records:  An adequate record of the conditions and circumstances under which objects are deaccessioned and disposed of should be made and retained as part of the Collections Management records.

		 California Resale Royalties Act:  The Commission shall abide by the California Resale Royalties Act (Civil Code section 986) with respect to notification of the sale of any work of art which is sold for more than $1,000, and payment of 5% of the sal...

		 The work has faults of design or workmanship, or is damaged so that repair or remedy is impractical, unfeasible or an unjustifiable allocation of resources.

		 The work poses a threat to public safety, or in some other way poses a potential liability for the City and County of San Francisco. In the event that the condition of the artwork represents an eminent safety hazard, and cannot be removed without ri...

		 The Commission deems it necessary in order for the City and County to exercise its responsibilities in regard to public works and improvements, or in furtherance of the City's operations, or for any other good cause.

		 UDisclaim AuthorshipU: In the case where the City contemplates action which would compromise the integrity of the artwork, the artist shall be given the opportunity to disclaim authorship and request that his/her name not be used in connection with ...

		 UAlteration, Modification or DestructionU:  If alteration, modification, or destruction is of an artwork protected under the California Art Preservation Act, or the Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990 is contemplated, the Commission must secure a writ...














San Francisco






























1


Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Patterson, Kate (ART)
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 12:46 PM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: FW: documents for the Oct-2 meeting on the Pioneer monument
Attachments: The Pioneer Monument - First in a  Series of Monuments to be Added One per 


Century.pdf


Categories: Pioneer Monument


For the commissioners… 
 
Kate Patterson-Murphy 
Director of Communications 
 
San Francisco Arts Commission 
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415-252-2229  
sfartscommission.org 
 
e-Newsletter I Twitter I Facebook I YouTube I Flickr  


 


NOTICE: Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts Commission are 
public records and as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the public. If this happens, all 
sensitive personal information, such as Social Security numbers and phone numbers, will be redacted.  


 
 


From: Howard Long    
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 11:51 AM 
To: Patterson, Kate (ART) <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: documents for the Oct‐2 meeting on the Pioneer monument 


 
Dear Kate:  
 
Thank you for providing me with the information. I am submitting an essay about the Early Days statue that you 
may share with the art commissioners and any other interested parties. I will attend the meeting on October 2. 
 
Another issue that I am concerned about is the dilapidated condition of the historic street lamps along Market 
Street and going up Powell Street opposite Union Square. The city department in charge of the city-owned fixtures 
insists that these are currently owned by PG & E, although PG & E denies this. I am confident that PG & E 
actually does own the fixtures, which include the ones with pioneer scenes along Market Street and the ornate 
Victorian ones with acanthus leaves along Powell Street. I would like to organize some sort of effort to get PG & E 
to turn these fixtures over to the city so it can maintain them. I have watched big chunks of these lamp-posts fall off 
and be stolen. Would your department, or any other organization that you know of, be willing to support my efforts 
in this regard? 
 
Thanks, and have a nice day. 
 
Sincerely, 







2


Reid Stuart 
 


On Tuesday, September 5, 2017 11:46 AM, "Patterson, Kate (ART)" <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> wrote: 
 


Hi Howard, 
  
Thank you for your patience. Please find the emails you requested attached. Please note that we have redacted personal 
contact information in order to protect individuals’ right to privacy under Article 1, Section 1 of the California 
Constitution.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Kate Patterson-Murphy 
Director of Communications 
 
San Francisco Arts Commission 
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415-252-2229  
sfartscommission.org 
 
e-Newsletter I Twitter I Facebook I YouTube I Flickr  
  
NOTICE: Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts Commission are public 
records and as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the public. If this happens, all sensitive personal 
information, such as Social Security numbers and phone numbers, will be redacted.  
  
  


From: Howard Long [mailto:pacayacity@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2017 9:56 AM 
To: Patterson, Kate (ART) <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: documents for the Oct-2 meeting on the Pioneer monument 
  
Thanks, take your time, no rush. 
  


On Friday, September 1, 2017 9:35 AM, "Patterson, Kate (ART)" <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> wrote: 
  


Dear Reid,  
  
We can provide you with electronic copies of the emails we have received from those who wish to remove the 
statue.  
  
I will send them to you when I am back on Tuesday.  
  
Best, Kate  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Aug 31, 2017, at 9:29 PM, Howard Long  wrote: 


Thanks for getting back to me. I am interested in figuring out the precise arguments that are 
being presented in favor of taking down this statue. I think that we should preserve historical 
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monuments, and even this particular statue (which clearly has some antiquated messages 
embedded in the body language) is valuable for preserving insight into the societal attitudes of a 
by-gone era. I would be happy seeing a Maya Angelou statue near the library (somebody in the 
newspaper was suggesting that such a statue replace the Pioneer monument) but I do not think 
that a new statue should replace the old one. 
  
Also, I am concerned that if the statue is removed, what will become of it. If necessary, I would 
like to find it a new home so it does not get destroyed. 
  
Anyway, I am interested in seeing any paperwork that specifies the particular arguments being 
made in favor of removal, for the purpose of enabling me to better argue the case that the statue 
should stay put. I could drop by your office either tomorrow or some afternoon in the coming 
weeks. Let me know what would be most convenient for you. Or perhaps you could just email 
me the pertinent information. Thanks for your help. Have a nice day. 
  
Sincerely, 
Reid Stuart 
  


On Thursday, August 31, 2017 11:25 AM, "Patterson, Kate (ART)" <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> wrote: 
  


Dear Reid, 
  
I’m responding on behalf of my colleague, Sharon Page Ritchie.  
  
We are happy to provide you with records related to the Pioneer monument, and we are happy to 
accommodate your review of said documents here in our office. However, we are wondering if it would 
be possible for you to come tomorrow so that we have time to gather the information. Also, it would be 
helpful to know what exactly you are interested in, because we may be able to share some files 
electronically.  
  
Best,  
  
Kate Patterson-Murphy 
Director of Communications 
 
San Francisco Arts Commission 
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415-252-2229  
sfartscommission.org 
 
e-Newsletter I Twitter I Facebook I YouTube I Flickr  
  
NOTICE: Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts 
Commission are public records and as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the 
public. If this happens, all sensitive personal information, such as Social Security numbers and phone numbers, will 
be redacted.  
  
From: Howard Long   
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 10:06 PM 
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART) 
Subject: documents for the Oct-2 meeting on the Pioneer monument 
  
Dear Ms. Page: 
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I am interested in attending the meeting and wondered if I could look over whatever 
documentation has already been amassed about this statue and the proposal to remove it. Would 
it be possible for me to drop by your office to look over whatever papers exist, or else to 
otherwise check out this documentation? Thanks a lot and have a nice day. 
  
Sincerely, 
Reid Stuart 
  


  


 







The Pioneer Monument: 
First in a Series of Monuments to be Added One per Century


by Reid Stuart September 2017


Some people want to remove (and even destroy) the Early Days portion of the 
Pioneer Monument in San Francisco’s Civic Center. I would like to reframe the 
debate on this issue in a way that will hopefully allow for a solution mutually 
agreeable to everybody interested in the fate of this meta-historical relic, whose 
thematic underpinnings really ought to be scrutinized by the psychohistorian 
Lloyd deMause.


Some American Indians object to the Early Days statue because they feel that it 
demeans their culture. Admittedly, the three figures in the sculpture do depict the 
native in a downtrodden position in relation to the sanctimonious priest and the 
proud vaquero (Mexican cowboy). By today’s standards, this sculpture functions 
as a high-quality caricature of an outmoded world-view. Apparently, the message 
that people are currently reading into the antiquated body language was 
unconscious for the society that created this larger-than-life-sized bronze 
cartoon. But is it actually bad to display artwork that transmits across the 
centuries insight into a bygone way of viewing the world?


The creators of Early Days probably thought that it showed the priest helping the 
seated native. Today, however, people are interpreting the sculpture as 
portraying oppression. Yet there are many artistic depictions of injustices that 
actually create sympathy for the victims. Consider the image of Christ on the 
cross in Christian art, the portrayal of the Jews in the movie Shindler’s List, or 
the numerous films sympathetic toward slaves in the American South. The very 
fact that Early Days expresses something that seems obvious today, although it 
apparently was not obvious in 1894, is a useful barometer of shifts in societal 
attitudes. We need to preserve these barometers, for almost certainly in another 
hundred years Early Days will be convey new meanings to future generations 
who will perceive it in ways that we are unable to predict.  


Some other individuals view Early Days as advocating genocide and “white 
supremacy”. It is important to realize that cultures come and go. The Pioneer 
Monument was cast in 1894. Spanish rule over California del Norte (as depicted 
in Early Days) ended in 1821 and the Mexicans lost control of the state in 1847. 
Even the subsequent eminence of English-speaking Americans is now declining, 
and Caucasians will probably be a minority whose influence will continue to wane 
in the coming centuries. All around the world, utopian movements have 
vandalized statuary and other historical artifacts: the Taliban dynamited the 
colossal Buddha statues at Bamiyan, the Moguls and later Moslems chiseled off 
the faces and otherwise defaced Hindu temple statuary (many examples of this 
are displayed at the Asian Art Museum, albeit not labeled as such), Chinese 
Communists incinerated much of the historical legacy of China and Tibet during 
the Cultural Revolution, and post-Soviet Russians felled and decapitated statues 







of Lenin and Stalin. All of the self-righteous people who destroyed these statues 
felt justified by their belief that attacking artwork would strike a blow against a 
perceived evil. Yet in every case, this iconoclasm deprived future generations of 
reminders of past history, both in its positive and negative aspects. Should the 
Mexican government blow up the Aztec pyramids because Aztec priests 
conducted supremacist genocide against neighboring tribes by using obsidian 
blades to rip out the hearts of human sacrifice victims (tens of thousands each 
year) such that “rivers of blood” continually flowed down from the summits of the 
pyramids? Or should we use these archaic monuments as reminders of what 
happened in the past, so that we can learn lessons on how to avoid previous 
blunders and move into a better tomorrow?  


I empathize with the Indian woman who says that she did not know how to 
explain to her child the subordinate posture of the Indian character. But part of 
the value of Early Days lies in its ability to prod us into thinking about the ups 
and downs of history.  If we let our society become a sugar-coated lollypop with 
no rough edges, then what is to differentiate real life from Disneyland? Our 
public spaces should acknowledge the hard realities of the past, some of which 
might be said to continue into the present. Therefore, we have to preserve 
historic monuments as gritty reminders of the sorts of triumphs that are truly 
worthy of emulation and the types of unfortunate mirages that will only lead us 
into cul-de-sacs. By erasing the outward relics of the past, we would be in danger 
of having the repressed “shadow” haunt us by recurring in terrible ways that 
replay the worst themes of bygone history. But by remembering what happened, 
we can acknowledge that we all share a common humanity with the three 
characters: with the Mexican cowboy who at times may have been too sure of 
himself, with the priest who is too humorless, and with the unfortunate guy 
sitting on the ground who seems mistreated and out of luck.


I estimate that there is about 131’ between the eastern edge of Early Days and 
Hyde Street. The granite plinth supporting Early Days is approximately 7.5’ long, 
running west to east. I propose that San Francisco bolster its tourist attractions 
by initiating a new program to add one statue per century, lined up between the 
two rows of square granite pillars that are in United Nations Plaza running 
between Early Days and Hyde Street. Every century we should erect a bronze 
statute on a plinth of the same size and appearance as the support for Early 
Days. Over the next millennium, we could install ten new statues, each on a 7.5’-
long plinth, with slightly over 5.5’ between each plinth. The statues could be 
connected thematically, each building upon the previous ones in the series. 


One possible composition for the 21st century’s statue could be three bronze 
figures that have the same sizes and poses as Early Days. This could be a 
rendition of the types of people who currently inhabit Civic Center. The figure 
sitting on the ground could be a homeless man, possibly an addict injecting 
heroin into his arm. The priest could be replaced by somebody bending over to 
give the homeless fellow some spare change. This figure might be in the likeness 
of the Native American mother who complained that she did know how to explain 







the Early Days statue to her young child. Finally, the standing figure might be a 
teenager wearing low-slung pants with his butt hanging out, with a boom-box on 
his shoulder, zooming by on a skateboard. 


If this composition is “too realistic” to be deemed acceptable, then there are many 
other alternatives.


It is possible that by the end of the century, human beings as we now know them 
will have begun to morph into a variety of transhumanist species who have their 
neural tissues cultivated into silicone substrates, such that our high-tech 
descendants will look back on our present time as being as bizarre as it now is for 
us to imagine what it was like to live back during the Gold Rush. The San 
Francisco Arts Council could sponsor a contest for designing a new high-quality 
bronze sculpture to be mounted on a similar granite plinth such that it looks like 
it is a stylistic extension of the original monument. We could ask Ray Kurzweil 
(transhumanism proponent and director of Google Development) to cough up the 
funding to produce this finely crafted work of art. I propose that the new 
sculpture depict a futuristic family of computerized trans-humanoids pointing 
and gawking at Early Days, which should be preserved precisely because of its 
valuable insight into an obsolete mindset. 


The contest to come up with a design for the new statue should emphasize 
cooperation rather than competition. I envision a collaborative project that 
incorporates input from different types of artists. People who are good at drawing 
can submit designs to be posted at the San Francisco Arts Council website. Other 
artists could manipulate and enhance these online images so that different 
versions evolve and are (hopefully) improved. After the community votes on 
whatever designs we end up with, then we will put out a call for somebody skilled 
at using three-modeling software to render the blueprints so they can be viewed 
and perhaps fine-tuned from all perspectives. The collaborating artists and 
anybody else involved with the project could keep sharing input till we reach a 
consensus on the finished 3-D design. There may even be a large 3D printer that 
could sculpt the wax mold directly based on digital input from the CAD software. 
The Artworks Foundry in Berkeley or some other local foundry could add sprues 
to the wax model, cast it in investment, and then pour the bronze. This would 
support local businesses and recycle the money into the local economy. The city 
could hit up local high-tech firms for the funding.


Whatever the final design that is implemented, it would truly be a community 
effort expressing our contemporary Zeitgeist, one which — it may very well turn 
out — is as incomprehensible to people 150 years into the future as Early Days 
now seems to the sensibilities of people currently living in San Francisco.
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Dee Dee Manzanares-Wyatt 
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 2:25 PM
To: ART-Info; Patterson, Kate (ART); Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: Removal of Pioneer Statue in San Francisco


Categories: Pioneer Monument


As a Rumšen Ohlone whose ancestors lived in the central California bay areas and were driven out of their 
homelands and forced into slavery by the arrival of the Europeans I am very upset by what the statue depicts. It 
implies that natives were subhuman and that their survival was due to their colonization by outsiders when in 
reality the natives had survived for thousands of years. Changes need to be made by educating people of the true 
history. Natives taught the invaders how to survive on our land and instead of thanking them they were stripped 
of their land, languages and cultural traditions. Held into slavery or forced to run away and head south and 
blend in with other cultures due to the bounties on their scalps or bodies. California Natives have asked for 
years that the real story be told and that we be recognized for our ancestors contributions and the treaties be 
ratified and honored. Just because many of us weren't given numbers and put on a reservation doesn't mean 
we're not just as native as any one else. Native and Proud ��  
Delores Manzanares Ybarra 
Rumšen A:ma Tur:ataj Ohlone 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Nina Haft 
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 10:30 AM
To: ART-Info; Patterson, Kate (ART); Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: No more White Supremacy in our Art


Categories: Pioneer Monument


Dear San Francisco Stewards, 
 
This land belongs to those First Nations we have stolen it from. No more White Supremacy in the Bay! It is 
time to take the "Pioneer" Statue in Downtown SF down. 
 
Nina Haft 
Artist, Educator 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Max G 
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 3:27 AM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: An opinion from a San Francisco native on why the Pioneer Monument NEEDS to stay 


just like Auschwitz


Categories: Pioneer Monument


Dear Sharon, 
 
     My name is Max and I am a 26 year old native. I think the attack on this statue is absolutely misguided and 
wrong. This statue is not just about White Supremacy, but represents oppression we must never forget so it does 
not happen again just like with Auschwitz and the holocaust. If anything add a sign with a clear explanation of 
what happened, why it was wrong, and what could be done to give our respects to the Ohlone tribe we 
oppressed to build our land such as learning and remembering their history and culture to keep it alive. Maybe 
make a giant mural by the library on the wall by the trees where the street crosswalk to the farmers market area 
is to honor them instead of destroying evidence of their history and the wrong we did to them. I think the statue 
is beautiful and have looked at it my whole life growing up in this city. The one person I talked to who is 
fighting to remove it is from New York, New York and was just closed minded to accepting it as something that 
could be an educational tool instead of looking at it as a celebration of what happened. Taking it down would 
not be doing right to the Ohlone tribe. My friends brother actually works on murals in the city and even helped 
out with the one above the garden across from the side of the court house and the Asian art museum. I am sure 
he would love to organize a group to make a beautiful mural that expresses to always remember and never 
forget. That would be the San Francisco way. Not removing the statue because people claiming to be San 
Franciscans who moved here from other places and still haven't let the bay into their heart say it is the right 
thing (we need more flower children less hipster hippies).  Please take my suggestion seriously... I am sure if 
this idea was offered to make a mural for the Ohlone showing them a great deal of respect and adding signs to 
each phase of the statue that explains what exactly is being represented and what lesson to take away from it as 
well as listing resources to information to educate oneself. Maybe making a website that expresses our history 
especially the Ohlone and their culture. Turn it into an educational tool and not let it be remembered as a 
celebration of our history as that is never how I seen it as the "Early Days" explains to me enough that what 
happened then was wrong and we grew and learned from it. I may just be one voice, but my voice I believe has 
finally found strength through starting my development of wisdom. 
 
Sincerely, 
Max Gliner 
Known by the Jewish people as Mordechai ben Ariel v Leah 
 
Ps. Please forward this to any city officials as I am really out of the loop on this and by the time I figure out who 
needs to be contacted I fear it might be too late to share my opinion. 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From:
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 11:04 AM
To: Patterson, Kate (ART); Pontious, Susan (ART); Cummings, Allison (ART); Page_Ritchie, 


Sharon (ART); Krell, Rebekah (ART)
Subject: Fwd: Re: Re: Pioneer Monument Issue


Categories: Pioneer Monument


 
 


 
From:  
To: tom.decaigny@sfgov.org 
Sent: 8/23/2017 11:01:52 AM Pacific Standard Time 
Subject: Re: Re: Pioneer Monument Issue 


Thanks for the response and asking whether I want my email made public. As you have no doubt noticed, I am 
not reluctant to strongly express myviews. At my age there is no reason to be cautious. 
 
I don't fully understand. You will be making a review and holding a hearing only of the "Early Days" statue not the 
whole monument. That would imply that you would consider amputating it rather than removing the whole 
monument. Such an action would not be viewed well in the art world. 
 
JIM 
 
In a message dated 8/22/2017 9:44:08 PM Pacific Standard Time, tom.decaigny@sfgov.org writes:  
 


Hi Jim, 


  


Thank you for your thoughts and historical perspective regarding the Pioneer Monument. As you may 
have read in today’s SF Chronicle story by Heather Knight, Supervisor Jane Kim and some members of 
the community have issued a renewed call for its removal. We will be calendaring the “Early Days” 
statue for discussion and possible action at the October 2nd meeting of the full Arts Commission (our 
September meeting has been cancelled as it falls on Labor Day). The Oct. 2nd meeting is scheduled for 
2:00pm in Room 416 of City Hall. Please let us know if you would prefer not to have your e‐mail below 
and the attached excerpt from your book included as part of our report to Commissioners. Otherwise 
we’ll add it to the list of comments that will be forwarded to our Commissioners in advance of the 
meeting. 


  


I will be out of the office on vacation and some work travel for the next few weeks. I’m copying several 
members from our team so they are aware of your perspective as we prepare for the October 2nd 
meeting. Please send any additional materials you would like forwarded to our Commission Secretary, 
Sharon Page Ritchie (copied here). Thanks again for your insights and longstanding commitment to 
Civic Center. 
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All the best, 


Tom 


  


 


Tom DeCaigny 


Director of Cultural Affairs 


  


San Francisco Arts Commission 


401 Van Ness, Suite 325 


San Francisco, CA  94102‐4570 


  


Phone: (415) 252‐2256 


Fax: (415) 934‐1022 


 
Website · e‐Newsletter · Twitter · Facebook · YouTube · Flickr 


  


  


From: "  
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 at 7:46 PM 
To: "DeCaigny, Tom (ART)" <tom.decaigny@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Pioneer Monument Issue 


 


I suppose it was inevitable in this atmosphere that someone would raise again a question about the 
Pioneer monument. 


 


I was intimately involved with moving it as a member of the Board of Friends of the Library. We needed 
to do so to build out the Hyde Grove corner for the new Main Library which would provide for the 
children's room, the auditorium and other spaces. The big issue at the time was the active opposition of 
various preservationists including Quentin Kopp who insisted that it was the last vestige of the pre-
earthquake Victorian City Hall. We succeeded in defeating them at the Planning Commission 6-1 by 
recruiting a prominent Native American to speak on behalf of the move although he was not very happy 
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with the "Early Days" statue. The Art Commission was given the task of preparing a plaque describing 
the context of the statue. 


 


In 1996 they prepared the text and were ready to send it to the foundry when I discovered it basically 
said that the Spanish and Franciscans came to California and murdered the Indians. That cause a big 
brouhaha with the Spanish Consul General, the Franciscans at St. Anthony's and various historians.It 
also brought out various Native American interests who protested the statue. Willie Brown ordered the 
Art Commission to try again which they did and the plaque was thus installed. To overcome the 
homeless sitting and sleeping around the Monument DPW installed landscaping. That is why it is hard 
to see the plaque. 


 


As you are aware, I have written a history of Civic Center which has been edited and is being prepared 
for publishing I attach some pages which discusses the Pioneer Monument story in detail. 


 


The Planning Department's Civic Center Public Realm planning process will study Fulton Street to be 
come a mall or something other than a parking lot. That will make the Monument more accessible. 


 


Nearly $1m was spent in 1991 to move the Monument one block. We could not afford to move it again 
even if we could find a place to which to located it. It would be a joke to leave it in place and amputate 
the "Early Days' statute. It is a significant piece of public art installed without malevolent intent but very 
reflective of the times. It can't be destroyed. The only thing that can be done is leave it in place and 
allow it to be analyzed and discussed. 


 


JIM HAAS 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Suzanne 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 10:54 AM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: Remove Pioneer Monument 


Categories: Pioneer Monument


As a thirty year San Francisco resident and homeowner, I implore the Arts Commission to remove and destroy the 
"Pioneer" monument in the civic center.  While my native DNA is five generations back, the prone figure being 
admonished by religiously "superior" missionaries is doubly offensive. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Jorge Garcia 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 12:00 PM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: Removal of the Pioneer Monument


Categories: Pioneer Monument


Dear Sharon,  
 
Greetings to you, and I hope that this email finds you well. 
 
I would like to please state that I fully support the removal of the Pioneer Monument in the Civic Center 
because it is in many ways offensive and clearly and distinctly an example of injustice at the plight of Native 
Americans in California, and in the City and County of San Francisco.  
 
I will be supporting the community process already in motion to see that finally this monument is removed from 
its present location.  
 
Thank you for your time, and please take care. 
 
Best,  
Jorge Garcia 


 
San Francisco, Cal 94102  
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Patterson, Kate (ART)
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 1:46 PM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: Pioneer Monument Message 


Categories: Pioneer Monument


Hi Sharon, 
 
Can you please include this message below from a member of the community who called me on 8/23/2017 at 1:45 PM. 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
This message was asked to be relayed to you by Earl Ray Cisco, deputy commander Light Horse Brigade, Western 
Cherokee Nation  
 
Freedom is not the right to do what we want, but what we ought period. Let us have faith that right makes might and in 
that faith let us to the end there do our duty as we understand it.  


‐          Abraham Lincoln 
 
 
 
Kate Patterson-Murphy 
Director of Communications 
 
San Francisco Arts Commission 
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415-252-2229  
sfartscommission.org 
 
e-Newsletter I Twitter I Facebook I YouTube I Flickr  


 


NOTICE: Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts Commission are 
public records and as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the public. If this happens, all 
sensitive personal information, such as Social Security numbers and phone numbers, will be redacted.  


 
 










San Francisco





                                    
 

https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://nextdoor.com/pages/san-francisco-planning/
http://signup.sfplanning.org/


From: Frye, Tim (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - HPC Commission Secretary
Subject: Pioneer Monument Information
Date: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 10:09:19 AM
Attachments: 100217_Pioneer_Monument_Staff_Report.pdf
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Please forward to the HPC.  Thanks!
 
Commissioners  -
 
We’ve attached the Arts Commission staff case report and the email public correspondence received
in time for its 10/2 hearing for your information.   We will forward more information as it’s received.
 
 
 
Best,
 
Tim
 
 
Timothy Frye
Historic Preservation Officer
Direct: 415-575-6822 | Fax: 415-558-6409
 

SF Planning
Department

 
1650 Mission Street, Suite
400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map

                               
 

mailto:tim.frye@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.HPC-CommissionSecretary@sfgov.org
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2744
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://nextdoor.com/pages/san-francisco-planning/
http://signup.sfplanning.org/



October 2, 2017 
 
STAFF REPORT 
To: Honorable Members of the San Francisco Arts Commission 
From: Civic Art Collection Staff 
Re: Pioneer Monument Historical Documentation 
 
 
Artwork: Pioneer Monument (James Lick Monument), 1894 (Dedicated November 29, 1894) 
Artist:  Frank Happersberger (1859-1932) 
Medium: Bronze and granite  
Dimensions: 420 x 488 x 676 in. / 47 ft. (H) x 60 ft. (D) x 45 ft. (W) / Weight Approx. 820 tons   
Credit Line: Collection of the City and County of San Francisco; Gift of James Lick  
Location: Public Display : Fulton St. : between Larkin and Hyde St. : District 6 
Accession #: 1894.4.a-o 
 
INTENT 
Gift of James Lick who died in 1876 and left $100,000 to be used for “statuary emblematic of the 
significant epochs in California history”. The monument is the thirteenth trust of the deed from James 
Lick, for “a group of bronze statuary, illustrative of the History of California, from the early settlement of 
the missions till the year 1874.” 
 
Excerpt from, San Francisco Municipal reports for the Fiscal Year 1893-1894, Ending June 30, 1894. 
Published by Order of the Board of Supervisors, quoting James Lick Bequest: 


“And in further trust to erect, under the supervision of said parties of the second part, and their 
successors, at the City Hall, in the City and County of San Francisco, a group of bronze statuary, 
well worth one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000), which shall represent by appropriate 
designs and figures the history of California; first, from the earliest settlement of the Missions to 
the acquisition of California by the United States; second, from such acquisition by the United 
States to the time when agriculture became the leading interest of the State; third, from the last 
named period to the 1st day of January, 1874.” 


 
To honor the bequest, a strip of land in the center of City Hall Avenue was set aside as the future site of 
the monument in 1886. The area in which the monument was located was known as City Hall Avenue 
and Marshall Square from 1870-1906. Photographs of the monument show it in a plaza/park setting 
with City Hall located 250 feet behind the statue. 
 
The trustees invited sculptors and architects in 1887 to enter into competition and submit designs for 
the statuary, which resulted in the submission of twenty-four designs later that year. In 1890 four 
finalists were selected and paid $750 each for the models of their proposals. Artist Frank Happersberger 
was awarded the commission. The laying of the cornerstone occurred on September 10, 1894 on the 
forty fourth anniversary of the Admission of California into the Union. 
 
DONOR 
James Lick (August 25, 1796 – October 1, 1876) was an American carpenter, piano builder, land baron, 
and patron of the sciences. At the time of his death, he was the wealthiest man in California, and left the 
majority of his estate to social and scientific causes. 
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In 1874 he placed $3,000,000 ($65,200,000 relative value in 2017) at the disposal of seven trustees, by 
whom the funds were to be applied to specific uses. The principal divisions of the funds were: 


• $700,000 to the University of California for the construction of an observatory and the placing 
therein of a telescope to be more powerful than any other in existence (now Lick Observatory at 
Mount Hamilton) 


• $150,000 for the building and maintenance of free public James Lick Baths in San Francisco 
• $540,000 to found and endow an institution of San Francisco to be known as the California 


School of Mechanic Arts (Now Lick-Wilmerding High School)  
• $100,000 for the erection of three appropriate groups of bronze statuary to represent three 


periods in Californian history and to be placed before the city hall of San Francisco 
• $60,000 to erect in Golden Gate Park, San Francisco, a memorial to Francis Scott Key, author of 


“The Star-Spangled Banner” 


ARTIST 
Frank H. Happersberger (1859-1932) was an American sculptor based in San Francisco. He was born in 
1859 in Placer County, California. He is best known for the sculptures of President James A. Garfield in 
Golden Gate Park and the Pioneer Monument, both in San Francisco. 
 
Happersberger’s father, Frank Happersberger, Sr. was a Bavarian immigrant who moved from New York 
to San Francisco to join the Gold Rush. In his youth Frank Jr. worked for the San Francisco firm of Kemp 
and Hoffman as a wood-carver. For eight years, he studied at a German art academy and while still in 
Europe he entered and won a competition to build a monument to the assassinated James A. Garfield. 
The Garfield sculpture was completed in 1885, and established Happersberger’s reputation. He married 
Eva Happersberger in 1890 and they had two sons, Frank Happersberger III and Harry Happersberger. 
 
Happersberger established a studio in San Francisco at 51 Park Avenue. In 1894 he completed the 
Pioneer Monument. In 1899, Happersberger moved to New York, hearing that there was more work for 
sculptors there. He died on October 11, 1932 in San Anselmo, California at age 74. 
 
DESCRIPTION 
The monument consists of one central spherical structure of Rocklin granite, forty-seven feet high. This 
center structure built of huge blocks of granite is surrounded by a flight of three steps. The column is 
topped by “Eureka” representing California and measuring 12 ½ ft. tall. Her right hand grasps a spear, 
her left hand holds a shield, and on her right is the California grizzly bear. Beneath the figures is a bronze 
wreath of the products of the state – fruits, nuts, grain and garlands of acorns and laurel. The column 
contains four bas reliefs (“Crossing the Sierra”, “Vaqueros Lassoing a Bull”, “Trapper Trading Skins with 
Indians”, “California’s Progress Under American Rule”); five portrait medallions (John Fremont, Sir 
Francis Drake, Father Junipero Serra, James Lick, and John Sutter; additional names (Vallejo, Larkin, 
Marshall, Castro, Stockton, Slat, Portola and Cabrillo), flags, and two dates from California’s history: 
1849 – The Discovery of Gold and 1850 – California’s Admission to the Union. Four pedestals extend out 
from the central column, two pedestals with bronze allegorical figures: “Plenty/Agriculture” (female 
figure crowned with blades of wheat and holding a cornucopia of fruits); and “Commerce” (female 
figure “Goddess of the Sea” holding an oar representing California’s ports and shipping industry). Two 
pedestals with groups of representative figures depicting specific periods in California’s history: “Early 
Days” (a Native American, a mission padre, and a vaquero); and “In ‘49” (three miners examining a gold 
nugget with tools resting at their feet). The monument’s historical perspective is from a Euro-American 
point of view. 
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Excerpt from, San Francisco Civic Art Collection: A Guided Tour to Publicly Owned Art of the City and 
County if San Francisco, 1989: 


“At the intersection of Hyde, Grove and Market Streets. One of the largest and most prominent 
of the San Francisco historical monuments, this work stood firm when the old City Hall, directly 
behind it, was demolished in the 1906 earthquake and fire. Post “quake” photos show homeless 
citizens sitting at the statue’s base amid the City Hall ruins.” 


 
HISTORY / CRITICAL DATES 
November 29, 1894 – Dedication ceremony 
 
1906 – Pioneer Monument survives the Earthquake and Fire, while City Hall is destroyed 
 
1978 – San Francisco Civic Center Historic District listed on State Registry (N679)  
 
1984 - Civic Center Historic District added to the National Register, naming the Pioneer Monument as a 
historic item of significance. (United States Department of the interior, National Park Service) 
 
1990-1993 – Extensive outcry and public discussion regarding the request by the Library Commission to 
relocate the monument to make way for the New Main Library. Testimony against moving the 
monument consisted of the historians who did not want the monument moved from its original location 
that marked the site of the original San Francisco City Hall. Native American constituents came forward 
as a part of this process requesting the monument be removed completely, as the whole monument and 
the specific sculptural grouping “Early Days” is seen as a symbolization of the degradation and genocide 
of Native Americans. A large number of public meetings ensued, including resolutions of support for the 
move from the Library Commission and the Planning Commission, and ultimately the Arts Commission 
which came with a stipulation that plaques contextualizing the monument, its history and its imagery be 
included with the reinstallation. 
 
Excerpt from, SFAC Staff Memo, February 1995: 


“When the Arts Commission agreed to permit the Library to move the monument to make room 
for the new Library Building, we agreed to the move with the stipulation that a new bronze 
plaque be added to the monument. The plaque is intended to provide the public with a 
perspective of the devastating effect that establishing the Missions had on the resident Native 
Americans. The Commission believes that we need to use the sculpture in a positive way as an 
educational tool to inform our citizens about the darker aspects of this period in California 
history.” 


 
June 20, 1990 – Visual Arts Committee hears testimony regarding moving the monument. 
 
August 1992 – Original plaque text written and then subsequently approved by the Arts Commission, for 
inclusion in the construction project specifications. 
 
July 10, 1993 – Pioneer Monument moved from its location at Hyde, Grove and Market Streets to clear 
the way for construction of the New Main Library.  
 
October 1993 – Pioneer Monument re-installed on Fulton Street, between Hyde and Larkin. Total 
relocation project cost was $1 Million. 


Page 3 of 5 
 







 
March 1996 – Plaque text for “Early Days” is disputed, with objections raised by Consul General of Spain 
and San Francisco Archbishop of the Catholic Church. The Arts Commission called together an advisory 
panel made up of the Consul General of Spain, the Consul general of Mexico, the San Francisco 
Archbishop, a representative of the Order of Franciscans, three Historians, two representatives from the 
Indian Center of All Nations, an Arts Commissioner, the Chairwoman for the Ohlone Muwekma Tribe, a 
member of the American Indian Movement, and a facilitator in Arts Arbitration from California Lawyers 
for the Arts, to come to agreement and revise the plaque text. The plaque language was then debated 
extensively and amended via Arts Commission meeting in August 1996. 
 
1996 - Contextualization plaque fabricated and installed. 
 
OTHER JURISDICTIONS 
Historic Preservation Commission – Certificate of Appropriateness process is required for alteration of 
the monument per Planning Code, because the monument is a historic item of significance inventoried 
as a part of the landmarked Civic Center Historic District. 


“Section 1002(a)(2) states that the Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”) shall review and 
decide on applications for construction, alteration, demolition and other applications pertaining 
to landmark sites and districts regulated under Article 10 of the Planning Code.  


 
A Certificate of Appropriateness is the entitlement required to alter an individual landmark and 
any property within a landmark district. A Certificate of Appropriateness is required for any 
construction, addition, major alteration, relocation, removal, or demolition of a structure, object 
or feature, on a designated landmark property, in a landmark district, or a designated landmark 
interior. Depending on the scope of a project, some require a hearing before the Historic 
Preservation Commission. For those that don’t, they’re called Administrative Certificates of 
Appropriateness and are approved by Planning Department Preservation staff.” 


 
PRELIMINARY COST ANALYSIS 
(The proposal fee estimates are based on assumed tasks – a number of unknowns exist and would certainly 
affect final project cost) 
Scenario:  Removal of the east statue (Early Days) to storage.  (Leaving pedestal) 
The staff estimate of $160,000 - $200,000 includes: 


• Investigation ($5,000) 
• Sculpture Conservation Specialist ($10,000) 
• Scaffolding ($8,000) 
• Rigging/Crane/Transport ($35,000) 
• Supports/crating ($5,000) 
• Documentation ($8,000) 
• Ten years off site unregulated storage ($60,000) 
• Contingency at 20% ($26,200) 


Estimate excludes permitting, site accommodations, required approvals and fees by other city agencies, and 
Arts Commission staff administration. 
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SUPPORTING DATA 
Please see attached additional documentation which includes position statements from other agencies 
and organizations, historical documents from the commission, staff reports, public comment, news 
articles and academia.  
 
Excerpt from, Americans for the Arts, Statement on the Intersection of the Arts, History, and Community 
Dialogue: 


“All public artwork, whether controversial or not, is at its most impactful when it is being 
considered honestly. Context, origin, and the feelings of the community must be part of an open 
dialogue and, ultimately, a community choice. The illegal removal of these monuments or the 
quashing of dialogue by government edict, or by violence, disempowers the community and 
dampens the innate power of public art to spark dialogue, change, and community healing.”  


 
ENCLOSED: 
 


1. San Francisco Municipal Reports for the Fiscal Year 1893-94, Ending June 30, 1894. Published by 
Order of the Board of Supervisors. The Lick Monument and Statuary on the City Hall Grounds. 


2. Guidelines, Newsletter for San Francisco City Guides. James Lick, by Gail MacGowan. 
3. San Francisco Arts Commission Staff Memo, March 29, 1996. History of Pioneer Monument 


Plaques. 
4. Letter from Martina O’Dea, American Indian Movement Confederation, January 1995. 
5. Newsweek, April 29, 1996. No Such Thing as an Easy Move. 
6. Minutes of the San Francisco Art Commission Regular Monthly Meeting, Monday May 6, 1996. 
7. The New York Times, May 7, 1996. Century-Old Monument Feels the Clash of History by Michael 


J. Ybarra. 
8. Excerpt from the Minutes of the San Francisco Arts Commission Regular Monthly Meeting, 


Monday June 6, 1996. 
9. Pioneer Monument Plaque Meeting Participants, July 12, 1996. 
10. The New York Times, June 9, 1996. Limitations of Statues in the Light of Today: California place 


names are indelibly bound up with cruelty during the Spanish conquest and Gold Rush by 
Michael J. Ibarra. 


11. Excerpt from the Minutes of the San Francisco Arts Commission Regular Monthly Meeting, 
Monday August 5, 1996. 


12. Harvard Design Magazine, Fall 1999. The Struggle of Dawning Intelligence: On Monuments and 
Native Americans by Rebecca Solnit. 


13. Arts for the City, San Francisco: Civic Art and Urban Change, 1932-2012 by Susan Wels; The Art 
of Making a Place in Time Introduction by Jeannene Przyblyski. 


14. Excerpt from Discrimination by Omission: Issues of Concern for Native Americans in San 
Francisco, A Report of the San Francisco Human Rights Commission, August 23, 2007; Images of 
Conquest – Public Art. 


15. Americans for the Arts, August 2017: Statement on the Intersection of the Arts, History, and 
Community Dialogue. 


16. American Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, Position Paper, September 
2017: AIC Position Statement On Confederate and Other Historic Public Monuments. 


17. Excerpt from the Policies and Guidelines for the Civic Art Collection: Collections Management. 
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James Lick, Miser and Philanthropist


by Gail MacGowan


Miserly, selfish, reclusive, “touched in the head,” – but absolutely honest and an astute business-man.
This is what James Lick’s contemporaries thought of the eccentric, disagreeable Gold Rush pioneer who, at
the end of his long life, astonished them by using his millions to benefit his adopted state.


Lick’s Beginnings


Born in rural Pennsylvania in 1796, James Lick learned fine cabinetmaking from his father, and from his
mother inherited a passion for gardening. He fell in love with the daughter of the local miller, and when
she became pregnant with his child he sought her hand in marriage. The rude rebuff he received from her
father would mark Lick for life: the wealthy miller ridiculed him, saying that only when Lick owned a mill
as large and costly as his could he consider the marriage.


His dreams dashed, the furious Lick relocated to Baltimore, where he learned to build pianos, then in 1821
moved to South America to start his own piano manufacturing business. Lick remained there for twenty-
seven years, living first in Buenos Aires, Argentina, then in Valparaiso, Chile, and finally in Lima, Peru. In
1832, after making his first fortune, he returned briefly to Pennsylvania to claim his bride and 14-year-old
son, only to learn that she had married another. James Lick never married.


Onward to California


He was already in his 50s when, believing California would soon become part of the United States, he sold
his considerable South American assets and boarded a ship north. He arrived in San Francisco on January
7, 1848 – 17 days before James Marshall discovered gold at Sutter’s Mill. Lick brought with him his
cabinetmaking workbench and tools, 600 pounds of chocolate made by his former neighbor in Lima,


Domingo Ghirardelli, and $30,000 in gold coins from selling his piano business. (The chocolate sold so well
that Lick convinced Ghirardelli to relocate to San Francisco.)


Upon his arrival in the village of San Francisco, Lick set about buying land. In three months, he spent
$7,000 to buy 50 San Francisco lots, most of which he kept for the rest of his life. One notable exception
was the lot at Montgomery and Jackson that he bought for $3,000; in 1853 he sold it for $32,000 to
William Tecumseh Sherman to build a new bank.


Lick also bought large tracts in Santa Clara County as well as parcels near Lake Tahoe, in Napa County, in
Virginia City, Nevada, and in present-day Griffith Park in Los Angeles. He also acquired Catalina Island.


He himself lived very austerely in the South Bay for most of his twenty-eight years in California. There he
planted imported plum, apricot, and pear trees and pioneered new horticultural techniques. Tales are told
of the rail-thin Lick, dressed in shabby old clothes, coming to town and traveling from restaurant to
restaurant to collect their old bones to grind into fertilizer for his orchards. He also built a garret for 1,000
pigeons so he could fertilize with their manure.


It was in Santa Clara County, too, that Lick sought his revenge on the now-dead Pennsylvania miller who
so long ago had rudely shunned the enamored young suitor’s request for his daughter’s hand. Lick spared
no expense in building a mill of cedar and exotic woods costing the unheard of sum of over $200,000. Lick
ultimately gave the mill to Baltimore’s Paine Memorial Society, which made him furious when they sold it
for only $18,000. The “Mahogany Mill” was destroyed by fire in 1882.


In 1855, at Lick’s request, his son John, then 37, came from Pennsylvania to live with the father he had
never known. Near the mill Lick built the beautiful 24-room Lick Mansion, but lived there only briefly
before abandoning its opulence to construct a less pretentious home. John Lick had a difficult time with
his cantankerous father and returned to Pennsylvania in 1863. The Lick Mansion and grounds were
preserved and today are open to the public.


Despite his disdain for luxurious accommodations, in 1862 Lick opened the opulent Lick House, a three-
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story luxury hotel on Montgomery between Post and Sutter. Its magnificent dining room, a copy of one
Lick had seen at the Palace of Versailles on his one trip to Europe, became the meeting place of San
Francisco’s elite. The Lick House was destroyed in the 1906 fire. From Miser to Philanthropist


At age 77, James Lick was disabled by a stroke. The next year he announced he was setting up a trust to
distribute his fortune, which at his death two years later totaled $2,930,654. He specified the following
gifts:


• Lick Observatory: Lick gave $700,000 to fulfill his obsession to build the world’s largest telescope. He
initially wanted it built on his land at 4th and Montgomery, then at Lake Tahoe, but was finally convinced
to purchase Mount Hamilton in Santa Clara County.


• California School of Mechanical Arts: $540,000 built Lick School, which is today Lick-Willmerding High
School. For many years the carpentry workbench Lick brought from South America in 1848 sat in the
school’s entrance hall.


• Public Baths: $150,000 was used to construct free public baths for San Francisco’s poor. They opened in
1890 at 10th and Howard and operated until 1919.


• Pioneer Monument: $100,000 was ear-marked for this historical statue erected at Grove and Hyde in
1894, and now located between the New Main Library and the Asian Art Museum.


• Old Ladies Home: $100,000 built the home on University Mound in southern San Francisco.


• Protestant Orphan Asylum, Ladies Protestant Relief Society, and San Jose Orphans: Each received
$25,000. The Protes-tant Orphan Asylum was never built.


• Mechanics Institute and SPCA: $10,000 contributions went to each.


• Francis Scott Key Monument: $60,000 was set aside to honor the author of the “Star Spangled Banner.”


• Family Monument (in Pennsylvania): Lick gave $46,000 for a monument to his grandfather, who had
fought under George Washington.


• Son John Lick and collateral heirs: $535,000


Sharing the estate’s remaining $604,656 were:


• Society of California Pioneers: Founding member Lick had donated land at Montgomery and Gold in
1859 for its first building. He was the Society’s president at the time of his death.


• California Academy of Sciences: Lick had previously given them land on Market Street between 4th and
5th. They used the estate funds to build a public museum. It was destroyed in 1906.


James Lick died October 1, 1876. His remains are interred under the dome of the Lick Observatory.


Sources: Block, Eugene: The Immortal San Franciscans; Finson, Bruce: “The Legacy of James Lick,” SF
Examiner/Chronicle California Living Section, 3/6/1977; Lick, Rosemary: The Generous Miser; Worrilow,
Wm. H.: James Lick, 1796-1876, Pioneer and Adventurer; http://mthamilton.ucolick.org/public/history
/James_Lick.html; James Lick file, SF History Room, SF Public Library.


Photos reprinted with permission, SF History Center, SF Public Library.
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An undated drawing of James Lick


Lick's gift of a monument to Francis Scott Key was unveiled in Golden Gate Park in 1888. Key's "Star
Spangled Banner," published in 1814 when Lick was 18, was the most popular song of its day.
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After ordering a copy of London's Kew Gardens for his San Jose property, Lick changed his mind. His heirs
donated it to San Francisco, whose citizens raised the funds for its construction in Golden Gate Park.


The opulent dining room of The Lick House hotel on Montgomery at Sutter seated 400 and boasted walls
and floors of exotic woods and three crystal chandeliers imported from Venice.
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Lick School at 16th and Utah merged with Willmerding School of Industrial Arts in 1915 and moved to
Ocean Avenue in 1956.


The Lick Old Ladies' Home, later renamed the University Mound Old Ladies' Home, is shown here in 1930
before it moved to a new building in 1932.
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SAN FRANCISCO ART COMM I S S lO N


PROGRAMS


Civic Art CoiLtcriON


Civic Design Review


Community Arts


& Education


:uiTURAi Eqjjity Grants
)PS Symphony Concerts


Public Art


MINUTES
06 May, Monday, 1996


ART COMMISSION REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING
Commission Meeting Room - Suite 70 - 25 Van Ness Avenue


3:00 PM


The meeting was called to order at 3:05 p.m.


Street Artists Licenses


Suite 70
415.252.2581


Commission Gallery
401 Van Ness Avenue


415.554.6080


I. ROLL CALL


Commissioners Present
Willis Kirk
Stanlee Gatti
Rod Freebairn-Smith
Nery Gotico
Andrew Lisac
William Meyer
Janice Mirikitani
Emery Rogers
Anthony Turney


Commissioners Absent
Armando Rascon
Barbara Sklar
Maria Martinez


Ex Officio Present
Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr,


Ex Officio Absent
Steven A. Coulter
Jack Immendorf
Richard W. Goss, II
Susan E. Lowenberg


II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES


The following Resolution was Moved by Commissioner Gatti,
Seconded, and unanimously Adopted:


RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-266: APPROVAL OF MINUTES ADOPTED
RESOLVED, that this Commission does hereby approve the Minutes
of the Monthly Meeting of 01 April, 1996.


III. PRESIDENT'S REPORT


Commission President Stanlee Gatti welcomed members of the
audience. He announced that the Commission would consider the
topic of the Pioneer Monument plaque immediately after voting on
the Consent Calendar. He emphasized the Commission concern for
preserving the integrity of both history and public art.


City and County of


San Francisco


25 Van Ness Ave. Suite 240, San Francisco. CA. 94102 tel. 415.252.2590 fax 415.252.2595







MINUTES/05/06/96 -2- ART COMMISSION


IV. DIRECTOR'S REPORT


Director of Cultural Affairs Rich Newirth reported on two recent
applications to the NEA. One was for an Asian American Planning Grant.
The other was for the Cultural Tourism Initiative, a collaboration
between the San Francisco Art Commission, the corresponding
commissions in Los Angeles and San Diego, the Visitors Bureaus in all
three cities, The California Arts Council, and the State Office of
Tourism, for the purpose of establishing a statewide tourism plan.
The Art Commission has also applied to AmeriCorps for the purpose of
continuing WritersCorps


.


Mr. Newirth thanked staff members Jill Manton, Susan Pontious and
Eleanor Beaton for their work on the commissioning of the new art
works for the New Main Library, and on the successful April 20 panel
of artists and architects.


He announced that the Pops Concert series will begin on June 30 with a
free concert in Stern Grove. A plan to hold special concerts at the
cultural centers is also under way.


He reported on the successful May 1 community workshop regarding a
monument to Harvey Milk. The Art Commission will continue to work
with Castro Area Planning and Action, a group focusing on developing a
vision for the neighborhood. Artists will be selected to participate
in upcoming CAPA workshops.


V. CONSENT CALENDAR


RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-267: Consent Calendar ADOPTED
Approval: RESOLVED, that this Commission does
hereby adopt the following items on the amended
Consent Calendar and their related Resolutions.


("A" = Adopted; "D" = Disapproved) Disposition


Approval of Comaittee Minutes


1. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-268: Motion to approve the A
Community Arts and Education Committee Meeting Minutes of April
9, 1996.


2. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-269: Motion to approve the Visual A
Arts Committee Meeting Minutes of April 24, 1996.


3. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-270: Motion to approve the A
Civic Design Review Committee Meeting Minutes of April 15, 1996.


4. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-271: Motion to approve the Street A
Artists Program Committee Meeting Minutes of April 10, 1996.


5. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-272: Motion to approve the A
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes of April 23, 1996-







MINUTES/05/06/96 -3- ART COMMISSION


Civic Design Co—ittee Reco—endations (4/15/96)


6. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-273: Motion to approve Hallidie A
Plaza Access Elevator Phase I, II.


7. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-274: Motion to remove contingency A
for Beach Chalet project.


8. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-275: Motion to approve SFIA A
Airport/Main Executive Terminal/Hangars/Vehicle Maintenance
Building Landscape Design Phase I, II.


9. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-276: Motion to approve Stanyan A
Meadow Entry Design Phase I.


10. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-277: Motion to approve Fulton Street A
Mall Design Guidelines Draft with corrections.


11. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-278: Motion to approve SFIA A
Airport Contract Nos. 5828 & 5831 Emergency Response Facilities
Phase I


.


12. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-279: Motion to approve Dobbs A
International Flight Kitchen Phase II.


Community Arts and Education Committee Recommendations (4/9/96)


13. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-280: Motion to congratulate San A
Francisco high school students on their acceptance into the
California State Summer School for the Arts and to salute them as
1996 California Art Scholars.


14. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-281: Motion to approve a $3,000 A
grant to California State Summer School for the Arts for student
scholarships.


Execut e v*^ f:f;>»»i -ht.^^e Reco»"«^nHftt.ionB (4/23/96)


15. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-282: Motion to approve the A
following individuals to the Cultural Equity Grants panel pool:
Francisco Garcia, Deann Borshay


16. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-283: Motion to approve the A
following grant recommendations of the Creative Space panel:
EXITTheatre $20,000
Jon Sims Center for the Performing Arts $ 3,919
San Francisco Camerawork $20,000
San Francisco Craft and Folk Art Museum $ 1,000
The Jewish Museum of San Francisco $15,000
Climate Theatre $ 8,000
Theatre Rhinoceros $ 5,700
Theater Artaud, Inc. $12,000
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corp. $18,000
San Francisco Women's Centers/The Women's
Building $13,500


Bayview Opera House, Inc. $18,000
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Street Artists Prograa Co—ittee Reco—endations (4/10/96)


17. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-284: Motion to approve request to A
Board of Supervisors for six-month redesignation of three (3)
selling spaces on Stockton Street, west side, at O'Farrell
Street, as previously designated in Board of Supervisors
Resolution No. 871-95.


18. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-285: Motion to approve request to A
Board of Supervisors for permanent designation of four (4) former
temporary holiday spaces on Market Street, south side, 2nd to 1st
Streets, and designation for one year of three (3) former
temporary holiday spaces on Sutter Street, south side, at Market
Street subject to review.


19. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-286: Motion to approve request to A
Board of Supervisors for four-month designation of six (6)
temporary selling spaces on Hyde Street, east side. Beach to
Jefferson Streets, subject to exemption from the provisions of
Section 2405(c) (6) and (5), Ordinance 41-83.


20. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-287: Motion to approve request by A
former certificate-holder for priority in issuance of certificate
with waiver of rescreening of wares: Daniel Ladron De Guevara.


Visual Arts Co"»i t.t.«»f> R«»r;nMendationa M/23/96)


21. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-288: Motion to approve mural A
design by Ann Sherry for the Golden Gate Elementary School
sponsored by the Mural Resource Center.


22. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-289: Motion to authorize A
reimbursement to Vito Acconci for reasonable travel costs
incurred in developing preliminary design concept for Mid-
Embarcadero Promenade Ribbon, said amount not to exceed $5,000.


23. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-290: Motion to authorize travel A
expenses for Bill Maxwell and Buster Simpson incurred in
developing preliminary design and art concept for mid-Embarcadero
Open Space Project, said amount not to exceed $2,500.


24. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-291: Motion to approve James A
Lambertus' commission for a poster project in lieu of a banner
project for the Market Street Art in Transit Program, and to
approve an honorarium of $3,000 for the creation of 6 camera-
ready artworks, and production expenses of up to $3800 for 24
posters.


25. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-292: Motion to authorize final A
payment to Ann Chamberlain on design contract #2820008 for design
of artwork for the San Francisco General Hospital Parking Garage.
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26. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-293: Motion to approve the A
selection panel recommendations for proposals submitted by
Mildred Howard and the teams of Juana Alicia and Emmanuel
Montoya, and Larry Sultan and Mike Mandel for the SFIA concourse
gateroom walls pending approval of the Airport Art Steering
Committee,


27. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-294: Motion to approve payment to A
Mildred Howard and the teams of Juana Alicia and Emmanuel
Montoya, and Larry Sultan and Mike Mandel, $5,000 each for
further design development of their proposals for the Gateroom
walls at SFIA pending approval of the Airport Art Steering
Committee,


28. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-295: Motion to invite Rigo, A
Squeak Carnwaith, Kent Roberts, and Oliver Jackson to submit
proposals for the concourse gateroom walls at SFIA, and to pay
each an honorarium of $1,000.


29. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-296: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into an Agreement for up to
$28,110 with Ann Preston for design development of her proposal
for the sterile corridor in Concourse A at SFIA.


30. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-297: Motion to approve Susan A
Schwartzenberg' B publication "Tour Journal" for the Market Street
Art in Transit program.


31. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-298: Motion to approve John A
Ammirati's artwork design for the Hallidie Plaza Elevator doors.


32. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-299: Motion to approve design of A
tile work by Fresco on the Jose Coronado Playground recreation
building.


33. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-300: Motion to approve final A
design of sculpture by Elizabeth Saltos for Fire Station #44.


34. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-301: Motion to approve the A
guidelines and budget for incorporation of public art into the
renovated playground at Jackson Park, and authorization for the
Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into contract with an
artist to implement the project for an amount not to exceed
$6,000.


35. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-302: Motion to approve proposed A
gallery exhibition of contemporary Vietnamese-American Bay Area
artists, to be co-curated by Due Nguyen and Rupert Jenkins.


36. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-303: Motion to approve guidelines A
for Market Street Art in Transit Program Cycle 5.
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37. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-304: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into preliminary design
contract for Mid Embarcadero for a fee of $7,000 each with each
of the following: Vito Acconci, Stanley Saitowitz, Barbara
Stauffacher Solomon.


END OF CONSENT CALENDAR


VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS


1 Search Committee - Armando Rascon


a. Final report from Search Committee.


b. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-305: Motion to discontinue the A
search process for the Director of Cultural Affairs and
disband the Search Committee.


c. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-306: Motion to reaffirm and A
officially acknowledge the appointment of Richard Newirth to
the position of Director of Cultural Affairs.


2. Visual Arts CoMittee - Araando Rascon. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Visual Arts Committee regarding
activities of the Committee and the Program.


President Gatti initiated consideration of the Pioneer Monument
Plaque, intended for installation in front of the 1894 statue by Frank
Happersberger, depicting a missionary, a vaquero and a Native
American. He welcomed and introduced Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr.


The Mayor thanked the Commissioners for accepting the responsibility
of providing guidance and leadership in the arts for San Francisco.
He said that he envisioned the Pioneer Monument as the center of a
civic center complex that he expected to be the most interesting in
the nation. He said that San Francisco had always been a site of
controversy between cultures. He said that the monument itself was an
artist's interpretation of the events of that time, that the plaque
had been an attempt to address what had actually happened, and that
the wording had raised questions.


In summarizing the history of the recruitment of Native Americans by
the Franciscans, he said that the Franciscans did indeed come to
convert, that an initial view of the Native Americans as subhuman had
been acknowledged and rejected, and that the serious damage done to
that culture could not be attributed to any one collection of people.
He suggested that U.S. government conduct had done more harm to Native
Americans than the missionaries. He also said that the Native American
experience between 1769 and 1834 could not be corrected by a single
plaque.
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He said that the Art Commission role was not to rewrite history but to
foster communication, understanding and mutual appreciation of all
cultures. He asked the Commissioners to create an environment that
would allow different cultures to live, flourish, and enjoy a high
quality of life unmatched by any other urban center.


The Mayor departed at 3:35 p.m.


In public testimony, Luis S. Ponce de Leon said that the plaque was
historically inaccurate in its implication that only Spaniards and
Franciscans had inflicted harm on the Native Americans. He said that
much of the tribe destruction had taken place after 1845, after the
departure of the Franciscan missionaries, and that all people of
European descent were to blame. Bobby Castillo, American Indian
Movement, said the statue itself should be removed. If it was not, the
wording should remain though it was a whitewash of the truth. George
Wesalek, Archdiocese of San Francisco, urged compromise and said the
wording should reflect the complicated variety of issues. He suggested
the insertion, at the beginning of the last sentence, of the words "As
a result of European colonization,. . ." He emphasized the necessity
of not focusing blame on the Franciscans and cited the good the
Fathers had consistently done for the city. Jeffrey Burns,
Archdiocese archivist, said that the Fathers had tried to protect the
Indians from the military and other groups. Dr. Albert Shumate,
president emeritus of the California Historical Society, said that not
all Native American deaths had occurred in the missions. He said that
many had fled to the interior valleys, and he cited a historical
report of a Sacramento Valley epidemic between 1830-34 that had
killed 75% of that population. George Brady, Society of California
Pioneers, emphasized that the Franciscan settlement had been confined
to the coastal strip, rather than the valleys. He said that the
Spanish regime had been the most benign, protecting the Indians and
establishing hospitals and schools. Kevin Starr, a California
historian affiliated with the State Library, said that the real
problem was the statue itself, depicting a patronizing attitude toward
the Native Americans. He said that it was impossible to rewrite the
statue to make it less insulting. He cited the impact of disease,
violence and cultural trauma on the Native Americans and reiterated
the fact that the Franciscans had no responsibility for the disease
that had inflicted most of the damage. Wayne Hughan, Catholics for
Truth and Justice, also cited the impact of disease in the valleys.
Kelly Cullen, Franciscan, said he would like to see the statue
removed. He asked for plaque wording that would honor both cultures.


After closing of public testimony. President Gatti suggested the
possibility, if no consensus could be reached, of the formulation of
an arbitrative committee consisting of Bobby Castillo, American Indian
Movement, and George Wesalek of the Archdiocese of San Francisco. He
said that the issue was restricted to the plaque and did not extend to
removal of the monument.


The Commissioners discussed the Archbishop's proposal for new wording
and alternate phrasing. The final consensus was to amend the motion
by inserting at the beginning of the last sentence the words "As a
result of colonial occupation. .


."
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The Commissioners discussed the fact that the statue is an 1894 work
reflective of that time rather than today. They discussed the
importance of exploring proposals to reflect today's cultural
diversity. They expressed their interest in the possibility of an art
piece expressing the contemporary Native American view.


b. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-307: Motion to approve A
revised wording for the Pioneer Monument Plaque "Early
Days," by deleting the phrase "...and 150,000 dead. . . .


"


and adding the phrase "As a result of colonial
occupation. .


."


c. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-308: Motion to approve A
additional funding of up to $4,500 for Susan Schwartzenberg
to cover costs of increased publication from 1,000 books to
3,000 books, and to provide for additional production costs.


d. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-309: Motion to approve the A
following pool of potential panelists for Market Street Art
in Transit Program Cycle 5: Teresita Romo, Stephanie
Johnson, Arnold Kemp, Hilda Shum, Pamela Z., Young Kim,
Francis Wong, Brian Tripp, Dean Beck Stewart, Sara Bates,
Joanna Haigood, Chris Komater, Jeannie Weiffenbach, Victor
Zaballa, Susan Leibovitz Steinman, Laura Brun, Genny Lim.


e. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-310: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to approve final payment of
$1,078.00 to Ray Beldner on Contract #POAR96000051 for
installation of "Playland Revisited" contingent upon final
inspection.


f. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-311: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to make final payment to
Fiberstars for completion of all fiber optic cable
installation in the North and South Embarcadero Promenade
Ribbon sculpture.


g. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-312: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to pay General Graphics the sum
of $750 for repair of five porcelain enamel pylons on the
South Embarcadero.


In response to a question about the preceding item, VI-2-g, Jill
Manton explained that repair was necessary because skateboarders had
chipped the porcelain enamel pylons, exposing them to rust. The artist
will take the skateboard problem into consideration in the design for
the mid-Embarcadero strip.


h. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-313: Motion to authorize the A
Director of Cultural Affairs to make final payment of $600
to Ann Chamberlain on contract #2820008 for design of
artwork at S.F. General Hospital parking garage.
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3


.


Executive Comaittee - Stanlee Gatti. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Executive Committee regarding
activities of the Committee and the Program.


President Gatti reported that the Committee had discussed agency
public relations needs. He has been speaking to reporters about
potential articles about the Art Commission.


4. Comunity Arts and Education - Willis Kirk. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Community Arts and Education
Committee regarding activities of the Committee and
the Program.


Commissioner Kirk reported that Joel Hernandez, 12, a participant in a
WritersCorps class, had read two of his poems before First Lady
Hillary Rodham Clinton at the White House. He referred the
Commissioners to recent press articles on the event and the program.


He suggested a tour of the cultural centers. The Commissioners settled
on the afternoon of Tuesday, July 23 for the tour. Commissioner Kirk
also said that all commissioners were welcome to attend CAE committee
meetings.


5


.


Street Artists Coamittee - Eaery Rogers. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Street Artists Program Committee
regarding activities of the Committee and the Program.


Program Director Howard Lazar announced that next year would be the
25th anniversary of the program. The subject will be discussed at the
next meeting.


b. RESOLUTION NO. 0506-96-314: Motion to approve A
requests by former certificate-holders for priority issuance
of certificate of waiver of re-screening: Frank Berumen,
Keke Zhang, Marvin Kirkland.


6. Civic Design CoMJttee - Emery Rogers. Chair


a. Report from Chair of Civic Design Committee regarding
activities of the Committee and the Program.


It was announced that the Mid-Market strategic plan and the Market
Street benches would be considered at the next Committee meeting.


VII. OLD BUSINESS


Commissioner Meyer reported on the outcome of an auction, held last
year to benefit artists who were victims of the Kobe, Japan
earthquake. The auction, which was endorsed by the Art Commission,
raised $16,000, which was presented to a foundation in Kobe last month
for distribution to affected artists.
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Mr. Newirth reported on the recent positive press coverage of the
Embarcadero Ribbon. Since Jill Manton has successfully raised federal
funds for the project, the sculpture has been fabricated and installed
at little cost to the city. He also said that some of the newly
appointed Port Commissioners were not fully informed about the Ribbon
or its funding. He encouraged the Art Commissioners to talk about the
Ribbon with Port Commissioners who they know.


VIII. NEW BUSINESS


The Commissioners discussed the possibilities for a Native American
monument. Points raised included potential funding sources, the number
of other Native American needs also requiring funding, the necessity
of the Commission not assuming a reactive position in advocacy of a
monument, and the fact that the San Francisco area was once Ohlone
land. The Commissioners agreed that it was not the role of the
Commission to instigate the project, but to provide access and
establish dialog with representatives of the community. President
Gatti suggested that Commissioner Lisac might want to work with the
Native American community. He expressed his own interest in
participating in the project. It was agreed that interested
Commissioners would begin dialog as private individuals rather than
official Commissioners, though their presence as Commissioners would
have impact. The plan is to assess community response before
officially adopting a potential project as a Commission
responsibility. It was also decided to refer the issue to the Visual
Arts Committee for further discussion.


IX. ADJOURNMENT


There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m.


Submitted by: j/^^/Zt £^4L^ /^ „.^i.^m^
Mich^d^p Liapei^, Act^g Commissic


Date S/jL4-h^


Lon Secretary


Approved


:


Richard Newirth, Director
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b. RESOLUTION NO. 0603-96-359: Motion to approve Mission
Street pedestrian lighting phase III.


VII. OLD BUSINESS


President Gatti announced that the issue of the Pioneer Monument
Plaque wording will come before the Comaission again because of
correspondence from the Consul-Oeneral of Spain, historians and other
interested parties.


The Commissioners discussed the advisability of bringing the players
together to draft the wording. It was decided that Debra Lehane would
set up a meeting, and the report will go before the Visual Arts
Committee. Commissioner Rascon will attend that meeting.


Commissioner Freebairn-Smith reported on the May 10 opening of the
Mental Health Rehabilitation Facility. He said the art for the
facility had been favorably received.


VIII. NEW BUSINESS


IX. ADJOURNMENT


There being no furtj^er business, /the meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m.


Submitted by:
Mic/feie Liapes, Actii^ Commission Secretary


Approved: ^yV^^y^^-^K^-LAc— ^ ^.^^-l^ Date Co - /9 - 7ia
Richard Newirth, Director
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Tomas Nakada up to $6800 for the creation of six camera-ready
artworks and a 24 poster kiosk display for a project which
investigates the role that pigeons play in the ecology of the
city.


Frederick Hayes/Carrie Scoville up to $6800 for the creation of
six camera-ready artworks and a 24 poster kiosk display for a
series of images of Market Street's independent vendors.


Chris Komater for 6 vintage movie posters in which characters in
old films set in SF will be replaced by or joined by contemporary
gay San Franciscans.


Andre Kreft up to $6800 for the creation of six camera-ready
artworks and a 24 poster kiosk display for a project which uses
photographic images and text to describe persons, events or
places significant to the history of Market Street.


Reanne Estrada/Mail Order Brides up to $6800 for the creation of
six camera-ready artworks and a 24 poster kiosk display for "Home
is where the heart is.... and I left my heart in San Francisco."


Street Artists Prograa Co««ittee Rec"»"^«*"^ation8 (7/10/96)


21. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-425: Motion to approve City Attorney A
draft legislation providing for $25 non-refundable application
fee for applicants for street artist certification and for former
certificate-holders requesting priority issuance of
certification.


22. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-426: Motion to approve agreement A
between Street Artists Program and Film and Video Arts Commission
for film companies and photographers to compensate Street Artists
Program $200 per day per street artist space used or adversely
affected by filming/photographing activity.


23. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-427: Motion to approve Commissioner A
Anthony Turney for appointment as Chair of the Subcommittee to
Plan the 25th Anniversary Celebration of the Street Artists
Program.


END OF CONSENT CALENDAR


VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS


1. Visual Arts CoMittee - Araando Rascon. Chair


President Gatti introduced the topic of the Pioneer Monument Plaque.
He said that the wording to be voted on had been reviewed closely by a
task force of representatives from the Spanish Consulate, the Mexican
consulate, the Archdiocese of San Francisco, the Franciscan Order, and
the Indian Center of All Nations.


Commissioner Lisac thanked and commended the task force members for
their work.
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Endorsing the final wording in public testimony were Luis S. Ponce de
Leon, Emeritus Professor, California State University, George T.
Brady, Society of California Pioneers, Randy T. Burns, Indian Center
of All Nations, and Camilo A. Vega, Consulate of Spain.


President Gatti commented on the problems involved in attempting to
explain someone else's work of art from another era. He expressed his
enthusiasm for the future commission of a contemporary Native American
work.


In reference to the phrase "the three cultures of early California,"
Commissioner Mirikitani expressed her concern about possible cultural
exclusivity.


A. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-428: Motion to approve the following A
text for the Pioneer Monument plaque.


CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICANS


The Pioneer Monument, created in 1894, represents a conventional
attitude of the 19th Century. It commemorates the settlement of
California by "western civilization". This plaque, added in 1996,
seeks to acknowledge the effect of this settlement on the
California Native Americans. The three figures of "Early Days", a
Native American, a missionary, and a vaquero, represent the three
cultures of early California. At least 300,000 Native people--and
perhaps far more— lived in California at the time of first
European settlement in 1769. During contact with colonizers from
Europe and the United States, the Native population of California
was devastated by disease, malnutrition and armed attacks. The
most dramatic decline of the Native population occurred in the
years following the discovery of gold in 1848. By 1900, according
to the US census, California's Native American population had
been reduced to 15,377. In the twentieth century, California's
Indian population steadily rebounded, reaching 236,078 in 1990.


B. Report from Chair of Visual Arts Committee regarding
activities of the Committee and the Program.


Commissioner Rascon announced that the committee was considering the
concept of a distinctive sculpture at the airport. He also said that
the SFIA master plan was currently under revision.


C. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-429: Motion to establish $5,000 A
contingency for Ann Preston's contract for Civic Center Court
House, bringing total contract amount to $68,500.


D. RESOLUTION NO. 0805-96-430: Motion to approve payment of A
up to $7,500 to Seyed Alavi for his services in developing and
overseeing the implementation of an integrated art concept for
the Richmond Recreation Center.















































DISCRIMINATION BY OMMISSION: ISSUES OF CONCERN FOR NATIVE AMERICANS IN  
SAN FRANCISCO 


 


C. IMAGES OF CONQUEST – PUBLIC ART 
 


Many of the images are depicting scenes of conquest. Some of the images glorify the subjugation 
of Native American people, while others romanticize the conquest or visages of the indigenous 
people of the Americas. Some of the images are disturbing because they illustrate violence 
perpetrated against Native Americans, and other depictions are offensive because the Native 
American subjects are portrayed in the nude (which is not a culturally appropriate artistic value 
when applied to Native American subjects, as nudity in art is not a Native American standard), or 
they are fetishized or romanticized, historically and culturally inaccurate images. 
 


 
Christopher Columbus 


(Coit Tower)


 


 
Padre Junipero Serra 
(Golden Gate Park) 


 


 
Don Juan Bautista De Anza 


(Lake Merced) 
 


Created the Mission system and Presidio in San Francisco. 


San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
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“The Winning of The West” 
238 light poles along Market Street and surrounding the Legion of Honor 


 
The image is a Plains Indian, not Californian. The subject is nude and riding a horse, which is 
historically inaccurate. In addition, nudity is not a Native American standard in art and its use in 
depictions of Native Americans is a European-based concept in art and is considered to be 
disrespectful by many Native American people. It also perpetrates the misconception that all 
Native Americans resemble Plains people and culture.


San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
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King Carlos III of Spain 


(Lake Merced) 
 


Established the Catholic Missions in San Francisco.


San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
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The Pioneer Monument (Civic Center Plaza) 
 


 
 


The image (above) shows a Catholic priest 
gesturing to heaven with one hand while 
motioning to the Native American person to 
stay down on the ground. Although this is a 
statue that glorifies the conquest of California, 
the Native American person is a Plains Indian 
(when considering the feathers and hair style) 
and not a California Indian, which reinforces the 
notion that all Native Americans look like 
Plains Indians. The Native American person is 
naked (except for a blanket), is barefoot, and is 
in an inferior, helpless position on the ground 
with the conquerors standing in a superior 
position over him. 
 


 


 


In the original 
rendition of this 
statue, the 
Vaquero (rancher), 
was brandishing a 
gun. It was 
removed when the 
statue was 
relocated to its 
current location in 
1993. 


 
The close-up (above) is of one of the bas-relief panels 
that encircle the pillar of this monument. The Native 
American people are all naked and barefooted, and the 
woman’s breast is exposed. The central figure of a 
European trader is in a superior position to the Native 
American subjects, one of whom is kneeling at the feet 
of the trader. 


 


The plaque (left) gives a history of the origin of the 
statue as well the different locations where it has been 
erected. It neither offers an explanation of the historical 
context of the images, nor does it extend any apology 
for the subjugation and near-annihilation of Native 
American people. 







 
“Marriage of the Artistic Expression of the North and South of this Continent” 


(City College) 
 
“[This image is intended to convey] Pan American unity representing the United States, Canada, 
and Mexico. Coatique, the ancient Aztec Goddess of earth and death dominates the center of the 
design. Figures present in the mural are the artist, Frida Kahlo, various actors, Dudley Carter, 
Emmy Lou Packard. The mural was originally created [by Diego Rivera] for the 1939 World’s 
Fair [in New York].” (SF Arts Commission Website) 
 
While the mural seems to exalt Native American people and culture, it is viewed by many to be 
cultural assimilation and fetishization of the indigenous people of the area known as Mexico. 
Additionally, nudity in art is not a Native American standard and is often seen as offensive and 
inappropriate as the representations depict what many Native Americans see as their ancestors. 
In this context, nude depictions of what are essentially grandmothers and grandfathers are 
deemed offensive when viewed through most indigenous values.







Hello Guest | Login


Thank you for supporting the arts. Below you will find tools, resources, and information to help make your case for the arts and
arts education as well as ways you can take action today.  


You are not alone. Americans for the Arts stands with you alongside millions of artists, local and state arts agency leaders,
teachers, community leaders, business people, elected officials, funders, and other arts professionals.


On August 12, 2017, the fate of a public art piece—a monument to Confederate general Robert E. Lee—became the focal
point for a violent and racism-fueled clash in Charlottesville, VA. In the wake of those events, many communities across the
United States are grappling with the existence and legacy of divisive monuments, and local, state, and federal policymakers,
including President Trump, are weighing in on the fate of these monuments.


Americans for the Arts strongly supports diversity, equity, and inclusion, and stands against racism, bigotry, and hatred.


Our nation's public art is complex and it is powerful—we must be mindful of that power. Public art reflects the stories and
histories we most want to tell ourselves, the lessons we want to learn, the pride we collectively hold, and the memories and
priorities with which we craft our communities' futures. The presence (and the absence of) people and events in the sculptures,
murals, music, and imagery with which we commemorate history create the narrative we tell our communities.


For nearly 60 years, Americans for the Arts, with its member organizations, has been a fierce advocate for public art and how
it can help transform, inspire, and educate communities. Americans for the Arts stands with community members who are
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coming together to have civil and just dialogues, and to meaningfully and honestly assess the value of their existing public art
pieces, monuments, and memorials in telling the narratives that their communities desire and deserve today. Americans for the
Arts stands in opposition to any form of violence, intimidation, or illegal activity that cuts short such community dialogue.


The Challenge of Confederate Monuments and Memorials


According to the Southern Poverty Law Center, there are over 1,500 Confederate monuments and memorials in 31 states
across the United States, including areas that were not part of the Confederacy. Over 700 of these monuments are on
government-owned sites. The existence of these monuments, and their locations, creates a narrative of value and official
support that can be problematic.


Art on the public square carries great meaning. Such sculptures often represent the culture of a community and are seen as
vessels for what we choose to honor and make permanent. To many, Confederate monuments glorify inequality, white
supremacy, racial discrimination, and bigotry. To others, they reflect a conservative desire for the reinstatement of white
nationalism, which they feel has been nullified by demographic and policy change.


Most of these monuments were commissioned long after the end of the Civil War as part of an ongoing so-called “Lost Cause”
movement to re-write history, and nearly 200 Confederate monuments in the United States were commissioned on or after
1960, arguably in reaction to the black civil rights movements of the early- and mid-20th century. In fact, as many as 35 of
these monuments have been commissioned since 2010.


All public artwork, whether controversial or not, is at its most impactful when it is being considered honestly. Context, origin,
and the feelings of the community must be part of an open dialogue and, ultimately, a community choice. The illegal removal of
these monuments or the quashing of dialogue by government edict, or by violence, disempowers the community and dampens
the innate power of public art to spark dialogue, change, and community healing.


What Can Be Done


The choice of what to do with these sculptures—and the schools, parks, courthouses, university campuses, and public
squares they are often part of—must emerge from an informed community in dialogue with itself. And there is a wide spectrum
of actions that communities have taken.


In New Orleans, LA, after community dialogue, four Confederate monuments throughout the city were removed and
Mayor Mitch Landrieu gave a landmark speech that outlines many of the reasons. The city is in the process of handing off
the monuments to other cultural institutions for viewing in other spaces with contextualization.
In Birmingham, AL, the community transformed Kelly Ingram Park, site of the famous confrontation between Public Safety
Commissioner “Bull” Connor and civil rights protestors, into “a place of revolution and reconciliation” and installed a
variety of sculptures depicting scenes from the civil rights movement.
In Annapolis, MD, the site of a slave market was turned into a public art sculpture of Roots author Alex Haley reading to
children of multiple races. A statue of the Supreme Court justice who wrote the Dred Scott decision was removed under
cover of night from the grounds of the state capitol after a committee vote.
In Louisville, KY, a Confederate statue was removed and relocated to a Civil War battle site where it could be viewed in an
educational context.
In Baltimore, MD, in the aftermath of the terrorist attack in Charlottesville, four Confederate monuments recently removed
are being offered to two cemeteries dedicated specifically to housing the Confederate dead. On the pedestal of a former
Robert E. Lee statue a new, unofficial public sculpture, Madre Luz, depicting a pregnant woman carrying a child and
raising a golden fist in triumph and hope, was briefly installed before being toppled by vandals.
In Minneapolis, MN, a controversial sculpture depicting the gallows from which Native Americans were hung was
destroyed in a special ceremony after the commissioning museum, under community pressure, engaged in deep dialogue
with Native American elders.
In Macon, GA, a plaque for the Baconsfield Park that dedicated it to the “benefit and enjoyment of the white women, white
girls, white boys, and white children…” was removed and relocated to the Harriet Tubman Museum, where context and
interpretation allowed it to be a learning mechanism.


There are international examples as well:


Following the fall of the Iron Curtain, Budapest chose to leave vestiges of Communist iconography that had been re-
mixed in public spaces including the boots of a statue of Stalin on its original pedestal and old street signs with communist
names crossed out in red and new street signs beside. In other areas, Communist statues have been gathered in







confined parks for viewing and scholarly study.
In Paraguay, a statue of dictator Alfredo Stroessner was deconstructed and then reconstituted into a new piece in which
the former statue appeared crushed between stones.
In Germany, the remnants of the Nazi regime have been treated differently in different cases: the Haus der Kunst, site of
major Nazi-sanctioned art exhibits, now commits most of its funds to displaying art that would have been banned by the
regime. Sites of atrocities, such as the Bebelplatz, where thousands of books were burned and Nazi marches were held,
have installed public art pieces to engage with that history through a lens of learning and reconciliation. Certain sites such
as Hitler’s final bunker, after dialogue, were deliberately obscured to keep them from becoming shrines for neo-Nazis.


These choices were determined by members of these communities and/or by elected leadership, driven by a shared belief in a
new narrative, and an understanding of what role these art pieces would play. Regardless of the direction a community takes
when addressing a publicly placed artwork, there should be a strong community engagement component that allows for
dialogue.


Americans for the Arts is encouraged by the growing number of U.S. cities that have been engaging in dialogues like this
already. Community dialogues have been conducted, or are starting, in New Orleans, LA; Baltimore, MD; Louisville, KY;
Gainesville, FL, and elsewhere. The mayor of Lexington, KY, in the aftermath of Charlottesville, has reversed himself and
recommended removal of two Confederate statues on the site of a former slave market. Elected officials from both major
parties in states including Minnesota, North Carolina, Texas and Maryland are asking support for similar dialogues to begin.


Un-Erasing Narrative through Public Art


This is, however, a beginning for truth and reconciliation, not an end.


These monuments, and their long tenure in the public square, are symptoms of larger issues of systemic racism and white
privilege that pervade far beyond these statues; public art reflects and makes permanent our deepest beliefs, both good and
bad. Confederate names adorn many Southern schools, a quarter of which are majority-African-American. The Confederate
flag is an integrated part of the design of the state flag of Mississippi, and maintains a publicly supported presence in at least
six states. Racially-charged melodies, stories, and traditions intertwine visibly and invisibly into place names, state anthems,
songs, bedtime stories, and more.


Moreover, there is a resounding absence of narratives about slavery, segregation, discrimination, emancipation, and the
ongoing fight for civil rights. There are currently three times as many monuments to the Confederacy in the U.S. Capitol as
there are monuments to African-Americans. There are artistic commemorations of many of the leading Segregationists
throughout the South, but the first such large-scale monument to the many black men and women lynched during that period
will not open until 2018.


Our communities use public monuments as artistic commemorations of what we deem important. Americans for the Arts
believes that, as more communities enter dialogue about what these divisive public artworks say about their residents and
their beliefs, these art pieces can help facilitate positive community transformation.


Americans for the Arts supports ongoing community dialogue around truth, reconciliation, and removal and replacement of the
various artistic and cultural vestiges of white supremacy and racism in the United States, and the installation of monuments
commemorating narratives of emancipation, shared strength, and equity. We recommend that local arts agencies and other
arts institutions join these dialogues in concert with affected communities.


To support a full creative life for all, Americans for the Arts commits to championing policies and practices of cultural equity that
empower a just, inclusive, equitable nation.


Resources for You and Your Community


NEXT TUESDAY, August 22  at 3pm, Americans for the Arts will hold a special members-only briefing
(https://artsu.americansforthearts.org/products/special-edition-member-briefing-arts-history-and-
community-dialogue) to discuss the issues outlined in this position statement, as well as next steps. After the 30-
minute briefing, there will be an opportunity for public art administrators and others to engage in conversation with each
other, led by a member of the Public Art Network Council.
We also want to hear from you – share your stories of what is happening in your communities by emailing
membership@artsusa.org (mailto:membership@artsusa.org).


nd







Deaccession/Conservation & Maintenance


The Public Art Resource Center (http://www.americansforthearts.org/parc) offers information and tools on
community engagement, public art maintenance and conservation, and sample documents and policies.
San Francisco Arts Commission Policies and Guidelines for the Civic Art Collection
(http://www.americansforthearts.org/by-program/reports-and-data/legislation-policy/naappd/policies-and-
guidelines-for-the-civic-art-collection-of-the-city-and-county-of-san-francisco-under) includes the deaccession
policy (starts on page 25).
American Institute of Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works (http://www.conservation-us.org/) highlights
conservators and other professional resources to help care for an artwork.
“It's Not Forever”: Temporary Works and Deaccessioning (http://blog.americansforthearts.org/2014/02/05/%E2
%80%9Cits-not-forever%E2%80%9D-temporary-works-and-deaccessioning) blog posts outlines some of the
current questions and thoughts around longevity and permanence of public artworks. 
Florida’s Art in State Buildings Program Deaccession Policy (http://www.americansforthearts.org/sites/default/files
/pdf/2013/by_program/networks_and_councils/public_art_network/DeaccessionPolicy_Sample.pdf) is a
sample  deaccession policy for public art programs.


Community Engagement


Planning & Designing Arts-Based Civic Engagement Projects (http://animatingdemocracy.org/sites/default/files
/Imagine_Define_Design.pdf) includes worksheets to help you design your community engagement process.
Participatory Action Research Approach to Planning, Reflection and Documentation (http://animatingdemocracy.org
/sites/default/files/documents/resources/tools/participatory_action_research.pdf) offers an approach to
research and learning that uses different methods to address issues or possibilities identified and defined by a community
to create new ways of working, interacting, and knowing.
The 8 R’s of Talking About Race: How to Have Meaningful Conversations (https://www.netimpact.org/blog/the-
8-r%E2%80%99s-of-talking-about-race-how-to-have-meaningful-conversations) helps identify and manage
your speaking about race.
The Controversy Conundrum: Public Art Advocacy and Communication Strategies to Keep Your Program Thriving
(https://artsu.americansforthearts.org/products/the-controversy-conundrum-public-art-advocacy-and-
communication-strategies-to-keep-your-program-thriving) is a webinar that reviews case studies and practices
when dealing with controversial issues and your public art collection.


Contextualization/Education


The Equal Justice Initiative provides resources for understanding racial justice (https://www.eji.org/racial-justice) from
slavery to the civil rights movement.
Americans for the Arts’ Animating Democracy (http://www.animatingdemocracy.org) has a variety of case studies
and tools for engaging in difficult civic dialogues, including about public artworks whose meaning and narrative have
shifted over time.
Who’s Heritage? Public Symbols of the Confederate (https://www.splcenter.org/20160421/whose-heritage-public-
symbols-confederacy) by the Southern Poverty Law Center provides a history of the development of Confederate
imagery and symbols.
A Monumental Problem (http://the1a.org/shows/2017-08-16/a-monumental-problem) podcast from NPR’s 1A
provides multiple perspectives and context to Confederate monuments and memorials.
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POLICIES and GUIDELINES for the CIVIC ART COLLECTION of the CITY and COUNTY of SAN 
FRANCISCO UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO ARTS COMMISSION 


[Excerpt specifically detailing care of the Civic Art Collection and deaccession policies] 


 


6. COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
6.1 Arts Commission:  In accordance with the CCSF Administrative Code Sec. 2A.150.1, the Arts 


Commission provides for the additional responsibilities for the care of the City’s Collection.  
6.1.1 Cataloging, Care and Maintenance of Public Art Media:  The cataloging, care and maintenance of 


all sculptures, statues, murals, paintings and other art media belonging to the City and County of 
San Francisco, other than and excepting those located on properties under the jurisdiction and 
control the San Francisco Unified School District, the M.H. de Young Memorial Museum,  the 
Asian Art Museum, the California Palace of the Legion of Honor, the California Academy of 
Sciences and the Recreation and Park Commission, shall be under the jurisdiction of the Arts 
Commission. 


 
6.1.2 Agreement with Recreation and Park Commission: The Arts Commission shall be authorized to 


enter into agreement with the Recreation and Park Commission, upon such terms as may be 
mutually agreed, for the cataloging, care and maintenance of any or all of the above media 
located on properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. 


 
6.1.3 Authorization of the Sale or Exchange of Works of Art:  The Arts Commission by a 2/3 vote is 


authorized to sell or exchange works of art under its jurisdiction under the terms specified under 
Sec. 2A.150.1, described here under Section 7.3, Deaccessioning. 


 
6.1.4 Reproductions or Adaptations:  The Arts Commission may license the making of reproductions or 


adaptations of works of art under its jurisdiction.  Note:  While the Administrative Code allows the 
Arts Commission to license the making of reproductions, the Arts Commission must confirm that it 
has license from the artist who holds the copyright to make reproductions or adaptations of a 
work of art. 


 
6.2 Visual Arts Committee:  The Visual Arts Committee reviews Collections issues and makes 


recommendations to the full Arts Commission relative to all aspects of the management of the 
Collection that require Commission Resolution, including, but not limited to the approval to 
deaccession artwork through sale or exchange, or authorize the removal, alteration, or 
destruction of any artwork under the Commission’s jurisdiction. 
 


6.3 Senior Registrar:  The Senior Registrar shall coordinate the care and maintenance of the 
Collection, including: 
• Developing and maintaining an inventory of the Collection maintenance needs 
• Identifying funds for maintenance and conservation needs and applying for grants 
• Contracting for and managing maintenance and conservation contracts 
• Maintaining an inventory of the City’s collection 


 
6.4 Director of Cultural Affairs:  The Director of Cultural Affairs may authorize the emergency 


removal, alteration or destruction of an artwork without Commission approval under the 
conditions specified under Section 7.2.1. The Director of Cultural Affairs is also given authority 
under Arts Commission Resolution 0507-12-142 to approve contracts, purchase orders, or direct 
payment vouchers up to $500,000 with conservators, art technicians, or other qualified 
contractors for the purpose of performing conservation, maintenance and repair on works of art in 
the City’s art collection; approve contracts, purchase orders, or direct payment vouchers up to 
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$500,000 with art service providers for transportation, storage, installation, de-installation of 
artwork, construction cases, vitrines and framing, and other similar work related to the care and 
maintenance of the City’s collection that does not require design approval from the Commission. 


7. COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT:  DEACCESSION, REMOVAL, ALTERATION, AND 
DESTRUCTION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 


7.1 Overview of Collection’s Policy: It is the objective of the Commission to acquire works of art of 
the highest quality. Acquisition by the City and County of San Francisco implies a commitment to 
the preservation, protection and display of the artwork for the public benefit. Acquisition implies 
permanency within the collection, as long as the work maintains its physical integrity, identity and 
authenticity, and as long as it remains useful to the purposes of the people of the City and County 
of San Francisco. When any of these conditions no longer prevail, the Arts Commission may 
consider removal from public display and/or deaccessioning.  


 
7.2 Removal from Public Display:    If the artwork is removed from public display, the Arts 


Commission may consider the following options: 
 


• Relocation of Public Display: If the Commission decides that an artwork must be removed 
from its original site, and if its condition is such that it could be re-installed, the Commission 
will attempt to identify another appropriate site. If the artwork was designed for a specific 
site, the Art Commission will attempt to relocate the work to a new site consistent with the 
artist's intention. If possible, the artist's assistance will be requested to help make this 
determination.  


 
• Store object until a new site has been identified or the Commission decides to deaccession 


the artwork. 
 
• Sale or Trade of Object after deaccession. 


7.2.1 Provisions for Emergency Removal:  In the event that the structural integrity or condition of an 
artwork is such that, in the opinion of the Art Commission's Director of Cultural Affairs, the artwork 
presents an imminent threat to public safety, the Director may authorize its immediate removal, 
without Commission action or the artist's consent, by declaring a State of Emergency, and have 
the work placed in temporary storage. The artist and the Arts Commissioners must be notified of 
this action within 30 days. The Commission will then consider options for disposition: repair, 
reinstallation, maintenance provisions or deaccessioning. In the event that the artwork cannot be 
removed without being altered, modified, or destroyed, and if the Artist’s Agreement with the City 
and County has not waived his/her rights under the California Art Preservation Act and the 1990 
Visual Artists’ Protection Act, the Director must attempt to gain such written permission before 
proceeding. In the event that this cannot be accomplished before action is required in order to 
protect the public health and safety, the Director shall proceed according to the advice of the City 
Attorney.  


 
7.3 Deaccessioning: 


 
7.3.1 Statement of General Policy:  In general, works of art will not be deaccessioned within 10 years 


after acquisition. The Arts Commission shall deaccession and dispose of works of art in its 
collections only in the public interest and as a means of improving the quality of the collections.  
 


7.3.2 Consideration of Alternatives for Disposition of a Work of Art:  In considering various alternatives 
for the disposition of deaccessioned objects, the Arts Commission should be concerned that:  


 
• The manner of disposition is in the best interests of the Arts Commission and the public it 


serves.  
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• Preference should be given to retaining works that are a part of the historical, cultural, or 
scientific heritage of San Francisco and California.  


 
• Consideration should be given to placing the art objects, through gift, exchange, or sale, 


in another tax-exempt public institution wherein they may serve the purpose for which 
they were acquired initially by the Arts Commission.  


 
• Objects may not be given or sold privately to City employees, officers, members of the 


governing authority, or to their representatives, except as specified below.  
 


7.3.3 Conditions: A work of art may be considered for removal from public display and/or 
deaccessioning if one or more of the following conditions apply:   


 
• The work does not fit within the Arts Commission’s mission, goals, or guidelines for the 


Civic Art Collection. 
 
• The work presents a threat to public safety.  
 
• Condition or security of the work cannot be guaranteed, or the Arts Commission cannot 


properly care for or store the work. 
 
• The work requires excessive or unreasonable maintenance, or has faults in design or 


workmanship.  
 
• The condition of the work requires restoration in gross excess of its aesthetic value, or is 


in such a deteriorated state that restoration would prove either unfeasible, impractical or 
misleading.  


 
• No suitable site for the work is available, or significant changes in the use or character of 


design of the site affect the integrity of the work. 
 
• The work interferes with the operations of the client agency.  
 
• Significant adverse public reaction over an extended period of time (5 years or more).   
 
• The work is judged to have little or no aesthetic and/or historical or cultural value.  
 
• The Arts Commission wishes to replace a work with a more appropriate work by the 


same artist.   
 
• The work can be sold to finance, or can be traded for, a work of greater importance.  
 
• Written request from the artist has been received to remove the work from public display.   
 
• The work is duplicative in a large holding of work of that type or of that artist.   
 
• The work is fraudulent or not authentic.   
 
• The work is rarely or never displayed.   
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7.3.4 Process: The following steps shall be followed for works being considered for deaccessioning:  


7.3.4.1 Absence of Restrictions:  Before disposing of any objects from the collections, reasonable efforts 
shall be made to ascertain that the Commission is legally free to do so. Where restrictions are 
found to apply, the Arts Commission shall comply with the following:  


 
• Mandatory restrictions shall be observed unless deviation from their terms is authorized by 


a court of competent jurisdiction.  
 
• Objects to which restrictions apply should not be disposed of until reasonable efforts are 


made to comply with the restrictive conditions. If practical and reasonable to do so, 
considering the value of the objects in question, the Commission should notify the donor 
if it intends to dispose of such objects within ten years of receiving the gift or within the 
donor's lifetime, whichever is less. If there is any question as to the intent of force of 
restrictions, the Commission shall seek the advice of the City Attorney.  
 


7.3.4.2  Arts Commission Staff Report:  The Arts Commission staff shall prepare a report which includes 
a staff evaluation and recommendation along with the following information:  
 
• City Attorney’s Opinion:  The City Attorney shall be consulted regarding any restrictions that 


may apply to a specific work.  
 


• Rationale:  An analysis of the reasons for deaccessioning and its impact on the Collection 
and the artist, and an evaluation of the artwork. 
 


• Community Opinion:  If pertinent, public and agency feedback on the dispensation of work 
in question.  


 
• Independent Appraisal or other documentation of the value of the artwork:   Prior to 


disposition of any object having a value of $10,000 or more, Arts Commission staff should 
obtain an independent professional appraisal, or an estimate of the value of the work based 
on recent documentation of gallery and auction sales.   


 
• Related Professional Opinions:  In cases of where deaccessioning or removal is 


recommended due to deterioration, threat to public safety, ongoing controversy, or lack of 
artistic quality, it is recommended that the Commission seek the opinions of independent 
professionals qualified to comment on the concern prompting review (conservators, 
engineers, architects, critics, safety experts etc.).  


 
• History:   


o Provide written correspondence, press and other evidence of public debate.  
o Original Acquisition method and purchase price. 
o Options for Disposition.  
o Replacement Costs.  


7.3.5 Visual Arts Committee Hearing:  The recommendation to deaccession a work of art will be 
considered by the Visual Arts Committee as part of the Committee's regular or special meeting.  
The Committee shall make its recommendation to the full Arts Commission.  


7.3.6 Arts Commission Hearing and Resolution:  The Commission must approve by Resolution the 
Visual Arts Committee’s recommendation that a work of art under its jurisdiction should be 
deaccessioned through sale or exchange.  


 


Page 4 of 6 
 







7.4 Sale or Exchange of Artwork:  In accordance with Sec. 2A.150.1 of the San Francisco 
Administrative code, when the Commission determines that it would be advantageous to the City 
and County, a work of art under its jurisdiction may be sold or exchanged as follows: 


7.4.1 Exchange:  The Arts Commission may exchange a work of art on such terms as the Arts 
Commission, by a 2/3 vote of the members of the Commission determines appropriate, provided 
that any exchange is subject to the approval of the Purchaser.  


 
7.4.2 Sale at Public Auction:  A work of art under the jurisdiction of the Commission may be sold at 


public auction to the highest and best bidder and the Commission may contract with a licensed 
auctioneer for the purpose of conducting the sale or sales. The contract shall specify the 
compensation to be paid for the auctioneer's services and set forth the terms and conditions 
under which the sale or sales are to be conducted. Each such contract shall be approved by the 
Purchaser.  


 
7.4.3 Private Sale: If the work is offered at public auction and no bids are received, or if the bids are 


rejected, or if the Arts Commission determines, by a 2/3 vote of the members that the work may 
be sold on terms more advantageous to the City if sold through private sale. Any contract for the 
private sale of a work of art is subject to the approval of the Purchaser. A work of art on which 
bids have been rejected shall not thereafter be sold through private sale for less than the amount 
of the highest bid received.  


 
7.4.4 Proceeds from Sale of Artwork: In accordance with Section 10.100.30 of the San Francisco 


Administrative Code, all proceeds from any sale or auction, less any payment due the artist under 
the California Resale Royalties Act, shall be credited to the Public Arts Fund, and the monies 
contributed to the fund from the sale, exchange or exhibition of a work of art under the jurisdiction 
of the Arts Commission shall be expended exclusively for the purpose of acquiring or maintaining 
works of art for the same public structure for which the original work of art was acquired. 


• Adequate Records:  An adequate record of the conditions and circumstances under which 
objects are deaccessioned and disposed of should be made and retained as part of the 
Collections Management records. 


• California Resale Royalties Act:  The Commission shall abide by the California Resale 
Royalties Act (Civil Code section 986) with respect to notification of the sale of any work of 
art which is sold for more than $1,000, and payment of 5% of the sale price for any work of 
art which is sold for more than the Commission paid for the artwork provided that the artist 
can be located by reasonable means. If the artist cannot be found, the Resale Royalty will 
revert to the California Arts Council in accordance with state law. 


 
7.5 Alteration, Modification, or Destruction of Artwork:  It is the primary responsibility of the Art 


Commission to preserve and protect the art collections under its management for the people of 
the City and County of San Francisco. However, under certain conditions, and in accordance with 
the constraints of the California Art Preservation Act (Civil Code 987), known as CAPA, and the 
Visual Artists Rights Act of 1990 (17 U.S.C. 106A and 113 (d), known as VARA, or in the case 
where the Artist has waived his/her rights under CAPA and VARA, in accordance with the City’s 
contractual agreement with the artist, the Commission may authorize actions that would alter, 
modify or destroy an artwork.  


 
7.5.1 Conditions: Removal and disposal, destruction, alteration or modification of an artwork may be 


considered under the following circumstances:  


• The work has faults of design or workmanship, or is damaged so that repair or remedy is 
impractical, unfeasible or an unjustifiable allocation of resources.  
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• The work poses a threat to public safety, or in some other way poses a potential liability for 
the City and County of San Francisco. In the event that the condition of the artwork 
represents an eminent safety hazard, and cannot be removed without risk of damage or 
destruction, the Director of Cultural Affairs will proceed in accordance with the provisions 
specified under "Emergency Removal.”  


• The Commission deems it necessary in order for the City and County to exercise its 
responsibilities in regard to public works and improvements, or in furtherance of the City's 
operations, or for any other good cause.  


 
7.5.2 Options: If, for any of the above reasons, the City and County of San Francisco finds it necessary 


to pursue plans that would modify, remove, destroy or in any way alter an artwork, and the Arts 
Commission approves such action, then the Arts Commission shall make a reasonable effort to 
notify the artist by registered mail of the City's intent and outline possible options, which include, 
but are not limited to the following: 


  
• Transfer of Title to the Artist: The artist will be given the first option of having the title to the 


artwork transferred to him/her. If the artist elects to pursue title transfer, he/she is responsible 
for the object's removal and all associated costs.  


• Disclaim Authorship: In the case where the City contemplates action which would 
compromise the integrity of the artwork, the artist shall be given the opportunity to disclaim 
authorship and request that his/her name not be used in connection with the given work.   


• Alteration, Modification or Destruction:  If alteration, modification, or destruction is of an 
artwork protected under the California Art Preservation Act, or the Visual Artists Rights Act of 
1990 is contemplated, the Commission must secure a written waiver of the artist's rights 
under this section. In the case of an emergency removal that may result in destruction or 
irreparable damage, the Director will act in accordance with the advice of the City Attorney. 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Patterson, Kate (ART)
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 12:46 PM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: FW: documents for the Oct-2 meeting on the Pioneer monument
Attachments: The Pioneer Monument - First in a  Series of Monuments to be Added One per 


Century.pdf


Categories: Pioneer Monument


For the commissioners… 
 
Kate Patterson-Murphy 
Director of Communications 
 
San Francisco Arts Commission 
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415-252-2229  
sfartscommission.org 
 
e-Newsletter I Twitter I Facebook I YouTube I Flickr  


 


NOTICE: Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts Commission are 
public records and as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the public. If this happens, all 
sensitive personal information, such as Social Security numbers and phone numbers, will be redacted.  


 
 


From: Howard Long    
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 11:51 AM 
To: Patterson, Kate (ART) <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: documents for the Oct‐2 meeting on the Pioneer monument 


 
Dear Kate:  
 
Thank you for providing me with the information. I am submitting an essay about the Early Days statue that you 
may share with the art commissioners and any other interested parties. I will attend the meeting on October 2. 
 
Another issue that I am concerned about is the dilapidated condition of the historic street lamps along Market 
Street and going up Powell Street opposite Union Square. The city department in charge of the city-owned fixtures 
insists that these are currently owned by PG & E, although PG & E denies this. I am confident that PG & E 
actually does own the fixtures, which include the ones with pioneer scenes along Market Street and the ornate 
Victorian ones with acanthus leaves along Powell Street. I would like to organize some sort of effort to get PG & E 
to turn these fixtures over to the city so it can maintain them. I have watched big chunks of these lamp-posts fall off 
and be stolen. Would your department, or any other organization that you know of, be willing to support my efforts 
in this regard? 
 
Thanks, and have a nice day. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Reid Stuart 
 


On Tuesday, September 5, 2017 11:46 AM, "Patterson, Kate (ART)" <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> wrote: 
 


Hi Howard, 
  
Thank you for your patience. Please find the emails you requested attached. Please note that we have redacted personal 
contact information in order to protect individuals’ right to privacy under Article 1, Section 1 of the California 
Constitution.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Kate Patterson-Murphy 
Director of Communications 
 
San Francisco Arts Commission 
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415-252-2229  
sfartscommission.org 
 
e-Newsletter I Twitter I Facebook I YouTube I Flickr  
  
NOTICE: Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts Commission are public 
records and as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the public. If this happens, all sensitive personal 
information, such as Social Security numbers and phone numbers, will be redacted.  
  
  


From: Howard Long [mailto:pacayacity@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2017 9:56 AM 
To: Patterson, Kate (ART) <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: documents for the Oct-2 meeting on the Pioneer monument 
  
Thanks, take your time, no rush. 
  


On Friday, September 1, 2017 9:35 AM, "Patterson, Kate (ART)" <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> wrote: 
  


Dear Reid,  
  
We can provide you with electronic copies of the emails we have received from those who wish to remove the 
statue.  
  
I will send them to you when I am back on Tuesday.  
  
Best, Kate  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Aug 31, 2017, at 9:29 PM, Howard Long  wrote: 


Thanks for getting back to me. I am interested in figuring out the precise arguments that are 
being presented in favor of taking down this statue. I think that we should preserve historical 







3


monuments, and even this particular statue (which clearly has some antiquated messages 
embedded in the body language) is valuable for preserving insight into the societal attitudes of a 
by-gone era. I would be happy seeing a Maya Angelou statue near the library (somebody in the 
newspaper was suggesting that such a statue replace the Pioneer monument) but I do not think 
that a new statue should replace the old one. 
  
Also, I am concerned that if the statue is removed, what will become of it. If necessary, I would 
like to find it a new home so it does not get destroyed. 
  
Anyway, I am interested in seeing any paperwork that specifies the particular arguments being 
made in favor of removal, for the purpose of enabling me to better argue the case that the statue 
should stay put. I could drop by your office either tomorrow or some afternoon in the coming 
weeks. Let me know what would be most convenient for you. Or perhaps you could just email 
me the pertinent information. Thanks for your help. Have a nice day. 
  
Sincerely, 
Reid Stuart 
  


On Thursday, August 31, 2017 11:25 AM, "Patterson, Kate (ART)" <kate.patterson@sfgov.org> wrote: 
  


Dear Reid, 
  
I’m responding on behalf of my colleague, Sharon Page Ritchie.  
  
We are happy to provide you with records related to the Pioneer monument, and we are happy to 
accommodate your review of said documents here in our office. However, we are wondering if it would 
be possible for you to come tomorrow so that we have time to gather the information. Also, it would be 
helpful to know what exactly you are interested in, because we may be able to share some files 
electronically.  
  
Best,  
  
Kate Patterson-Murphy 
Director of Communications 
 
San Francisco Arts Commission 
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415-252-2229  
sfartscommission.org 
 
e-Newsletter I Twitter I Facebook I YouTube I Flickr  
  
NOTICE: Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts 
Commission are public records and as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the 
public. If this happens, all sensitive personal information, such as Social Security numbers and phone numbers, will 
be redacted.  
  
From: Howard Long   
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 10:06 PM 
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART) 
Subject: documents for the Oct-2 meeting on the Pioneer monument 
  
Dear Ms. Page: 
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I am interested in attending the meeting and wondered if I could look over whatever 
documentation has already been amassed about this statue and the proposal to remove it. Would 
it be possible for me to drop by your office to look over whatever papers exist, or else to 
otherwise check out this documentation? Thanks a lot and have a nice day. 
  
Sincerely, 
Reid Stuart 
  


  


 







The Pioneer Monument: 
First in a Series of Monuments to be Added One per Century


by Reid Stuart September 2017


Some people want to remove (and even destroy) the Early Days portion of the 
Pioneer Monument in San Francisco’s Civic Center. I would like to reframe the 
debate on this issue in a way that will hopefully allow for a solution mutually 
agreeable to everybody interested in the fate of this meta-historical relic, whose 
thematic underpinnings really ought to be scrutinized by the psychohistorian 
Lloyd deMause.


Some American Indians object to the Early Days statue because they feel that it 
demeans their culture. Admittedly, the three figures in the sculpture do depict the 
native in a downtrodden position in relation to the sanctimonious priest and the 
proud vaquero (Mexican cowboy). By today’s standards, this sculpture functions 
as a high-quality caricature of an outmoded world-view. Apparently, the message 
that people are currently reading into the antiquated body language was 
unconscious for the society that created this larger-than-life-sized bronze 
cartoon. But is it actually bad to display artwork that transmits across the 
centuries insight into a bygone way of viewing the world?


The creators of Early Days probably thought that it showed the priest helping the 
seated native. Today, however, people are interpreting the sculpture as 
portraying oppression. Yet there are many artistic depictions of injustices that 
actually create sympathy for the victims. Consider the image of Christ on the 
cross in Christian art, the portrayal of the Jews in the movie Shindler’s List, or 
the numerous films sympathetic toward slaves in the American South. The very 
fact that Early Days expresses something that seems obvious today, although it 
apparently was not obvious in 1894, is a useful barometer of shifts in societal 
attitudes. We need to preserve these barometers, for almost certainly in another 
hundred years Early Days will be convey new meanings to future generations 
who will perceive it in ways that we are unable to predict.  


Some other individuals view Early Days as advocating genocide and “white 
supremacy”. It is important to realize that cultures come and go. The Pioneer 
Monument was cast in 1894. Spanish rule over California del Norte (as depicted 
in Early Days) ended in 1821 and the Mexicans lost control of the state in 1847. 
Even the subsequent eminence of English-speaking Americans is now declining, 
and Caucasians will probably be a minority whose influence will continue to wane 
in the coming centuries. All around the world, utopian movements have 
vandalized statuary and other historical artifacts: the Taliban dynamited the 
colossal Buddha statues at Bamiyan, the Moguls and later Moslems chiseled off 
the faces and otherwise defaced Hindu temple statuary (many examples of this 
are displayed at the Asian Art Museum, albeit not labeled as such), Chinese 
Communists incinerated much of the historical legacy of China and Tibet during 
the Cultural Revolution, and post-Soviet Russians felled and decapitated statues 







of Lenin and Stalin. All of the self-righteous people who destroyed these statues 
felt justified by their belief that attacking artwork would strike a blow against a 
perceived evil. Yet in every case, this iconoclasm deprived future generations of 
reminders of past history, both in its positive and negative aspects. Should the 
Mexican government blow up the Aztec pyramids because Aztec priests 
conducted supremacist genocide against neighboring tribes by using obsidian 
blades to rip out the hearts of human sacrifice victims (tens of thousands each 
year) such that “rivers of blood” continually flowed down from the summits of the 
pyramids? Or should we use these archaic monuments as reminders of what 
happened in the past, so that we can learn lessons on how to avoid previous 
blunders and move into a better tomorrow?  


I empathize with the Indian woman who says that she did not know how to 
explain to her child the subordinate posture of the Indian character. But part of 
the value of Early Days lies in its ability to prod us into thinking about the ups 
and downs of history.  If we let our society become a sugar-coated lollypop with 
no rough edges, then what is to differentiate real life from Disneyland? Our 
public spaces should acknowledge the hard realities of the past, some of which 
might be said to continue into the present. Therefore, we have to preserve 
historic monuments as gritty reminders of the sorts of triumphs that are truly 
worthy of emulation and the types of unfortunate mirages that will only lead us 
into cul-de-sacs. By erasing the outward relics of the past, we would be in danger 
of having the repressed “shadow” haunt us by recurring in terrible ways that 
replay the worst themes of bygone history. But by remembering what happened, 
we can acknowledge that we all share a common humanity with the three 
characters: with the Mexican cowboy who at times may have been too sure of 
himself, with the priest who is too humorless, and with the unfortunate guy 
sitting on the ground who seems mistreated and out of luck.


I estimate that there is about 131’ between the eastern edge of Early Days and 
Hyde Street. The granite plinth supporting Early Days is approximately 7.5’ long, 
running west to east. I propose that San Francisco bolster its tourist attractions 
by initiating a new program to add one statue per century, lined up between the 
two rows of square granite pillars that are in United Nations Plaza running 
between Early Days and Hyde Street. Every century we should erect a bronze 
statute on a plinth of the same size and appearance as the support for Early 
Days. Over the next millennium, we could install ten new statues, each on a 7.5’-
long plinth, with slightly over 5.5’ between each plinth. The statues could be 
connected thematically, each building upon the previous ones in the series. 


One possible composition for the 21st century’s statue could be three bronze 
figures that have the same sizes and poses as Early Days. This could be a 
rendition of the types of people who currently inhabit Civic Center. The figure 
sitting on the ground could be a homeless man, possibly an addict injecting 
heroin into his arm. The priest could be replaced by somebody bending over to 
give the homeless fellow some spare change. This figure might be in the likeness 
of the Native American mother who complained that she did know how to explain 







the Early Days statue to her young child. Finally, the standing figure might be a 
teenager wearing low-slung pants with his butt hanging out, with a boom-box on 
his shoulder, zooming by on a skateboard. 


If this composition is “too realistic” to be deemed acceptable, then there are many 
other alternatives.


It is possible that by the end of the century, human beings as we now know them 
will have begun to morph into a variety of transhumanist species who have their 
neural tissues cultivated into silicone substrates, such that our high-tech 
descendants will look back on our present time as being as bizarre as it now is for 
us to imagine what it was like to live back during the Gold Rush. The San 
Francisco Arts Council could sponsor a contest for designing a new high-quality 
bronze sculpture to be mounted on a similar granite plinth such that it looks like 
it is a stylistic extension of the original monument. We could ask Ray Kurzweil 
(transhumanism proponent and director of Google Development) to cough up the 
funding to produce this finely crafted work of art. I propose that the new 
sculpture depict a futuristic family of computerized trans-humanoids pointing 
and gawking at Early Days, which should be preserved precisely because of its 
valuable insight into an obsolete mindset. 


The contest to come up with a design for the new statue should emphasize 
cooperation rather than competition. I envision a collaborative project that 
incorporates input from different types of artists. People who are good at drawing 
can submit designs to be posted at the San Francisco Arts Council website. Other 
artists could manipulate and enhance these online images so that different 
versions evolve and are (hopefully) improved. After the community votes on 
whatever designs we end up with, then we will put out a call for somebody skilled 
at using three-modeling software to render the blueprints so they can be viewed 
and perhaps fine-tuned from all perspectives. The collaborating artists and 
anybody else involved with the project could keep sharing input till we reach a 
consensus on the finished 3-D design. There may even be a large 3D printer that 
could sculpt the wax mold directly based on digital input from the CAD software. 
The Artworks Foundry in Berkeley or some other local foundry could add sprues 
to the wax model, cast it in investment, and then pour the bronze. This would 
support local businesses and recycle the money into the local economy. The city 
could hit up local high-tech firms for the funding.


Whatever the final design that is implemented, it would truly be a community 
effort expressing our contemporary Zeitgeist, one which — it may very well turn 
out — is as incomprehensible to people 150 years into the future as Early Days 
now seems to the sensibilities of people currently living in San Francisco.
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Dee Dee Manzanares-Wyatt 
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 2:25 PM
To: ART-Info; Patterson, Kate (ART); Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: Removal of Pioneer Statue in San Francisco


Categories: Pioneer Monument


As a Rumšen Ohlone whose ancestors lived in the central California bay areas and were driven out of their 
homelands and forced into slavery by the arrival of the Europeans I am very upset by what the statue depicts. It 
implies that natives were subhuman and that their survival was due to their colonization by outsiders when in 
reality the natives had survived for thousands of years. Changes need to be made by educating people of the true 
history. Natives taught the invaders how to survive on our land and instead of thanking them they were stripped 
of their land, languages and cultural traditions. Held into slavery or forced to run away and head south and 
blend in with other cultures due to the bounties on their scalps or bodies. California Natives have asked for 
years that the real story be told and that we be recognized for our ancestors contributions and the treaties be 
ratified and honored. Just because many of us weren't given numbers and put on a reservation doesn't mean 
we're not just as native as any one else. Native and Proud ��  
Delores Manzanares Ybarra 
Rumšen A:ma Tur:ataj Ohlone 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Nina Haft 
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 10:30 AM
To: ART-Info; Patterson, Kate (ART); Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: No more White Supremacy in our Art


Categories: Pioneer Monument


Dear San Francisco Stewards, 
 
This land belongs to those First Nations we have stolen it from. No more White Supremacy in the Bay! It is 
time to take the "Pioneer" Statue in Downtown SF down. 
 
Nina Haft 
Artist, Educator 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Max G 
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 3:27 AM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: An opinion from a San Francisco native on why the Pioneer Monument NEEDS to stay 


just like Auschwitz


Categories: Pioneer Monument


Dear Sharon, 
 
     My name is Max and I am a 26 year old native. I think the attack on this statue is absolutely misguided and 
wrong. This statue is not just about White Supremacy, but represents oppression we must never forget so it does 
not happen again just like with Auschwitz and the holocaust. If anything add a sign with a clear explanation of 
what happened, why it was wrong, and what could be done to give our respects to the Ohlone tribe we 
oppressed to build our land such as learning and remembering their history and culture to keep it alive. Maybe 
make a giant mural by the library on the wall by the trees where the street crosswalk to the farmers market area 
is to honor them instead of destroying evidence of their history and the wrong we did to them. I think the statue 
is beautiful and have looked at it my whole life growing up in this city. The one person I talked to who is 
fighting to remove it is from New York, New York and was just closed minded to accepting it as something that 
could be an educational tool instead of looking at it as a celebration of what happened. Taking it down would 
not be doing right to the Ohlone tribe. My friends brother actually works on murals in the city and even helped 
out with the one above the garden across from the side of the court house and the Asian art museum. I am sure 
he would love to organize a group to make a beautiful mural that expresses to always remember and never 
forget. That would be the San Francisco way. Not removing the statue because people claiming to be San 
Franciscans who moved here from other places and still haven't let the bay into their heart say it is the right 
thing (we need more flower children less hipster hippies).  Please take my suggestion seriously... I am sure if 
this idea was offered to make a mural for the Ohlone showing them a great deal of respect and adding signs to 
each phase of the statue that explains what exactly is being represented and what lesson to take away from it as 
well as listing resources to information to educate oneself. Maybe making a website that expresses our history 
especially the Ohlone and their culture. Turn it into an educational tool and not let it be remembered as a 
celebration of our history as that is never how I seen it as the "Early Days" explains to me enough that what 
happened then was wrong and we grew and learned from it. I may just be one voice, but my voice I believe has 
finally found strength through starting my development of wisdom. 
 
Sincerely, 
Max Gliner 
Known by the Jewish people as Mordechai ben Ariel v Leah 
 
Ps. Please forward this to any city officials as I am really out of the loop on this and by the time I figure out who 
needs to be contacted I fear it might be too late to share my opinion. 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From:
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 11:04 AM
To: Patterson, Kate (ART); Pontious, Susan (ART); Cummings, Allison (ART); Page_Ritchie, 


Sharon (ART); Krell, Rebekah (ART)
Subject: Fwd: Re: Re: Pioneer Monument Issue


Categories: Pioneer Monument


 
 


 
From:  
To: tom.decaigny@sfgov.org 
Sent: 8/23/2017 11:01:52 AM Pacific Standard Time 
Subject: Re: Re: Pioneer Monument Issue 


Thanks for the response and asking whether I want my email made public. As you have no doubt noticed, I am 
not reluctant to strongly express myviews. At my age there is no reason to be cautious. 
 
I don't fully understand. You will be making a review and holding a hearing only of the "Early Days" statue not the 
whole monument. That would imply that you would consider amputating it rather than removing the whole 
monument. Such an action would not be viewed well in the art world. 
 
JIM 
 
In a message dated 8/22/2017 9:44:08 PM Pacific Standard Time, tom.decaigny@sfgov.org writes:  
 


Hi Jim, 


  


Thank you for your thoughts and historical perspective regarding the Pioneer Monument. As you may 
have read in today’s SF Chronicle story by Heather Knight, Supervisor Jane Kim and some members of 
the community have issued a renewed call for its removal. We will be calendaring the “Early Days” 
statue for discussion and possible action at the October 2nd meeting of the full Arts Commission (our 
September meeting has been cancelled as it falls on Labor Day). The Oct. 2nd meeting is scheduled for 
2:00pm in Room 416 of City Hall. Please let us know if you would prefer not to have your e‐mail below 
and the attached excerpt from your book included as part of our report to Commissioners. Otherwise 
we’ll add it to the list of comments that will be forwarded to our Commissioners in advance of the 
meeting. 


  


I will be out of the office on vacation and some work travel for the next few weeks. I’m copying several 
members from our team so they are aware of your perspective as we prepare for the October 2nd 
meeting. Please send any additional materials you would like forwarded to our Commission Secretary, 
Sharon Page Ritchie (copied here). Thanks again for your insights and longstanding commitment to 
Civic Center. 
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All the best, 


Tom 


  


 


Tom DeCaigny 


Director of Cultural Affairs 


  


San Francisco Arts Commission 


401 Van Ness, Suite 325 


San Francisco, CA  94102‐4570 


  


Phone: (415) 252‐2256 


Fax: (415) 934‐1022 


 
Website · e‐Newsletter · Twitter · Facebook · YouTube · Flickr 


  


  


From: "  
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 at 7:46 PM 
To: "DeCaigny, Tom (ART)" <tom.decaigny@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Pioneer Monument Issue 


 


I suppose it was inevitable in this atmosphere that someone would raise again a question about the 
Pioneer monument. 


 


I was intimately involved with moving it as a member of the Board of Friends of the Library. We needed 
to do so to build out the Hyde Grove corner for the new Main Library which would provide for the 
children's room, the auditorium and other spaces. The big issue at the time was the active opposition of 
various preservationists including Quentin Kopp who insisted that it was the last vestige of the pre-
earthquake Victorian City Hall. We succeeded in defeating them at the Planning Commission 6-1 by 
recruiting a prominent Native American to speak on behalf of the move although he was not very happy 
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with the "Early Days" statue. The Art Commission was given the task of preparing a plaque describing 
the context of the statue. 


 


In 1996 they prepared the text and were ready to send it to the foundry when I discovered it basically 
said that the Spanish and Franciscans came to California and murdered the Indians. That cause a big 
brouhaha with the Spanish Consul General, the Franciscans at St. Anthony's and various historians.It 
also brought out various Native American interests who protested the statue. Willie Brown ordered the 
Art Commission to try again which they did and the plaque was thus installed. To overcome the 
homeless sitting and sleeping around the Monument DPW installed landscaping. That is why it is hard 
to see the plaque. 


 


As you are aware, I have written a history of Civic Center which has been edited and is being prepared 
for publishing I attach some pages which discusses the Pioneer Monument story in detail. 


 


The Planning Department's Civic Center Public Realm planning process will study Fulton Street to be 
come a mall or something other than a parking lot. That will make the Monument more accessible. 


 


Nearly $1m was spent in 1991 to move the Monument one block. We could not afford to move it again 
even if we could find a place to which to located it. It would be a joke to leave it in place and amputate 
the "Early Days' statute. It is a significant piece of public art installed without malevolent intent but very 
reflective of the times. It can't be destroyed. The only thing that can be done is leave it in place and 
allow it to be analyzed and discussed. 


 


JIM HAAS 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Suzanne 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 10:54 AM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: Remove Pioneer Monument 


Categories: Pioneer Monument


As a thirty year San Francisco resident and homeowner, I implore the Arts Commission to remove and destroy the 
"Pioneer" monument in the civic center.  While my native DNA is five generations back, the prone figure being 
admonished by religiously "superior" missionaries is doubly offensive. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Jorge Garcia 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 12:00 PM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: Removal of the Pioneer Monument


Categories: Pioneer Monument


Dear Sharon,  
 
Greetings to you, and I hope that this email finds you well. 
 
I would like to please state that I fully support the removal of the Pioneer Monument in the Civic Center 
because it is in many ways offensive and clearly and distinctly an example of injustice at the plight of Native 
Americans in California, and in the City and County of San Francisco.  
 
I will be supporting the community process already in motion to see that finally this monument is removed from 
its present location.  
 
Thank you for your time, and please take care. 
 
Best,  
Jorge Garcia 


 
San Francisco, Cal 94102  
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Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)


From: Patterson, Kate (ART)
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 1:46 PM
To: Page_Ritchie, Sharon (ART)
Subject: Pioneer Monument Message 


Categories: Pioneer Monument


Hi Sharon, 
 
Can you please include this message below from a member of the community who called me on 8/23/2017 at 1:45 PM. 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
This message was asked to be relayed to you by Earl Ray Cisco, deputy commander Light Horse Brigade, Western 
Cherokee Nation  
 
Freedom is not the right to do what we want, but what we ought period. Let us have faith that right makes might and in 
that faith let us to the end there do our duty as we understand it.  


‐          Abraham Lincoln 
 
 
 
Kate Patterson-Murphy 
Director of Communications 
 
San Francisco Arts Commission 
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415-252-2229  
sfartscommission.org 
 
e-Newsletter I Twitter I Facebook I YouTube I Flickr  


 


NOTICE: Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts Commission are 
public records and as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the public. If this happens, all 
sensitive personal information, such as Social Security numbers and phone numbers, will be redacted.  


 
 










San Francisco





From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON NORTH BAY FIRES
Date: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 2:18:36 PM
Attachments: 10.10.17 North Bay Fires.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 12:09 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON NORTH BAY FIRES
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, October 10, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON NORTH BAY FIRES

 
“We continue to send our most heartfelt thoughts and deepest sympathies to the families and
residents affected by the fires in the North Bay and other communities in California. We are
heartbroken at the loss of life and incredibly saddened by the devastation brought on by these
events.  
 
Firefighters and other first responders from San Francisco have been dispatched to areas in the
North Bay to provide mutual aid. We are incredibly grateful for their courageous actions.
 
Napa and Sonoma counties are the homes to many of our public employees in San Francisco,
and we are currently reaching out to those individuals to assure that they are safe. With the air
quality poor in San Francisco, we are asking our residents to minimize their outdoor activities
and close their windows.
 
The following San Francisco Public Libraries are offering filtered air and are available for
respite from the poor air quality:
 

Main – 100 Larkin Street
Chinatown – 1135 Powell Street
Mission Bay – 960 4th Street
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, October 10, 2017 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LEE ON NORTH BAY FIRES 
 


“We continue to send our most heartfelt thoughts and deepest sympathies to the families and residents affected 


by the fires in the North Bay and other communities in California. We are heartbroken at the loss of life and 


incredibly saddened by the devastation brought on by these events.    


 


Firefighters and other first responders from San Francisco have been dispatched to areas in the North Bay to 


provide mutual aid. We are incredibly grateful for their courageous actions.  


 


Napa and Sonoma counties are the homes to many of our public employees in San Francisco, and we are 


currently reaching out to those individuals to assure that they are safe. With the air quality poor in San 


Francisco, we are asking our residents to minimize their outdoor activities and close their windows.  


 


The following San Francisco Public Libraries are offering filtered air and are available for respite from the poor 


air quality: 


 


 Main – 100 Larkin Street 


 Chinatown – 1135 Powell Street 


 Mission Bay – 960 4th Street 


 Glen Park – 2825 Diamond Street 


 


The American Red Cross is currently accepting volunteers to assist with aid efforts, and donations for the 


thousands of families displaced by these fires can be made to the Napa Valley Community Foundation. During 


these tragic times, the communities of the Bay Area have always come together to support those most in need. 


We will do so again for those impacted by these fires.” 


 


 


 



https://www.dropbox.com/s/12sr327c4ynpwqm/DPH%20Release%20NorCal%20Fires%2010%2010-17.pdf?dl=0
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Glen Park – 2825 Diamond Street
 
The American Red Cross is currently accepting volunteers to assist with aid efforts, and
donations for the thousands of families displaced by these fires can be made to the Napa
Valley Community Foundation. During these tragic times, the communities of the Bay Area
have always come together to support those most in need. We will do so again for those
impacted by these fires.”
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http://www.napavalleycf.org/supporting-napa-county-fire-relief-efforts/
http://www.napavalleycf.org/supporting-napa-county-fire-relief-efforts/


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS MONTH
Date: Friday, October 06, 2017 1:03:12 PM
Attachments: 10.6.17 Domestic Violence Awareness Month.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2017 1:00 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS MONTH
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, October 6, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS

MONTH
 
“While we have made great strides in the struggle against domestic violence, there is still
much progress to be made, and we cannot relent in our efforts. The memories of those affected
by these tragic circumstances inspire us to push onward.
 
In 1980, San Francisco became the first City in California to fund a domestic violence shelter,
providing $75,000 for La Casa de las Madres, and our commitment has only grown since this
pioneering investment. It is of paramount importance for San Francisco to have healthy, safe
and peaceful environments for our families, which is why we have more than doubled our
funding for violence against women programs in the last six years, bringing our annual total to
$6.8 million.
 
Still, we must remain vigilant. At the national level, the administration is taking increasingly
more steps to erase civil rights protections for women. In San Francisco, we will work to
support and protect every one of our residents. Domestic Violence Awareness Month is a
moment for our City to reaffirm our commitment to being a safe, compassionate and
supportive place for all.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Friday, October 6, 2017 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LEE ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AWARENESS MONTH 
 


“While we have made great strides in the struggle against domestic violence, there is still much progress to be 


made, and we cannot relent in our efforts. The memories of those affected by these tragic circumstances inspire 


us to push onward.  


 


In 1980, San Francisco became the first City in California to fund a domestic violence shelter, providing 


$75,000 for La Casa de las Madres, and our commitment has only grown since this pioneering investment. It is 


of paramount importance for San Francisco to have healthy, safe and peaceful environments for our families, 


which is why we have more than doubled our funding for violence against women programs in the last six 


years, bringing our annual total to $6.8 million.  


 


Still, we must remain vigilant. At the national level, the administration is taking increasingly more steps to erase 


civil rights protections for women. In San Francisco, we will work to support and protect every one of our 


residents. Domestic Violence Awareness Month is a moment for our City to reaffirm our commitment to being 


a safe, compassionate and supportive place for all.” 


  


 







 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan

Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1629 Market Street EIR - Responses to Comments
Date: Friday, October 06, 2017 11:31:11 AM
Attachments: 1629Market_RTC_Final.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Lewis, Donald (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 11:25 AM
To: CTYPLN - HPC Commission Secretary
Subject: RE: 1629 Market Street EIR - Responses to Comments
 
Jonas,
 
Please see the attached Responses to Comments document for the proposed 1629 Market Street
Mixed-Use Project.  The RTC is also available to download at http://sf-planning.org/environmental-
impact-reports-negative-declarations under Case 2015-005848ENV. 
 
Please distribute this document to the HPC. The public hearing on the certification of the FEIR is
scheduled before the Planning Commission on October 19, 2017.
 
Thanks,
 
Don Lewis | Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (415) 575-9168 | email: don.lewis@sfgov.org
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DATE: October 4, 2017 


TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties  


FROM: Don Lewis, EIR Coordinator 


Re: Attached Responses to Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report: 


Case No. 2015-005848ENV for the 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project 


 


Attached for your review please find a copy of the Responses to Comments document for the Draft 


Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-referenced project. This document, along with the 


Draft EIR, will be before the Planning Commission for consideration of the Final EIR certification 


on October 19, 2017. The Planning Commission will receive public testimony on the Final EIR 


certification at the October 19, 2017 hearing. Please note that the public review period for the Draft 


EIR ended on June 26, 2017; any comments received after that date, including any comments 


provided orally or in writing at the Final EIR certification hearing, will not be responded to in 


writing. 


 


The Planning Commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on  the Responses to 


Comments document, and no such hearing is required by the California Environmental Quality Act. 


Interested parties, however, may always write to Commission members or to the President of the 


Commission at 1650 Mission Street , Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, and express an opinion on the 


Responses to Comments document, or the Commission ’s decision to certify the completion of the 


Final EIR for this project. 


 


Please note that if you receive the Responses to Comments document in addition to the Draft EIR you 


technically have the Final EIR. If you have any questions concerning the Responses to Comments 


document or the environmental review process, please contact Don Lewis at (415) 575-9168 or 


don.lewis@sfgov.org. 


 


Thank you for your interest in this project and your consideration of this matter. 
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A. Introduction 
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Responses to Comments 
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Planning Department Case No. 2015‐005848ENV 


A. Introduction 


A.1 Purpose of the Responses to Comments Document 


The purpose of this Responses to Comments (RTC) document is to present comments on the Draft 


Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project, to respond 


in writing to comments on environmental issues, and to revise the Draft EIR as necessary to provide 


additional clarity. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21091(d)(2)(A) and 


(B), the Planning Department has considered the comments received on the Draft EIR, evaluated the issues 


raised and is providing written responses that address each substantive environmental issue that has been 


raised by the commenters. In accordance with CEQA, the responses to comments focus on clarifying the 


project description and addressing physical environmental issues associated with the proposed project. Such 


effects include physical impacts or changes attributable to the proposed project rather than any social or 


financial implications of the proposed project. Therefore, this document focuses primarily on responding to 


comments that relate to physical environmental issues in compliance with CEQA.a In addition, this RTC 


document includes text changes to the Draft EIR initiated by Planning Department staff. 


None of the comments received provide new information that warrants recirculation of the Draft EIR. The 


comments do not identify new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 


identified impacts. Further, they do not identify any feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that 


are considerably different from those analyzed in the Draft EIR and/or that the project sponsor has not agreed 


to implement. 


The Draft EIR together with this RTC document constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project in 


fulfillment of CEQA requirements and consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. The Final EIR has 


been prepared in compliance with CEQA, including the CEQA Guidelines and the San Francisco 


Administrative Code, Chapter 31. It is an informational document for use by (1) governmental agencies (such 


as the City and County of San Francisco) and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process by 


disclosing the physical environmental effects of the proj ect and identifying possible ways of reducing or 


avoiding the potentially significant impacts and (2) the Planning Commission and other City entities (such as 


the Board of Supervisors), where applicable, prior to their decision to approve, disapprove, or modify the 


proposed project. If the Planning Commission and other City entities approve the proposed project, they 


would be required to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) to 


ensure that mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR are implemented. 


                                                                 
a S tate CEQA Guidelines (California  Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), Sections 15064(c) and (d). 
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A.2 Environmental Review Process 


Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping 


The San Francisco Planning Department, as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental 


review of projects within the City and County of San Francisco under CEQA, published a Notice of 


Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report and Public Scoping Meeting on February 8, 2017, to 


inform agencies and the general public that the Draft EIR would be prepared based upon the criteria of the 


State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effects) and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of 


Significance). This notice was sent to applicable agencies and organizations, tenants of the project site, and 


addresses within a 300-foot radius of the project site. 


Pursuant to CEQA Section 21083.9 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15206, a public scoping meeting was held to 


receive oral comments concerning the scope of the Draft EIR on March 1, 2017, at the American Red Cross 


building at 1663 Market Street, San Francisco. Attendees were given the opportunity to provide written and 


oral comments. 


Draft EIR Public Review 


The San Francisco Planning Department published a Draft EIR for the proposed project on May 10, 2017, and 


circulated the Draft EIR to local, State, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for  


a 47-day public review period. Paper copies of the Draft EIR were made available for public review at the 


following locations: (1) San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, and Planning Information 


Counter, 1660 Mission Street and (2) the San Francisco Main Library, 100 Larkin Street.b The Planning 


Department also distributed notices of availability of the Draft EIR; published notification of its availabilit y  in  


a newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco (San Francisco Examiner); posted the notice of availabilit y 


at the San Francisco County Clerk’s office; and posted notices at locations within the project area. 


During the Draft EIR public review period, the Planning Department received comments from four 


individuals. Attachment A of this RTC document includes copies of the comment letters submitted during the 


Draft EIR public review period. As there are two historic resources located on the project site, a public hearing 


was held before the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) on June 7, 2017 , in order for the HPC to provide 


comments on the Draft EIR for consideration by the Planning Commission. 


During the public review period, the San Francisco Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to 


receive oral comments on June 15, 2017, at San Francisco City Hall. A court reporter was present at the public 


hearing to transcribe the oral comments verbatim and provide a written transcript (see Attachment B). 


                                                                 
b Electronic copies of the Draft EIR can be accessed online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/!1629MarketStDEIR_2017-05-10-


Print%20(1).pdf. 
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Responses to Comments Document and Final EIR under CEQA 


The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this RTC document, which 


addresses all substantive written and oral comments on the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15201, 


members of the public may comment on any aspect of the project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) 


states that the focus of public review should be “on the sufficiency of the [Draft EIR] in identifying and 


analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project 


might be avoided or mitigated.” In addition, “when responding to comments, lead agencies need only 


respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information r equested by 


reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 


specifies that the lead agency is required to respond to the comments on the major environmental issues raised 


in the comments received during the public review period. Therefore, this RTC document is focused on the 


sufficiency and adequacy of the Draft EIR in disclosing the significance of the environmental impacts of the 


proposed project that was evaluated in the Draft EIR. 


The Planning Department distributed this RTC document for review to the San Francisco Planning 


Commission, as well as to the agencies, neighborhood organizations, and persons who commented on the 


Draft EIR. The Planning Commission will consider the adequacy of the Final EIR—consisting of the Draft EIR 


and the RTC document—in complying with the requirements of CEQA. If the Planning Commission finds that 


the Final EIR complies with CEQA requirements, it will certify the Final  EIR under CEQA and will then 


consider the associated MMRP and requested approvals for the proposed project. 


Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, the MMRP is designed to ensure implementation of the 


mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by decision -makers to mitigate or avoid the 


project’s significant environmental effects. CEQA also requires the adoption of findings prior to approval of a 


project for which a certified EIR identifies significant environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 


and 15092). Because this EIR identifies two significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-


significant levels, the Planning Commission must adopt findings that include a statement of overriding 


considerations for those significant and unavoidable impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b)). The project 


sponsor is required to implement the MMRP as a condition of project approval. 


A.3 Document Organization 


This RTC document consists of the following sections, plus supplemental attachments, as described below: 


A. Introduction – This section discusses the purpose of the RTC document, the environmental review 


processes, and the organization of the RTC document. 


B. List of Persons Commenting  – This section presents the names of persons who provided comments 


on the Draft EIR. The list is organized into the following groups: agencies, boards, and commissions; 


and organizations and individuals. 


C. Comments and Responses – This section presents the substantive comments excerpted verbatim from 


the public hearing transcript and comment letters. Similar comments are grouped together by topic 


area. Following each comment or group of comments on a topic are the City ’s responses. 
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D. Draft EIR Revisions – This section includes all of the changes to the Draft EIR text and graphics a nd 


cites the page number where the change is made to the text or graphics. 


Attachment A – Draft EIR Comment Letters 


Attachment B – Draft EIR Hearing Transcript 
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B. List of Persons Commenting 


This RTC document responds to all comments received on the Draft EIR, including written comments 


submitted by letter or email, as well as written and oral comments presented at the public hearing that was 


held on June 15, 2017. This section lists all agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments 


on the Draft EIR. Commenters are grouped according to whether they commented as individuals or 


represented a public agency or non-governmental organization. Table RTC-1, Persons Commenting on the 


Draft EIR, lists the commenters’ names, along with the corresponding commenter codes used in Section C, 


Comments and Responses, to denote each set of comments, the comment format, and the comment date. The 


complete set of written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR is provided in Attachment A, Draft EIR 


Comment Letters, and Attachment B, Draft EIR Hearing Transcript. 


This RTC document codes the comments in the following way: 


● Comments from agencies are designated by “A‐” and the agency’s name or acronym thereof. 


● Comments from organizations are designated by “O‐” and the organization’s name or acronym 


thereof. In cases where several commenters from the same organization provided comments, the 


acronym is followed by the commenter ’s last name. 


● Comments from individuals are designated by “I‐” and the commenter ’s last name. 


Within each of the three categories described above, commenters are listed in alphabetical order. Each 


commenter is given an identifier, and each comment is numbered. Therefore, the second comment received 


from a representative of an organization known as “Friends of Friends” would be designated “ O-FOF.2,” 


while the third comment received from an individual named Smith would be designated “ I-Smith.3.” In this 


way, the reader can both locate a particular comment in a comment lett er by referring to the comment 


designation. 
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TABLE RTC-1 PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR 


Commenter Code Name and Title of Commenter Agency/Organization Format Date 


Federal, State, Regional, and Local Agencies, Boards, and Commissions 


A-Johnson Christine Johnson, Commissioner San Francisco Planning Commission Public  Hearing Transcript June 15, 2017 


A-Moore Kathrin Moore, Commissioner San Francisco Planning Commission Public  Hearing Transcript June 15, 2017 


A-Hyland Aaron Hyland, Vice President San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Letter June 7, 2017 


Organizations 


O-Bourgeois Josh Bourgeois Golden State Environmental and Social Justice Alliance Public  Hearing Transcript June 15, 2017 


Individuals 


I-Koller Andrew Koller — Email June 26, 2017 


I-Marker Joshua Marker — Email May 12, 2017 


I-Santee Gregory Santee — Public  Hearing Transcript June 15, 2017 


I-Schwartz, C Claudia Schwartz — Email June 15, 2017 


I-Schwartz, T Tom Schwartz — Email June 24, 2017 


I-Trauss Sonja Trauss — Public  Hearing Transcript June 15, 2017 
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C. Comments and Responses 


This section presents the substantive comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments. 


The comments and responses are organized by subject and are generally in the same order as presented in  t he 


Draft EIR, with general comments on the EIR, including comments on the merits of the proposed project and 


project alternatives, grouped together at the end of the section. Comments unrelat ed to a specific impact 


category are also classified as general comments. Comments on the Summary or specific mitigation measures 


are included under the comments regarding the relevant topical section of the Draft EIR. The order of the 


comments and responses in this section is shown below, along with the prefix to the topic codes (indicated in 


square brackets): 


Project Description [PD] 


Plans and Policies [PP] 


Historical Architectural Resources [HR] 


Alternatives [AL] 


Initial Study Topics 


Population and Housing [PH] 


Noise [NO] 


Wind and Shadow [WS] 


Recreation [RE] 


Public Services [PS] 


Project Merits [PM] 


General Comments [GC] 


Within each subsection under each topic area, similar comments are grouped together and identified using the 


topic code prefix and sequential numbering for each subtopic. For example, Project Description comments 


[PD] are listed as PD-1, PD-2, PD-3, and so on. Each topic code has a corresponding heading that introduces 


the comment subject; these subsections present quotes of comments and include the commenter ’s name and 


the comment code described in Section B, List of Persons Commenting. The reader is referred to Attachments A 


and B for the full text and context of each comment letter or email, as well as the public hearing transcript. In 


those attachments, the comment code and response code are provided in the margin of each comment, 


allowing the reader to locate the response to an individual comment. 


Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is provided to address issues 


raised in the comment and to clarify or augment information in the Draft EIR , as appropriate. Response 


numbers correspond to the topic code; for example, the response to comment PD-1 is presented under 


Response PD-1. The responses may clarify the Draft EIR text or revise or add text to the EIR. Revisions to the 


Draft EIR are shown as indented text. New or revised text, including text changes initiated by Planning 


Department staff, is double underlined; deleted material is shown in strikethrough. 


Footnotes included in written comments are numbered as in the original and thus may be non -consecutive. 


Footnotes to responses are indicated by consecutive letters. 
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C.1 Project Description 


The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project 


Description. These include topics related to: 


● Comment PD-1: Narrow Street Setback Requirement 


● Comment PD-2: Construction Phasing 


● Comment PD-3: Status of Civic Center Hotel 


Comment PD-1: Narrow Street Setback Requirement 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Schwartz, T.6 


“6. On page 16 of the Preliminary Project Assessment, item 19, ‘Narrow Street Height Provisions’ are laid out. 


I’m supposing the people who prepared the Draft EIR are satisfied that the proposed project meets 


San Francisco’s narrow street setback plane requirements. Is that right?” (Tom Schwartz, Email, June 24, 2017) 


Response PD-1 


The comment requests confirmation of whether the project meets the narrow street setback plane 


requirements. 


As stated on Draft EIR, p. II-1, the project sponsor seeks amendments to the Zoning Map Height and Bulk 


Districts and San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) text amendments to create a new special use district , 


as well as amendments to the Market & Octavia Area Plan land use and height maps. As noted on Draft EIR, 


p. II-32, the City’s narrow street setbacks requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 261.1 are applicable 


in the NCT and other use districts, including the project site. This section requires , for streets 40 feet or less in 


width (which includes Colton, Stevenson, and Brady Streets, as well as Colusa Place and Chase Court ), that 


buildings facing these streets have a minimum 10-foot setback at a height of 1.25 times the street width. 


Additionally, for buildings on the south side of east -west streets (such as the Colton Street Affordable Housing 


Building), Section 261.1 requires additional setbacks such that the building does not penetrate a 45-degree 


“sun access plane” drawn from the property line on the opposite side of the street. As explained in Chapter III, 


Plans and Policies, on Draft EIR, p. III-6, portions of the proposed Colton Street Affordable Housing Building, 


as well as other buildings on the project site, would not comply with Section 261.1; therefore, the sponsor is 


seeking approval of a special use district that would, among other things, modify these height controls. The 


Planning Commission will consider and evaluate the proposed project’s compliance with the requirements 


and forward its recommendation to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and approval after review  and 


certification of the EIR. 
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Comment PD-2: Construction Phasing 


This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Schwartz, C.2 


I-Schwartz, T.1 


“2} That the construction begin no earlier than January of 2019 instead of December 2018, so the businesses 


impacted by this construction will have the benefit of one last holiday season. It ’s just a matter of a few  w eeks  


& would make a difference for the businesses in the area.” (Claudia Schwartz, Email, June 15, 2017) 


 


“1. On 23 February of this year we attended a meeting at which, for the first time, an overview of the project 


was provided to the Market Street/Brady Street/Stevenson Street/Colton Street community by the project 


developers, the Strada Investment Group, which organized the meeting. At that time we were told that the 


construction on Phase 1 would begin in December of 2018. However, according to the Draft EIR, the 


anticipated start date for Phase 1 is March 2018, which is very different. Which date is correct? We would a lso 


like to know exactly what an ‘anticipated start date’ actually means.” (Tom Schwartz, Email, June 24, 2017) 


Response PD-2 


The comments request clarification regarding the anticipated start date of construction. 


The term ‘anticipated start date’ in the context of the Draft EIR is used to reflect the project sponsor’s estimate 


of the earliest possible date that construction activities could begin, taking into account a number of factors 


including the building permit process; project financing considerations; and the hiring, assembly, and 


deployment of construction crews and equipment. At the time the Draft EIR was published, the project 


sponsor estimated a construction start date of March 2018, as stated on Draft EIR, p. II-26. It is not uncommon 


that projections for when construction of a development project will commence may adjust over time, 


particularly during the early stages of the entitlement process, as well as the duration of environmental review 


under CEQA. In July 2017, the project sponsor updated the estimated construction start date to the end of 


2018; however, this change does not necessitate any revisions to the Draft EIR, which conservatively assumes 


the earlier March 2018 start date. The comments are noted but do not address the adequacy or accuracy of t he 


Draft EIR and will be transmitted to City decision-makers for consideration in their deliberations on the 


project. 


 


Comment PD-3: Status of Civic Center Hotel 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Trauss.2 


“But the Civic Center Hotel doesn’t have to be torn down. Like, there may be a decision that it is, in a long-


term, better to tear it down. But it really doesn’t have to be. It’s already, like, a five-story building. It’s on the 
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corner of a lot. I know the developers hate building things in the shape of an L for some reason and really, 


really want a square-shaped lot. 


“But there’s a lot of land there. You could make a big huge building, and a lot of people could live there, you 


know, without disrupting people’s lives in Civic Center. So just keep in mind, might be a be a good option. 


Thank you so much.” (Sonja Trauss, Public Hearing Transcript, June 15, 2017) 


Response PD-3 


The comment erroneously states that the proposed project would involve demolition of the Civic Center 


Hotel, and requests that the building be retained. 


The proposed project would not demolish the Civic Center Hotel. As described in det ail starting on Draft EIR, 


p. II-1, the proposed project would rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel to contain 65 residential units and 


ground-floor retail/restaurant. The proposed rehabilitation is described in detail on Draft EIR, p. II-22, under 


Building C (Civic Center Hotel) and in Draft EIR Section IV.A, Historical Architectural Resources. 


 


C.2 Plans and Policies 


The comments and corresponding response in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter III, Plans and 


Policies. These comments include the topic related to: 


● Comment PP-1: Impact of Project on Street Trees 


Comment PP-1: Impact of Project on Street Trees 


This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Schwartz, C.3 


I-Schwartz, T.7 


“3} The olive trees on Brady Street were planted 29  years ago & I hope, will remain in place.” (Claudia 


Schwartz, Email, June 15, 2017) 


 


“7. What will be the fate of the olive trees planted more than 25 years ago on both sides of Brady Street?” 


(Tom Schwartz, Email, June 24, 2017) 


Response PP-1 


The comments request that the existing olive trees on Brady Street be retained. 


The proposed project would retain or replace the 29 existing street trees along 12th, Market, Brady, and Colton 


Streets. The project proposes to plant an additional 39 trees, for a total of up to 68 street trees  on sidewalks 


adjacent to the project site, which would ensure that the proposed project is compliant with Planning Code 


Section 138.1(c)(1), as stated on Draft EIR, p. III-7, and the Initial Study (Appendix A), p. 80, under Topic E.12, 
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Biological Resources. It is likely that most, if not all, of the existing street trees on the project frontages of Brady 


and Colton Street, including approximately eight olive trees, would be removed, particularly given the 


constraints imposed by the narrow sidewalks. Project construction is not anticipated to remove any of the 


existing trees across Brady Street from the project site. As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would 


comply with Planning Code and Public Works Code requirements for street trees. The comments are noted but 


do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and will  be transmitted to City decision-makers for 


consideration in their deliberations on the project . 


 


C.3 Historical Architectural Resources 


The comment and corresponding response in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Section IV.A, Historical 


Architectural Resources. This comment includes the topic related to: 


● Comment HR-1: Mitigation Measures 


Comment HR-1: Mitigation Measures 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


A-Hyland.2 


“The HPC recommends a modification to the proposed mitigation measure for an interpretative display 


(Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b). Specifically, the proposed interpretative display should address the project 


site’s history as a rare example of a taxpayer  block. To the extent feasible, the interpretative display should 


incorporate an oral history.” (Aaron Hyland, Historic Preservation Commission, Letter, June 7, 2017) 


Response HR-1 


The comment requests a modification to Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b, Interpretive Display, to include text 


that specifically notes that the interpretive display should address the project site’s history as a rare example 


of a taxpayer block, and incorporate an oral history, to the extent feasible. To address the commenter’s request , 


Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b as shown on p. IV.A-25 is revised as follows (deleted text is shown in 


strikethrough; new text is double-underlined): 


Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b – Interpretive Display.  Prior to the start of demolition, the project 


sponsor shall work with Planning Department Preservation staff and another qualified professional t o 


design a publicly accessible interpretive display that would memorialize the Lesser Brothers Building, 


which would be effectively demolished under the proposed project . The contents of the interpretative 


display shall be approved by Planning Department Preservation staff, and may include the history of 


development of the project site, including the non-historic Local 38 union hall building and the Civic 


Center Hotel (and possibly buildings demolished previously), the project site’s history as a rare 


example of a taxpayer block, and/or other relevant information, such as an oral history. This display 


could take the form of a kiosk, plaque, or other display method containing panels of text, historic 


photographs, excerpts of oral histories, and maps. The development of the interpretive display should 


be overseen by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or 
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architecture (as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 


(36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part  61). An outline of the format, location and content of the 


interpretive display shall be reviewed and approved by Planning Depart ment Preservation staff pr ior  


to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit. The format, location and content of the interpretive 


display must be finalized prior to issuance of the Architectural and Mechanical, Electrical, and 


Plumbing (MEP) Addendum for the Building A project component. 


 


C.4 Alternatives 


The comment and corresponding response in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter VI, Alternatives. 


This comment includes the topic related to: 


● Comment AL-1: Wind and Shadow Analysis of Preservation Alternatives 


Comment AL-1: Wind and Shadow Analysis of Preservation Alternatives 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Koller.6 


“Does the wind and shadow take into account the suggested alternatives that include historical preservation?” 


(Andrew Koller, Email, June 26, 2017) 


Response AL-1 


The comment asks whether the project’s wind and shadow analyses consider the EIR preservation 


alternatives. The wind and shadow analyses in the Initial Study (Draft EIR Appendix A; Topic E.8, Wind and 


Shadow, p. 59) evaluate the proposed project. Potential wind and shadow effects of the preservation 


alternatives are considered in Draft EIR Chapter VI, Alternatives. Regarding Alternative B, Full Preservation 


Alternative, Draft EIR, p. VI-14, states: 


Issues related to the massing of the development—notably wind and shadow—would result in similar 


or lesser effects compared to those of the proposed project. In particular, the 60 -foot setback from 


Market Street of the new residential Building A—behind the existing footprint of the Lesser Brothers 


Building—could result in incrementally smaller wind impacts along the Market Street frontage 


because this alternative would not develop an 85-foot-tall structure within 10 feet of the corner of 


Market and Brady Streets. Wind impacts elsewhere would be similar to those of the proposed proj ect . 


Shadow impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project, except immediately north of and 


adjacent to the Lesser Brothers Building, where shadow impacts would be incrementally smaller due 


to the decreased massing of this alternative. Wind and shadow impacts would be less than significant , 


as with the proposed project. 


Concerning Alternative C, Partial Preservation Alternative, Draft EIR, p. VI-21, states: 


Issues related to the massing of the development—notably wind and shadow—would result in similar 


or lesser effects compared to those of the proposed project. In particular, the 30 -foot setback of the 


new residential Building A from Market Street could result in incrementally smaller wind impacts 
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along the project’s Market Street frontage because this alternative would not develop an 85 -foot-tall 


structure within 10 feet of the corner of Market and Brady Streets. Wind impacts elsewhere would be 


similar to those of the proposed project. Shadow impacts would be similar to those of the proposed 


project, except immediately north of and adjacent to the Lesser Brothers Building, where shadow 


impacts would be incrementally smaller due to the decreased massing under Alternative C. Wind and 


shadow impacts would be less than significant, as with the proposed project. 


 


C.5 Initial Study Topics 


The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in the Initial Study (Draft EIR, 


Appendix A). These include topics related to: 


● Comment PH-1: Residential Displacement 


● Comment NO-1: Noise Methodology 


● Comment WS-1: Wind Methodology 


● Comment WS-2: Shadow Figures 


● Comment WS-3: Impact of Shadow on Sidewalks 


● Comment RE-1: How Distances Are Measured 


● Comment RE-2: Impact of Cumulative Residential Population on Open Spaces  


● Comment PS-1: Cumulative Impacts of Project on Schools 


Population and Housing 


Comment PH-1: Residential Displacement 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Santee.2 


“They are going to try to evict people that have been living there for 20 years. There’s people been living there 


for 20 years, 20 or 30 years. And so they want to evict them and try to move them into this other housing when 


these people that have been living there are very comfortable living at the Civic Center Hotel. 


“That is a fact because I’ve talked to them. They don’t want move. They don’t want to move out because they 


want to move or do whatever they ’d like to do with other citizens in that -- in that hotel. I’m fine and 


comfortable living there.” (Gregory Santee, Public Hearing Transcript, June 15, 2017) 


Response PH-1 


The comment contends that the proposed project will evict long-time residents of the Civic Center Hotel. 


As indicated on Draft EIR, p. II-26, Phase 1 of the proposed project would construct the new Colton Street 


Affordable Housing building, the new UA Local 38 building, Building A, and Building D on the project site. 
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Residents of the Civic Center Hotel would remain onsite during Phase 1 construction and, following the 


completion of Phase 1 construction, the new buildings would be available for occupancy. Current long-term 


residents of the Civic Center Hotel would have the opportunity to move and relocate into the new Colton 


Street Affordable Housing building. It is noted that not all persons currently living in the Civic Center Hotel 


are long-term residents, as most are short-term occupants of the City-funded Navigation Center that prov ides  


social services and helps identify permanent housing solutions. Short-term Civic Center Hotel Navigation 


Center occupants will be accommodated by the City at other Navigation Centers or other availa ble supportive 


housing options, in keeping with the Navigation Center program’s design for temporary use of existing 


buildings. The proposed project would offer the existing 34 long-term residents of the Civic Center Hotel the 


opportunity to relocate within the project site to the new supportive housing. Existing residents would need to 


be relocated by Phase 2 of the proposed project, which would rehabilitate the Civic Center Hotel.  


 


Noise 


Comment NO-1: Noise Methodology 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Koller.1 


I-Koller.2 


“Section E Topic 5 Applicable Noise Standards. 


How were the exterior noise levels measured? Where can I view the original Salter report?” 


 


“Section E Topic 5 Table 3 


Was a survey done of the actual mix of traffic on the given streets? The suggested mix does not include 


motorcycles which should be taken into account given the high number of motorcycles on Market between 


12th and Gough.” (Andrew Koller, Email, June 26, 2017) 


Response NO-1 


The comment asks how exterior noise levels were measured and where the Salter [noise] report can be viewed. 


The comment also asks about the noise survey methods and the consideration of noise generated by 


motorcycles. 


The methodology applied for the noise analysis is described starting on  Initial Study (Draft EIR, Appendix A), 


p. 29, which incorporates information from the project’s Environmental Noise Assessment Report (October 12 , 


2016) prepared by Charles M. Salter Associates, a technical reference for the Initial Study. The “Salter report” 


remains available for public review at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 


2015-005848ENV. 


As described on Initial Study, p. 29-30, the existing noise environment in the project vicinity was quantified 


based on the results of four long-term (72-hour) continuous noise measurements and three short -term (15-
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minute) measurements conducted at locations at and around the project. As a result, the existing noise levels 


represent measurements of actual ambient noise levels, which include all noise sources in the environment  


and all types of motor vehicles on the nearby roadways during the test period, including motorcycles. 


 


Wind and Shadow 


Comment WS-1: Wind Methodology 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Koller.3 


“Section E Topic 8 


Where can I view the wind tunnel tests?” (Andrew Koller, Email, June 26, 2017) 


Response WS-1 


The comment asks where wind-tunnel test results can be reviewed. 


Wind-tunnel testing was not conducted for the proposed project because the project buildings would not be 


taller than 85 feet (excluding rooftop mechanical, stair, and elevator equipment), which is the height at which 


buildings typically have the potential to result in adverse wind effects at the pedestrian level. Instead, a 


qualitative analysis of potential project wind effects was undertaken. This qualitative analysis relied, in part, 


on wind-tunnel tests undertaken for nearby, taller projects, including, as stated on  Initial Study (Draft EIR, 


Appendix A), p. 61, a 120-foot-tall building now under construction across Market Street, at 1546-1564 Mar ket  


Street (Planning Department Case No. 2012.0877E). Other wind-tunnel tests reviewed for the proposed 


project’s qualitative analysis include those for nearby projects located at 1500 Mission Street (Case No. 2014-


00362ENV) and 1601 Mission Street (Case No. 2014.1121E). The wind technical memorandum containing the 


proposed project’s complete wind analysis can be reviewed at the Planning Department, 1650  Mission Street, 


Suite 400, in Case File No. 2015-005848ENV. Each of the three wind-tunnel tests for the three nearby projects 


may also be reviewed at the Planning Department, in their respective case files. 


 


Comment WS-2: Shadow Figures 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Koller.4 


“Section E Topic 8 Figure 4 


Shadow diagrams are for December 21 at 2:00 AM and 3:45 AM. The sun is not up at that time so the shadows 


are irrelevant.” (Andrew Koller, Email, June 26, 2017) 
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Response WS-2 


The comment identifies a text error regarding the time of day that the December 21 shadow diagrams in the 


Draft EIR depict. 


A staff-initiated text change is made to Figure 4, Shadow Diagrams, on Initial Study (Draft EIR, Appendix A), 


p. 65, to correctly label the figure as a depiction of shadow diagrams at 2:00 “PM” instead of 2:00 “AM”. In 


addition, the label under the lower right image of that figure is corrected from “3:45 AM” to “3:54 PM". The 


revised Figure 4 is presented in Section D, Draft EIR Revisions, under Section D.3, Figures. The analysis in the 


text is based on the correct times and does not require correction. 


 


Comment WS-3: Impact of Shadow on Sidewalks 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Koller.5 


“Section E Topic 8 


Sidewalks on Market St are often used as recreational resources as evidenced by the fact that there are often 


individuals lounging on the sidewalks and there are tables and chairs from local restaurants that will fall 


within the shadow zone.” (Andrew Koller, Email, June 26, 2017) 


Response WS-3 


The comment states that Market Street sidewalks are used as “recreational resources” (e.g., individuals 


lounging on sidewalks, restaurants with outdoor dining tables), and that these resources would be shaded b y  


the proposed project. 


The comment appears to refer to the fact that the significance criterion for shadow impacts (Would the proj ect  


create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas? 


See Impact WS-2, Initial Study [Draft EIR, Appendix A], p. 62) is based, in part, on shadow effects on parks 


and other recreational facilities. While sidewalks, whether used for walking, lounging, dining, or some other 


use, are not considered “recreational” facilities for purposes of this criterion, they are considered “other public 


areas,” and are included in the Initial Study shadow analysis, both in the text and figures. As stated on  Initial 


Study (Draft EIR, Appendix A), p. 62, “Shadow diagrams were prepared to demonstrate the character and 


extent of shadow that would be cast by the proposed project on publicly -accessible areas, including streets 


and sidewalks in the project vicinity …” (emphasis added). Initial Study Figures 2 through 4, pp. 63–65, 


graphically depict project shadow on nearby sidewalks, and the Initial Study (Draft EIR, Appendix A), p. 66, 


describes the impact as follows: 


The proposed project would cast net new shadow  on nearby sidewalks including those along Market 


Street, Brady Street, Stevenson Street, and around the confluence of Mission Street and South Van 


Ness Avenue at certain times of day throughout the year. Most of the sidewalks in this area are 


already shadowed by existing buildings and, given that sidewalks are typically used by pedestrians 


traveling between destinations and not as a recreational resource, the additional project -related 
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shadow would not substantially affect the use of the sidewalks. Therefore, the shadow impact on the 


surrounding sidewalks as a result of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Concerning restaurant use of outdoor (sidewalk) space, the greatest increment of new project shadow would 


fall on the sidewalk in front of Zuni Café, at 1658 Market Street, across Market Street from, and slightly west 


of, the project site, as can be seen in Initial Study Figures 2 through 4. Based on shadow diagrams prepared for  


the proposed project, this new shadow would occur between about 6:30 a.m. and 7:30 a.m. at the summer 


solstice, between about 8:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. at the spring and fall equinoxes, and around 8:00  a.m. at the 


winter solstice.c Hours of new shadow at other times of the year would vary slightly, but would fall gener ally  


within the hours noted here. Inasmuch as Zuni Café does not open until 11:00  a.m. on Sundays and 11:30 a.m. 


on other days, this new shadow would not affect the use of the restaurant’s outdoor space. There is also 


outdoor seating on the east side of Franklin Street just north of Market Street, at The Pastry Cupboard café, at 


1596 Market Street, which is open in the early morning. However, as shown on Initial Study, Figure 4, Shadow  


Diagrams, p. 65, when project shadow would reach this location (before about 10:00  a.m. around the winter 


solstice), the east sidewalk of Franklin Street is shaded by the 1596  Market Street building itself. Based on the 


foregoing, the project would not adversely affect outdoor seating and dining areas in the vicinity. 


 


Recreation 


Comment RE-1: How Distances Are Measured 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Koller.7 


“Section E Topic 9 


The report should include the distance to each par [k] via walking on streets rather than straight line met hod.” 


(Andrew Koller, Email, June 26, 2017) 


Response RE-1 


The comment suggests that the distances from the project site to nearby parks should be measured via 


walking on streets rather than by measuring a straight line. 


The straight-line method of measuring used in the Draft EIR is the most conservative analysis because it looks 


at a larger radius around the project site and, thus, potentially includes a larger number of nearby parks. 


Therefore, the analysis in the Draft EIR is adequate and no change is warranted. 


 


                                                                 
c CADP Associates, Shadow Diagrams for 1629 Market Street, June 2016.  
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Comment RE-2: Impact of Cumulative Residential Population on Open Spaces 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Koller.8 


“Adding 8,029 residents to an area without parks within an inner zone of 0.25  miles does not pass the smell 


test. Also without knowing how the Brady Open Space park will be managed the impact of the open space on 


all incoming residents is not clear.” (Andrew Koller, Email, June 26, 2017) 


Response RE-2 


The comment disagrees with the Draft EIR’s less-than-significant impact determination regarding the impact 


of cumulative population growth on existing parks in the area. The comment also suggests that there is 


inadequate information available with regard to how the Brady Open Space will be managed; as such , its 


impact on future residents cannot be known. 


Regarding the issue of impacts of cumulative population growth on recreational facilities/parks, the impact 


determination is guided by an established significance criterion of whether increased use of such facilities 


would result in the need to construct new recreational facilities or would increase the physical deterioration of 


existing facilities, as stated on Initial Study (Draft EIR, Appendix A), p. 69. 


As discussed under Impact C-RE-1 starting on Initial Study, p. 71, the effect of the net new cumulative 


population (residents and workers that would be located within the 0.25 -mile radius of the project site) was 


considered in light of the existing and proposed new recreational facilities in the project vicinity  that would b e 


available to the increased population. As stated on p. 71, recreational facility use in the project area would 


most likely increase with the development of the proposed project, as well as with the cumulative projects 


identified in the 0.25-mile radius of the project site. How ever, this growth would not result in the need to 


construct new recreational facilities or in substantial deterioration of existing facilities because (1) the 


proposed project would introduce the new 0.42-acre (18,300 square foot) privately-owned, publicly-access ible 


Brady Open Space; (2) the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD) anticipates acquiring a 


0.45-acre property for creation of another park in the project vicinity; (3) not all residents would necessarily 


use local parks as other recreational opportunities are available citywide; (4) other cumulative project s  w ould 


be required to comply with the City’s open space requirement , as defined in Planning Code Section 135, which 


is intended to partially meet the demand for recreational resources from future residents of those projects; and 


(5) the voter-approved Proposition B would ensure additional SFRPD funding for programming and park 


maintenance going forward. 


The proposed location, access, and amenities envisioned for the Brady Open Space are described on Draft EIR, 


p. II-25, and illustrated in Figure II-3, Proposed Site Plan, on Draft EIR, p. II-10. The proposed project would 


introduce this new open space at the northeast corner of Brady and Colton Streets, as well as a mid-block alley  


to allow access through the project site to the Brady Open Space from Market Street. Planned amenities 


include seating, landscaping, play equipment, and flexible recreation areas in addition to a sculptural 


installation or landscape wall to screen an existing BART ventilation structure. The Brady Open Space will be 


privately-owned, and as is customary, the project approvals (in this case, the Development Agreement for  t he 
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project) will include requirements governing public access, management, and maintenance of the Brady Open 


Space. Therefore, the proposed facility would not result in adverse physical effects on the environment or 


future residents. 


 


Public Services 


Comment PS-1: Cumulative Impacts of Project on Schools 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Koller.9 


“Section E Topic 11 


SFUSD increases do not include the cumulative increase from all projects. Additionally, EIR should have a test 


for the sensitivity of the assumption. If there is a small increase in students per unit, what would the net effect  


be on the school system?” (Andrew Koller, Email, June 26, 2017) 


Response PS-1 


The comment asks about the increase in school enrollment from cumula tive development and states that the 


analysis should consider potential growth in school children per dwelling unit. As stated on p. 78 of the Initia l  


Study (Draft EIR, Appendix A), the proposed project would generate approximately 58 San Francisco Unified 


School District (SFUSD) students, which would result in a less-than-significant impact. Cumulative 


development in the project vicinity, as set forth in Table 1, Cumulative Projects in a 0.25-Mile Radius of 


Project Site, on Initial Study, p. 8, would result in 3,554 new residential units. Assuming the same student 


generation rate as applied to the proposed project’s 477  dwelling units (excluding the single-room occupancy 


units proposed for the Colton Street Affordable Housing building), cumulative development in the project 


vicinity would generate about 426 students, for a combined total of cumulative plus project conditions of 


about 484 new students. This growth in enrollment is accounted for within the growth projections developed 


by the SFUSD.d Due in part to these enrollment projections, the Board of Education in April 2017 voted to 


move forward with planning for a new school in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. (Development 


of this school was assumed in the Mission Bay Supplemental EIR of 1998.) Funding for this school could come, 


in part, from Proposition A school bonds passed by San Francisco voters in November 2016. To the extent that  


construction of this or any other new school the district determines is needed to accommodate growing 


enrollment would result in environmental effects, those effects would be analyzed, in accordance with CEQA, 


as part of the proposal to construct such a school. Furthermore, as with all development projects in San 


Francisco, the proposed project would be assessed a per gross square foot school impact fee for the increase in 


residential, retail, and office space, as stated on Initial Study, p. 78. 


                                                                 
d Lapkoff & Goblat Demographic Research, Inc., Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts for the San Francisco Unified School 


District, November 23, 2015, p. 33. Available at http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/ about-SFUSD/files/demographic-


analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf, accessed July 14, 2017. 



http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf

http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf
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For clarification, the following revisions are made to Initial Study p. II-78 (new text is double-underlined): 


The proposed project would not be expected to increase demand for public services beyond levels 


anticipated and planned for by public service providers. With regard to schools in particular, 


assuming the same student generation rate as applied to the proposed pr oject’s 477 dwelling units 


(excluding the single-room occupancy units), cumulative development in the project vicinity would 


generate about 426 students, for a combined total of cumulative plus project conditions of about 484 


new students. This growth in enrollment is accounted for within the growth projections developed  b y  


the SFUSD.122a Due in part to these enrollment projections, the Board of Education in April 2017 voted 


to move forward with planning for a new school in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. 


(Development of this school was assumed in the Mission Bay Supplemental EIR of 1998.) Funding for 


this school could come, in part, from Proposition A school bonds passed by San Francisco voters in 


November 2016. To the extent that construction of this or any other new school the district determines  


is needed to accommodate growing enrollment would result in environmental effects, those effects 


would be analyzed, in accordance with CEQA, as part of the proposal to construct such a school. 


Additionally, future developments would be subject to Planning Code impact fee requirements, and no 


other proposed development in the project vicinity would contribute substantially to public services 


cumulative effects. 


 


C.6 Project Merits 


The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter  II, Project 


Description, and Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include topics 


related to: 


● Comment PM-1: Support for the Project 


Comment PM-1: Support for the Project 


This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Marker.1 


I-Trauss.1 


“I am a homeowner and parent of 2, residing on Brady St. Portions of this project will be directly outside of 


my bedroom window. I fully support this project. Thank you.” (Joshua Marker, Email, May 12, 2017) 


“Hi, my name is Sonja. I live at Seventh and Natoma. So I’m here to comment really as somebody who lives a 


few blocks away. 


“I’m really looking forward to this project overall. That block is mostly parking lot. And then that one -story 


retail, which I know is technically old, but, like, none of that retail’s neighborhood-serving. It’s wholesale. You 


                                                                 
122a Lapkoff & Goblat Demographic Research, Inc., Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts for the San Francisco Unified School 


District, November 23, 2015, p. 33. Available at http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/ about-SFUSD/files/demographic -


analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf, accessed July 14, 2017. 



http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf

http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf
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know, I walk by there all the time, and I’m, like, this does nothing for me.” (Sonja Trauss, Public Hearing 


Transcript, June 15, 2017) 


Response PM-1 


The comments state support for the project and proposed changes in retail use. 


The comments are noted but do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and will be transmitted 


to City decision-makers for consideration in their deliberat ions on the proposed project. 


 


C.7 General Comments 


The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover topics in Draft EIR Chapter II, Project 


Description, and Draft EIR Chapter IV, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. These include 


topics related to: 


● Comment GC-1: CEQA Process 


● Comment GC-2: Construction-Related Impacts 


● Comment GC-3: General Comments 


Comment GC-1: CEQA Process 


This response addresses comments from the commenter listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted i n 


full below this list: 


I-Schwartz, T.5 


“5. On page 9 of the Planning Department’s Preliminary Project Assessment (dated 17 August 2015), item  2, 


Height District Reclassification, the proposed new construction is said to include both a 65  foot and an 


85 foot building. Since the proposed height of both of these buildings exceeded the height and bulk 


designation for this district at the time of the assessment, a Height District Reclassification approved by the 


Board of Supervisors was said to be necessary before the project itself could be approved. I assume the Board 


of Supervisors has already acted and given this approval? Is this correct, and if so, when? If not, is that item on 


their calendar for review? How does that work?” (Tom Schwartz, Email, June 24, 2017) 


Response GC-1 


The comment asks about the status of the Board of Supervisors’ approval of the Height District 


Reclassification required for the proposed project. 


The Draft EIR identifies on p. II-32 “approval of an amendment to the Height and Bulk Map to change the 


height and bulk designation of the Colton Street Affordable Housing parcel  from 40-X to 68-X” by the Board of 


Supervisors in the list of discretionary approvals that would be required for implementation of the proposed 


project. 
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On Draft EIR p. II-31, the introduction to the list of required approvals explains that the San Francisco 


Planning Commission must review, consider, and certify the EIR in compliance with CEQA prior to granting 


any approvals for the project. Following certification of the EIR by the Planning Commission, the Board of 


Supervisors could then take action regarding the Height District Reclassification. Since the EIR has not yet 


been certified, the Board of Supervisors has not taken action on the Height District Reclassification (or any 


other required project approvals) at the time this RTC was prepared, but will consider that and other 


approvals after certification of the Final EIR by the Planning Commission. 


As stated on Draft EIR, p. III-4, and illustrated in Figure III-2, Existing and Proposed Height and Bulk Map, 


p. III-5, the portion of the project site north of Stevenson Street and east of Colusa Place is within an 85 -X 


height and bulk district, which would accommodate the project’s proposed 85 -foot-tall buildings along the 


Market Street frontage. (The same height and bulk limits were in place at the time the Planning Department’s 


Preliminary Project Assessment letter was prepared in August 2015.) However, as also stated on Draft EIR, 


p. III-4, and illustrated in Figure III-2, the portion of the project site that fronts on the north side of Colton 


Street is within an OS (open space) height and bulk district; this portion of the site is also within a P (public) 


use district, as stated on Draft EIR, p. III-2, and illustrated in Figure III-1, p. III-3. A Zoning Map amendment 


regarding the P/OS-designated property for both the use district and the height and bulk district is proposed 


to reflect reconfiguration of the Brady Open Space and adjacent buildings , as described on Draft EIR, p. II-32, 


to ensure that there are no above-ground encroachments into the P/OS-designated property; a portion of the 


below-ground parking garage would be beneath the P/OS-designated property. For clarification, the following 


revisions are made to the Draft EIR. 


On Draft EIR, p. II-31, the fourth bullet under the heading “Planning Commission” is revised as follows (new 


text is double-underlined): 


● Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors of an amendment to the Zoning Use District Map and 


Height and Bulk Districts Map (rezoning) to reflect the reconfigured open space parcel for the Brady 


Open Space. 


On Draft EIR, p. II-32, the second bullet is revised as follows (new text is double-underlined): 


● Approval of an amendment to the Zoning Use District Map and Height and Bulk Districts Map 


(rezoning) to reflect the reconfigured open space parcel for the Brady Open Space. 


All other buildings on the project site are compliant with the restrictions of the relevant height and bulk 


district, and would not require amendments to the Height and Bulk Map by the Board of Supervisors. 


 


Comment GC-2: Construction-Related Impacts 


This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


I-Schwartz, C.1 


I-Schwartz, T.2 


I-Schwartz, T.3 


I-Schwartz, T.4 
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“1} That the staging area for trucks, cement mixers be located on 12th Street, where no commerce is taking 


place. Brady Street is too narrow for construction vehicles, our customers & our deliv eries.” (Claudia Schwartz, 


Email, June 15, 2017) 


 


“2. My wife, Claudia, has a retail store at 10 Brady Street, at Stevenson Street. I have a wholesale business at 


1204 Stevenson Street, at Brady Street. Our businesses depend on our being able to regularly receive deliveries  


and to make outbound shipments using truckers and standard courier services. It’s unclear from reading the 


Draft EIR whether or not, and to what extent, this type of access to our businesses would be limited by street 


closures and partial closures. It’s also not clear from the Draft EIR what the state of the sidewalks will be 


during Phase 1, especially on the east side of Brady Street. What about clean and safe access for people on foot 


on Brady Street, between Colton and Market Streets? What plans are in place relative to this project to ensure 


all types of necessary access to our businesses?” (Tom Schwartz, Email, June 24, 2017) 


 


“3. Regarding construction mess (rubble, debris, garbage, dirt) and construction noise, you have said these 


would be mitigated to a ‘less-than-significant level’. Who would be responsible for mitigating these impacts? 


How would they do it? What to us, as next-door neighbors, would constitute a ‘less-than-significant level’, 


and who would make that determination? It seems this project has a substantial subterranean component. Will 


there be pile driving? Will there be any rock hammering? We fear the construction phase impacts could have a  


very detrimental effect on our businesses. What will the City and the developer do to ensure that the level of 


mitigation is adequate so that our businesses aren’t forced to the brink of closing as businesses in other 


neighborhoods have been? The 1100 block of Folsom Street is an example, and that’s a broader street and a 


smaller building project.” (Tom Schwartz, Email, June 24, 2017) 


 


“4. As commercial tenants in the Brady Street / Stevenson Street corridor we’ve been its custodians during t he 


day, while the people who live here are away at work. Though we are otherwise busy providi ng goods and 


services to the neighborhood and to the city at large, we take time to sweep the sidewalks, clear the gutters, 


remove graffiti and generally make it more pleasant and more safe. My wife has had her shop on Brady Street 


for 30 years and I have had my office on Stevenson Street for 12 years. We’re an integral part of this 


environment and as I read the Draft EIR it fails to take into account the impact this massive construction 


project will have on us, despite the fact that we submitted a written report detailing our concerns as early as 


February of this year. Indeed, it doesn’t come close to addressing what concerns us and in this respect the 


Draft EIR is entirely inadequate.  During our tenancy and together with our commercial neighbors we’ve 


successfully raised, enriched and refined the profile of this area. So successful have we been that we’ve drawn 


the attention of property developers who now plan to use the neighborhood for their own purposes. To 


dismiss us and our concerns is utterly contrary  to the spirit of a comprehensive civic project, in which all 


positive contributions are valued and all investments given adequate protection. With your help, what can w e 


do to ensure the Draft EIR is amended so that the concerns laid out here are thorough ly addressed in it?” (Tom 


Schwartz, Email, June 24, 2017) 
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Response GC-2 


The comments are concerned with how potential construction-related street and sidewalk closures could 


adversely affect access to the commenters’ retail store and wholesale business adjacent to the project s it e. One 


comment asks who is responsible for mitigating impacts from construction noise and “construction mess 


(rubble, debris, garbage, dirt),” and requests project clarifications regarding pile driving and rock hammering.  


While construction activities can be loud and disruptive, and could potentially be a nuisance for neighbors 


within proximity to the project site, such activities would be temporary in nature and would therefore not 


represent a permanent change to the environment. Construction-related transportation and noise impacts 


were addressed in the Draft EIR as discussed below. 


Impact TR-8 on Draft EIR, p. IV.B-43, addresses the transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle accessibility 


concerns for areas adjoining the project site during construction raised by the commenter. As discussed in  t he 


impact analysis for Impact TR-8, construction staging for Phases 1 and 2 of construction would occur in the 


proposed Brady Open Space portion of the project site and may also occur on the portion of Stevenson Street 


accessed from 12th Street. During construction, trucks would access the site from Brady Street, 12th Street, 


Colton Street, and Stevenson Street. The analysis acknowledges that some sidewalk and lane closures would 


occur during construction, including along Brady Street. However, all closures would occur intermittently; 


and to stem any potential vehicle or pedestrian conflicts during construction, steps would be taken to ensure 


safe vehicle and pedestrian travel within the vicinity of the project site. Any pedestrian walkways fronting 


construction areas would be covered, and temporary fencing would be installed as needed. No sidewalk or 


travel lane closures would occur for extended durations, and, as described below, compliance with existing 


City rules and guidance would ensure safe and adequate access during non-closure periods. 


The project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Public 


Works (Public Works) and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) staff to review truck 


routing plans and staging for construction vehicles, and disposal of construction materials.  The construction 


contractor(s) also would be required to comply with the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in 


San Francisco Streets, (the Blue Book), including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet 


with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required. Draft EIR, p. II-32, also notes 


that if sidewalk(s) are used for construction staging and pedestrian walkways are constructed in the curb 


lane(s), approval of a street space permit from the Bureau of Street Use and Mapping within Public Works 


would be required. To the extent that any street, including Brady Street, is  determined to be “too narrow” to 


adequately and safely accommodate construction traffic, this process would ensure no hazardous condit ions 


are created and alternative routes would be established. 


Overall, compliance with City regulations with regard to truck travel routes, construction staging locations, 


and/or periodic sidewalk/street closures would ensure that work is done safely and minimizes interference to 


pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles, and would avoid creating hazardous conditions. Adherence to these 


regulations also would ensure the less-than-significant impact identified in the Draft EIR. In addition, 


Mitigation Measures M-C-TR-8a, M-C-TR-8b, and M-C-TR-8c (Draft EIR, p. IV.B-57 to IV.B-59), which address 


a significant cumulative construction impact resulting from construction of a number of projects within close 


proximity to one another that may be under construction at the same time, would be expected to further 


reduce any project impacts already identified as less than significant in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no additional 


construction-related mitigation measures are required, and the project sponsor and construction cont ractor (s ) 
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would be responsible for adhering to all project -specific requirements set forth in the aforementioned 


construction contractor’s coordination meetings with Public Works and SFMTA. 


Concerning construction noise, as discussed on Initial Study (Draft EIR, Appendix A), p. 36, impact pile 


driving is not anticipated as part of the proposed project. Likewise, given that bedrock is nearly 200  feet below  


grade (Initial Study, p. 83) and that project excavation would extend to approximately 30  feet below grade, 


rock hammering is not expected to be required. The Initial Study identifies Mitigation Measure M-NO-2, 


Construction Noise Reduction, pp. 36–37 of the Initial Study (Appendix A), the implementation of which 


would reduce the temporary potential noise impacts from construction to a less-than-significant level. 


Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 would require a number of practices to minimize substantial temporary or 


periodic increases in ambient noise levels and vibration, including construction noise monitoring, construction 


equipment operating guidelines (e.g., hours of operation, power source, and location), communication with 


neighbors regarding construction timelines and potentially disruptive activities, and an established process b y  


which neighbors could lodge noise-related complaints and receive responses to such complaints. The project 


sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be charged with implementing Mitigation Measure M-NO-2. 


Oversight would be provided by the Planning Department, Department of Bui lding Inspection, and/or the 


Police Department, typically on a complaint basis. (The mitigation measure requires that complaint 


procedures and contact information be posted at the site.) 


Regarding construction dust and dirt, as described on Initial Study, pp. 45–47, the City’s Construction Dust 


Control Ordinance would reduce dust generated during construction and minimize the amount of dust and 


dirt that is spread to off-site locations. This ordinance is enforced by the Department of Building Inspection  


(DBI) and Department of Public Health (DPH). Because the project site exceeds one-half acre in size, the 


project sponsor must submit a Dust Control Plan to DPH. Additionally, Mitigation Measure  M-AQ-3, 


Construction Air Quality, pp. 52–53 of the Initial Study (Appendix A), would minimize emissions from 


construction equipment. This measure requires that the project sponsor and/or construction contractor submit 


a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to the Planning Department prior to the start of work and 


provide documentation of compliance with the plan throughout the construction period. 


Furthermore, the City’s Construction and Demolition Ordinance (Environment Code Chapter 14), which 


requires recycling and reuse of construction and demolition debris material, would ensure that materials 


would be recycled or disposed of at proper facilities. Reporting and compliance with this ordinance are part of 


the demolition permit process overseen by several City departments, including the Department of the 


Environment, DBI, DPH, and the San Francisco Police Department. Finally, the project sponsor would also be 


required to comply with San Francisco Building Code Section 3426, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on 


Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Structures. This provision requires, among other things, that lead paint removal 


from building exteriors be physically contained. 


 


Comment GC-3: General Comments 


This response addresses comments from the commenters listed below; each comment on this topic is quoted in 


full below this list: 


A-Hyland.1 


A-Johnson 
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A-Moore 


O-Bourgeois.1 


I-Santee.1 


“The HPC found the DEIR to be adequate and accurate, and concurred with the analysis presented in the 


DEIR. The proposed alternatives appropriately address the required analysis, as outlined in HPC Resolution 


No. 0746.” (Aaron Hyland, Historic Preservation Commission, Letter, June 7, 2017) 


 


“As always, the environmental team does a fantastic job with the EIRs. I will be reading it more closely and 


seeing if comments are warranted. Some of the comments seem valid on looking at project alternatives, but 


that’s not usually the purview of the EIR. That will be for when we look at the project. 


“But I would just -- I’ll be looking closely at the project alternatives to make sure that maintenance of the Civ ic 


Center Hotel, that alternative is sort of properly descr ibed within the EIR. But for now, good job, staff.” 


(Commissioner Christine Johnson, San Francisco Planning Commission, Public Hearing Transcript, June 15, 2017) 


 


“I looked closely at the Historic Preservation piece before seeing the letter that came in today. It’s actually 


exceptionally comprehensive and accurate and well illustrated in comparison to some of previous other 


reports. 


“So I see this moving into a very clear, well prepared EIR as far as I can see at this moment.” (Commissioner 


Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, Public Hearing Transcript, June 15, 2017) 


 


“Good afternoon, Josh Bourgeois. I’m with the Golden State Environmental and Social Justice Alliance. I only 


have three minutes, so I’m obviously not going to be able to give you the full scope of our comments. The 


comment letter, as you -- or the presenter stated earlier, is not due until the 26th, I believe. 


“We’re in the final stages of preparing our quite lengthy comment letter, and we did find several inadequacies 


with the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Again, I can’t really even get into it today because of the time 


limit, but I’m just here simply to say that we are commenting on this and just for you to be on the lookout for 


our letter. 


“And we look forward to hearing the responses to comments, whenever it is that they go out.” (Josh Bourgeois, 


Golden State Environmental and Social Justice Alliance, Public Hearing Transcript, June 15, 2017) 


 


“Hello, Gregory Santee. Yes, I don’t know if I’m addressing the right area or not, but basically, the impact, you 


know, on the environ- -- on the citizens is -- it’s horrible. It’s horrible. 


“This company that is taking over the Civic Center Hotel, they have totally let it, you know, fall apart. They’v e 


done a little bit of construction, but it is an absolute filthy mess to live in. 


“I have take- -- I went to the Department of Health; I went to the Department of Building Inspectors, and I’ve 


had them -- I’ve filed a complaint to have them come out and take a look; they’ve come out and ta ken a look, 


and nothing has changed. 
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“So I don’t understand how a company that makes millions of dollars can come in and take control of a 


building and then not be able to maintain it in a – in a -- in a proper manner, you know, and then to go to the 


lengths where they would have the police come and take me to the psych hospital today to try to prevent me 


from coming to this hearing to let you know exactly what is going on -- that is ridiculous. 


“And so point being, this is -- if they cannot handle, you know, the cleanliness of a small building like this, 


how are they going to be expected to -- to -- to build all these big buildings and control them with a 


commercial company that’s supposed to be cleaning that is not cleaning at all? 


“That is my problem. That is my problem with this company. And I realize, you know, that, you know, I’m 


not -- I didn’t go to college, so I don’t really have the wherewithal to have all the details down. And I’m -- so 


point being is there needs to be – there needs to be some addressing going on with this company. 


“This company is tyrannical, in my opinion. I mean, and -- and -- an it should be -- it should be stopped right 


now, in my opinion. I think that – I think that there needs to be some real -- real -- somebody needs to take a 


look at this company and figure out what’s going on with this company. 


… 


“I was fine and comfortable living there before this company took over. They took over, and now it is 


absolutely dirty and filthy. And I’m not over -exaggerating. 


“I can’t seem to get the right people to do anything about it. And so now, all of a sudden, this company is 


going to come into town, take over the Civic Center Hotel and build these big, big skyscrapers, and they are 


expected to provide housing for people that choose to br eak the law and use nasty drugs and – and the list 


goes on. 


“I don’t do anything that would warrant, you know, what I am complaining about. Thank you, sir.” (Gregory 


Santee, Public Hearing Transcript, June 15, 2017) 


Response GC-3 


The comments address the quality of Section IV.A, Historical Architectural Resources, as well as the overall Draft 


EIR in general, and state that the commenter will be looking closely at comments made by commenter 


I-Santee.2 (Comment PH-1) regarding maintenance of the Civic Center Hotel and relocation of existing 


residents in the alternatives. The Santee comments express concern and frustration regarding the cleanliness of 


the Civic Center Hotel and the responsiveness of its management company. One comment states that the 


Golden State Environmental and Social Justice Alliance (GSESJA) would be submitting a detailed comment 


letter on the Draft EIR. The City did not receive subsequent correspondence or comment from GSESJA during 


the public comment period on the Draft EIR. 


The comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and refer to comments that are 


addressed elsewhere in this RTC document (see Response PH-1). The comments are noted and will be 


transmitted to City decision-makers for consideration in their deliberations on the project. 
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D. Draft EIR Revisions 


The following changes to the text of the Draft EIR are made in response to comments on the Draft EIR or are 


included to clarify the Draft EIR text. The revisions reflect changes identified in Section C, Comments and 


Responses, or staff-initiated text changes; all of which clarify, expand or update information and/or graphics 


presented in the Draft EIR. Staff-initiated changes to clarify information presented in the Draft EIR are 


highlighted with an asterisk (*) in the margin to distinguish them from text changes in response to comments. 


For each change, new language is double underlined, while deleted text is shown in strikethrough. The 


changes are organized in the order of the Draft EIR table of contents. 


These revisions do not result in any changes in the analysis or conclusions prepared pursuant to CEQA, and 


thus do not constitute “new information of substantial importance” within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines 


Section 15162(a)(3). Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 


D.1 Summary 


* On pp. S-4, the following revision is made to Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b, Interpretive Display: 


 


TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR 


Environmental Impact 


Level of 


Significance 


prior to 


Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures 


Level of 


Significance 


after 


Mitigation 


Section IV.A, Historical Architectural Resources 


Impact CR-1: The proposed 


project would cause a 


substantial adverse change 


in the significance of the 


Lesser Brothers Building, a 


historical resource as 


defined in CEQA 


Guidelines 


Section 15064.5(b). 


S Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a – HABS Documentation. To do cume nt the  


Lesser Brothers Building more thoroughly than has been done to date, prio r 


to the start of demolition activities, the project sponsor shall cause to be 


prepared documentation in accordance with the Historic  American 


Buildings Survey (HABS), a program of the  National Park Service. The 


sponsor shall ensure that documentation is completed according to the 


HABS standards. The photographs and accompanying HABS Historical 


Report shall be maintained on-site, as well as in the appropriate repositories, 


including but not limited to, the San Francisco Planning Department, 


San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the San Francisco Public Library ,  and 


the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources 


Information System. The contents of the report shall include an architectural 


description, historical context, and statement of significance, per HABS 


reporting standards. The documentation shall be undertaken by a qualified 


professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or 


architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s 


Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61 ) . 


HABS documentation shall provide the appropriate level of visual 


documentation and written narrative based on the importance of the 


resource (types of visual documentation typically range from pro duc ing  a 


sketch plan to developing measured drawings and view camera (4x5) blac k 


and white photographs). The appropriate level of HABS documentation and 


written narrative shall be determined by the Planning Department’s 


Preservation staff. The report shall be reviewed by the Planning 


Department’s Preservation staff for completeness. In certain instances, 


Department Preservation staff may request HABS -level photography, a 


SUM 
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TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT—DISCLOSED IN THIS EIR 


Environmental Impact 


Level of 


Significance 


prior to 


Mitigation Improvement/Mitigation Measures 


Level of 


Significance 


after 


Mitigation 


historical report, and/or measured architectural drawings of the existing 


building(s). 


Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b – Interpretive Display. Prior to the start of 


demolition, the project sponsor shall work with Planning Department 


Preservation staff and another qualified professional to design a publicly 


accessible interpretive display that would memorialize the Lesser Bro the rs 


Building, which would be effectively demolished under the proposed 


project. The contents of the interpretative display shall be approved by 


Planning Department Preservation staff, and may include the history of 


development of the project site, including the non-historic  Local 3 8  unio n 


hall building and the Civic Center Hotel (and possibly buildings demolished 


previously), the project site’s history as a rare example of a taxpayer blo c k,  


and/or other relevant information, such as an oral history. This display 


could take the form of a kiosk, plaque, or other display method co ntaining  


panels of text, historic  photographs, excerpts of oral histories, and maps. The 


development of the interpretive display should be overseen by  a qualifie d 


professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or 


architecture (as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s 


Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61 ) . 


An outline of the format, location and content of the interpretive display 


shall be reviewed and approved by Planning Department Preservation staff 


prior to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit. The format, loc atio n 


and content of the interpretive display must be finalized prior to issuance of 


the Architectural and Mechanical, Electrical, and Plumbing  (MEP) 


Addendum for the Building A project component. 


… 


 


D.2 Chapter II, Project Description 


* On p. II-7, the following revisions are made to the last partial paragraph, continuing to p. II-8, to add two 


SFRPD facilities to the list of nearby parks: 


In addition to Civic Center Plaza, the proposed project is also located within 0.50 mile of three five 


other parks. Patricia’s Green, at Octavia Street between Hayes and Fell Streets, is a 0.45 -acre park 


containing a playground, picnic tables, and art exhibitions, located approximately 0.5  mile nor t hw est  


of the project site. Page & Laguna Mini Park, mid-block between Rose and Page Streets near Laguna 


Street, is a 0.15-acre mini park featuring a pathway that leads through flowering beds and apple t r ees  


with seating areas, and is located approximately 0.5  mile west of the project site. Koshland Park, at the 


intersection of Page and Buchanan Streets, is a 0.82-acre park which features multiple play structur es , 


a sand pit, a plaza area, a community learning garden, a half basketball court and grass areas, locat ed 


approximately 0.5 mile west of the project site. Page Street Community Garden, approximately 


0.4 mile west of the project site, is one of approximately three dozen community gardens on City -


owned property, where members can grow produce and ornamental plants for personal use. This 


garden is approximately 3,300 square feet in size. The SoMa West Skatepark and Dog Park are located 


beneath the elevated Central Freeway, between Duboce Avenue and Valencia Street, approximately 


0.2 mile southwest of the project site. These two facilities, along with an adjacent parking lot, occupy 
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land leased by the City from Caltrans; together, the two parks occupy about 0.6 acre, exclusive of the 


parking lot. Additionally, Hayes Valley Playground, at the intersection of Hayes and Buchanan 


Streets, is a 0.61-acre park with a 2,500-square-foot clubhouse, a playground, a tot-lot, public stage and 


plaza, outdoor fitness equipment, and community garden plots, located approximately 0.6  mile west 


of the project site. 


On p. II-31, the fourth bullet under the heading “Planning Commission” is revised as follows to clarify project 


approval actions required with respect to the proposed Brady Open Space: 


● Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors of an amendment to the Zoning Use District Map and 


Height and Bulk Districts Map (rezoning) to reflect the reconfigured open space parcel for the Brady 


Open Space. 


On p. II-32, the second bullet is revised as follows to clarify project approval actions required with respect to 


the proposed Brady Open Space: 


● Approval of an amendment to the Zoning Use District Map and Height and Bulk Districts Map 


(rezoning) to reflect the reconfigured open space parcel for the Brady Open Space. 


D.3 Chapter IV, Historical Architectural Resources 


On p. IV.A-25, the following revisions are made to Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b, Interpretive Display: 


Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b – Interpretive Display.  Prior to the start of demolition, the project 


sponsor shall work with Planning Department Preservation staff and another qualified profess ional t o 


design a publicly accessible interpretive display that would memorialize the Lesser Brothers Building, 


which would be effectively demolished under the proposed project. The contents of the interpretative 


display shall be approved by Planning Depar tment Preservation staff, and may include the history of 


development of the project site, including the non-historic Local 38 union hall building and the Civic 


Center Hotel (and possibly buildings demolished previously), the project site’s history as a rare 


example of a taxpayer block, and/or other relevant information, such as an oral history. This display 


could take the form of a kiosk, plaque, or other display method containing panels of text, historic 


photographs, excerpts of oral histories, and maps. The development of the interpretive display should 


be overseen by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or 


architecture (as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 


(36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part  61). An outline of the format, location and content of the 


interpretive display shall be reviewed and approved by Planning Department Preservation staff pr ior  


to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit. The format, location and content of the interpretive 


display must be finalized prior to issuance of the Architectural and Mechanical, Electrical, and 


Plumbing (MEP) Addendum for the Building A project component. 


D.4 Appendix A, Initial Study 


* On p. 4, the following revisions are made to the last sentence of the first partial paragraph, to add two SFRPD 


facilities to the list of nearby parks: 


Nearby public parks and open spaces within approximately 0.50  mile of the project site include 


Patricia’s Green, Page & Laguna Mini Park, Koshland Park, Page Street Community Garden, SoMa 


West Skatepark and Dog Play Area, Hayes Valley Playground, and Civic Center Plaza. 
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* On p. 69, the following two bullets are added as follows to identify two additional SFRPD facilities to the list 


of nearby parks: 


● Page Street Community Garden, on the north side of Page Street between Webster and Buchanan 


Streets, is an approximately 3,300-square-foot community garden where members can grow produce 


and ornamental plants for personal use. One of some three dozen community gardens on City -owned 


property, Page Street Community Garden is approximately 0.4  mile west of the project site. 


● Soma West Skatepark/Dog Play Area , on land leased from Caltrans beneath the elevated Central 


Freeway, extends in a gentle arc from Duboce Avenue to Valencia Street. The two facilities occupy 


about 0.6 acre and are about 0.2 mile southwest of the project site. 


* On p. 78, the following revisions are made to the last paragraph: 


The proposed project would not be expected to increase demand for public services beyond levels anticipated 


and planned for by public service providers. With regard to schools in particular, assuming the same student 


generation rate as applied to the proposed project’s 477  dwelling units (excluding the single-room occupancy 


units), cumulative development in the project vicinity would generate about 426  students, for a combined total 


of cumulative plus project conditions of about 484 new students. This growth in enrollment is accounted for 


within the growth projections developed by the SFUSD.122a Due in part to these enrollment projections, the 


Board of Education in April 2017 voted to move forward with planning for a new school in the Mission Bay 


South Redevelopment Area. (Development of this school was assumed in the Mission Bay Supplemental EIR 


of 1998.) Funding for this school could come, in part, from Proposition  A school bonds passed by San 


Francisco voters in November 2016. To the extent that construction of this or any other new school the dist r ict  


determines is needed to accommodate growing enrollment would result in environmental effects, those effect s  


would be analyzed, in accordance with CEQA, as part of the proposal to construct such a school. Additionally, 


future developments would be subject to Planning Code impact fee requirements, and no other proposed 


development in the project vicinity would contribute substantially to public services cumulative effects. 


D.5 Figures 


The revised Draft EIR Figure 4, Shadow Diagrams, December 21 – 8:19 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 2:00 p.m., and 


3:54 p.m., follows this page. 


  


                                                                 
122a Lapkoff & Goblat Demographic Research, Inc., Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts for the San Francisco Unified School 


District, November 23, 2015, p. 33. Available at http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/ about-SFUSD/files/demographic -


analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf, accessed July 14, 2017. 



http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf

http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analyses-enrollment-forecast.pdf
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ATTACHMENTS 


Introduction to Draft EIR Comments 


Attachment A: Draft EIR Comment Letters 


Attachment B: Draft EIR Hearing Transcript 
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INTRODUCTION TO DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 


Attachments A and B present all comments received on the Draft EIR. Attachment A contains copies of all 


written comments received on the Draft EIR, including comments submitted either by letter, fax, or email. 


Attachment B presents the public hearing transcript. Written and public hearing comments are grouped under  


one of three categories: governmental agencies, non‐governmental organization, and individuals.  


This RTC document codes the comments in the following way: 


● Comments from agencies are designated by “A‐” and the agency’s name or acronym thereof. 


● Comments from organizations are designated by “O‐” and the organization’s name or acronym 


thereof. In cases where several commenters from the same organization provided comments, the 


acronym is followed by the commenter ’s last name. 


● Comments from individuals are designated by “I‐” and the commenter ’s last name. 


Each commenter is given an identifier, and each comment is numbered. Therefore, the second comment received 


from a representative of an organization known as “Friends of Friends” would be given designated “ O- FOF.2 ,” 


while the third comment received from an individual named Smith would be designated “ I-Smith.3.” In this 


way, the reader can both locate a particular comment in a comment letter by referring to the comment 


designation. 


The comments and responses are organized by subject and are generally in the same order as presented in  t he 


Draft EIR, with general comments on the EIR, which include comments on the merits of the proposed project 


and project alternatives, grouped together at the end of the section. Comments unrelated to a specific impact 


category are also classified as general comments. Comments on the Summary or specific mitigation measures 


are included under the comments regarding the relevant topical section of the Draft EIR. The order of the 


comments and responses in this section is shown below, along with the prefix to the topic codes (indicated in 


square brackets): 


Project Description [PD] 


Plans and Policies [PP] 


Historical Architectural Resources [HR] 


Alternatives [AL] 


Initial Study Topics 


Population and Housing [PH] 


Noise [NO] 


Wind and Shadow [WS] 


Recreation [RE] 


Public Services [PS] 


Project Merits [PM] 


General Comments [GC]  


Within each subsection under each topic area, similar comments are grouped together and identified using the 


topic code prefix and sequential numbering for each subtopic. For example, Project Description comments 


[PD] are listed as PD-1, PD-2, PD-3, and so on. Each topic code has a corresponding heading that introduces 


the comment subject; these subsections present quotes of comments and include the commenter ’s name and 


the comment code described in Section B, List of Persons Commenting. The reader is referred to Attachments A 


and B for the full text and context of each comment letter or e-mail, as well as the public hearing transcript. In 


those attachments, the comment code and response code are provided in the margin of each comment, 


allowing the reader to locate the response to an individual comment. 
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ATTACHMENT A: DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS 


 


TABLE A-1 COMMENT LETTERS AND E-MAILS 


Commenter Code Name and Title of Commenter Format Comment No. Topic Code 


Federal, State, Regional, and Local Agencies, Boards, and Commissions 


A-Hyland Historic  Preservation Commission Letter 1 GC-3: General Comments 


2 HR-1: Mitigation Measures 


Organizations 


None received. 


Individuals 


I-Koller Andrew Koller Email 1 NO-1: Noise Methodology 


2 NO-1: Noise Methodology 


3 WS-1: Wind Methodology 


4 WS-2: Shadow Figures 


5 WS-3: Impact of Shadow on Sidewalks 


6 AL-1: Wind and Shadow Analysis of Preservation Alternatives 


7 RE-1: How Distances Are Measured 


8 RE-2: Impact of Cumulative Residential Population on Open Spaces 


9 PS-1: Cumulative Impacts of Project on Schools 


I-Marker Joshua Marker Email 1 PM-1: Support for the Project 


I-Schwartz, C Claudia Schwartz Email 1 GC-2: Construction-Related Impacts 


2 PD-2: Construction Phasing 


3 PP-1: Impact of Project on Street Trees 
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TABLE A-1 COMMENT LETTERS AND E-MAILS 


Commenter Code Name and Title of Commenter Format Comment No. Topic Code 


I-Schwartz, T Tom Schwartz Email 1 PD-2: Construction Phasing 


2 GC-2: Construction-Related Impacts 


3 GC-2: Construction-Related Impacts 


4 GC-2: Construction-Related Impacts 


5 GC-1: CEQA Process 


6 PD-1: Narrow Street Setback Requirement 


7 PP-1: Impact of Project on Street Trees 


 







Letter 
A-Hyland


A-Hyland.1 
GC-3


A-Hyland.2 
HR-1







Lewis, Donald (CPC)


From: Andrew Koller <akoller85@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 26, 2017 10:24 AM
To: Lewis, Donald (CPC)
Subject: Comments on 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR


Letter 
I-Koller


I-Koller.1 
NO-1


I-Koller.2 
NO-1


I-Koller.3 
WS-1


I-Koller.4 
WS-2


I-Koller.5 
WS-3


I-Koller.6 
AL-1


I-Koller.7 
RE-1


I-Koller.8 
RE-2


I-Koller.9 
PS-1







I-Koller.9 
(cont.)







Lewis, Donald (CPC)


From: joshua marker <joshua.marker@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2017 10:26 PM
To: Lewis, Donald (CPC)
Subject: 1629 Market


Letter 
I-Marker


I-Marker.1 
PM-1







Lewis, Donald (CPC)


From: Claudia Schwartz <claudia@bellocchio.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2017 12:22 PM
To: Lewis, Donald (CPC)


Hello, Mr. Lewis. 
Tom Schwartz & I were at  City Hall this morning for the hearing about the 
project on Market & Brady.   
We'd made arrangements to be away from our businesses for the morning, 
expecting the hearing would be over by 12.  Room 400 was locked & we 
learned from the scheduling office that the hearing will be in 8th place 
beginning at 12PM.  Unfortunately, we have commitments this afternoon.  I 
wanted to express a few of our concerns: 
1}  That the staging area for trucks, cement mixers be located on 12th Street, 
where no commerce is taking place.  Brady Street is too narrow for 
construction vehicles, our customers & our deliveries. 
2}  That the construction begin no earlier than January of 2019 instead of 
December 2018, so the businesses impacted by this construction will have 
the benefit of one last holiday season.  It's just a matter of a few weeks & 
would make a difference for the businesses in the area. 
3} The olive trees on Brady Street were planted 29 years ago & I hope, will 
remain in place.  
I will be communicating again once I obtain information about the points 
discussed in the hearing. 
My best, 
Claudia Schwartz 
owner, 
Bell'occhio 
8  & 10 Brady Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
415.864.4048 
claudia@bellocchio.com 


Letter 
I-Schwartz, C


I-Schwartz, C.1 
GC-2


I-Schwartz, C.2 
PD-2


I-Schwartz, C.3 
PP-1







Bell'occhio
  8 Brady Street {Shipping}
10 Brady Street {Shop}
San Francisco, CA 94103
415.864.4048
www.bellocchio.com







Lewis, Donald (CPC)


From: Tom Schwartz <tom@percentjewelry.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 24, 2017 6:15 PM
To: Lewis, Donald (CPC)
Subject: Case No. 2015-005848ENV


I-Schwartz, T.1 
PD-2


I-Schwartz, T.2 
GC-2


I-Schwartz, T.3 
GC-2


I-Schwartz, T.4 
GC-2


Letter 
I-Schwartz, T







I-Schwartz, T.7 
PP-1


I-Schwartz, T.5 
GC-1


I-Schwartz, T.6 
PD-1


I-Schwartz, T.4 
(cont.)
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ATTACHMENT B: DRAFT EIR HEARING TRANSCRIPT 


 


TABLE B-1 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 


Commenter Code Name and Title of Commenter Format Comment No. Topic Code 


Federal, State, Regional, and Local Agencies, Boards, and Commissions 


A-Johnson 
Commissioner Christine Johnson, 


San Francisco Planning Commission 


Public  Hearing Transcript, 


June 15, 2017 
1 GC-3: General Comments 


A-Moore 
Commissioner Kathrin Moore, 


San Francisco Planning Commission 


Public  Hearing Transcript, 


June 15, 2017 
1 GC-3: General Comments 


Organizations 


O-Bourgeois 
Josh Bourgeois, Golden State 


Environmental and Social Justice Alliance 


Public  Hearing Transcript, 


June 15, 2017 
1 GC-3: General Comments 


Individuals 


I-Santee Gregory Santee 
Public  Hearing Transcript, 


June 15, 2017 


1 GC-3: General Comments 


2 PH-1: Residential Displacement 


I-Trauss Sonja Trauss 
Public  Hearing Transcript, 


June 15, 2017 


1 PM-1: Support for the Project 


2 PD-3: Status of Civic  Center Hotel 
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 3 BEFORE THE 


 4 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION


 5


 6 1629 MARKET STREET MIXED-USED PROJECT 


 7 PUBLIC HEARING ON THE 


 8 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


 9


10 Thursday, June 15, 2017


11 San Francisco City Hall


12 One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 


13 Commission Chambers, Room 400


14 San Francisco, California


15


16


17 Item No:  8


18 Case No.:  2015-005848ENV


19


20


21


22 Transcription prepared by:  Deborah Fuqua, CSR #12948


23


24
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 1 Thursday, June 15, 2017          1:42 p.m.


 2 --o0o--


 3 P R O C E E D I N G S


 4 (Commission business and other items


 5  were heard)


 6 SECRETARY IONIN:  Commissioners, that will 


 7 place us on Item 8 for Case No. 2015-005848ENV at 


 8 1629 Market Street.  This is a mixed-use project and a 


 9 Draft Environmental Impact Report.  


10 Please note that written comments will be 


11 accepted at the Planning Department until 5:00 p.m. on 


12 June 26th, 2017.


13 PRESIDENT HILLIS:  Thank you.  


14 DON LEWIS:  Good afternoon, President Hillis, 


15 Members of the Commission.  I'm Don Lewis, Planning 


16 Department Staff.  The item before you is the 


17 1629 Market Street Mixed-Use Project Draft 


18 Environmental Impact Report, or Draft EIR.  


19 The purpose of today's hearing is to take 


20 public comments on the adequacy, accuracy, and 


21 completeness of the Draft EIR pursuant to the 


22 California Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA, and 


23 San Francisco's local procedures for implementing CEQA.


24 I am joined today by Debra Dwyer, Senior 


25 Environmental Planner.  Members of the consultant team 


 3







 1 and project's team are also present.  


 2 The project site fronts on the south side of 


 3 Market Street between Brady and 12th Streets and 


 4 includes three buildings, four surface parking lots, 


 5 and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District-owned 


 6 ventilation structure for their below-grade facility. 


 7  The project would demolish the existing 


 8 UA Local 38 building and the majority of the 


 9 Lesser Brothers building and would remove the existing 


10 surface parking lots.  


11 The project will construct five new buildings:  


12 a four-story UA Local 38 building, a ten-story addition 


13 to the Lesser Brothers building, a ten-story mixed-use 


14 residential building, a nine-story mixed-use 


15 residential building, and a six-story affordable 


16 housing building on Colton Street with up to 107 units.  


17 In addition, the Civic Center Hotel would be 


18 rehabilitated to contain residential and retail uses.  


19 Up to 316 parking spaces would be provided on a 


20 two-level below-grade garage, access from Stevenson and 


21 Brady Streets.  


22 The project would also create a publicly 


23 accessible open space, the Brady Open Space, as well as 


24 a publicly accessible mid-block passage from the open 


25 space to Market Street. 


 4







 1 Overall, the project would include 


 2 construction of 477 residential units, some of which 


 3 would be affordable; 107 affordable units in the Colton 


 4 Street building; 32,800 square feet of open space; 


 5 27,300 square feet of union facility use; and 13,000 


 6 square feet of ground floor retail use.  


 7 The project would require height 


 8 reclassification for the Colton Street affordable 


 9 housing parcel and conditional use authorization to 


10 permit development of a large lot and large 


11 non-residential use.


12 The Draft EIR concluded that the project would 


13 result in two significant and unavoidable impacts, 


14 including a project-specific impact to historic 


15 architectural resources and a cumulative construction 


16 impact related to transportation and circulation.  


17 The Draft EIR found that the impacts to 


18 archeological resources, tribal cultural resources, 


19 noise, air quality, geology and soils, and 


20 paleontological resources could be mitigated to a 


21 less-than-significant level.  


22 The hearing to receive the Historic 


23 Preservation Commission's comments on the Draft EIR was 


24 held on June 7th, 2017.  I provided you with a copy of 


25 the HPC's letter.  At the hearing, the HPC agreed that 
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 1 the Draft EIR analyzed an appropriate range of 


 2 preservation alternatives to address the significant 


 3 and historic resource impact on the Lesser Brothers 


 4 building.  


 5 Today, comments should be directed to towards 


 6 the adequacy and accuracy of the information contained 


 7 in the Draft EIR.  For members of the public who wish 


 8 to speak, please state your name for record.  


 9 Staff is not here to answer comments today.  


10 Comments will be transcribed and responded to in 


11 writing in the response to comments document, which 


12 will respond to comments received and make revisions to 


13 the Draft EIR as appropriate.  


14 Those who are interested in commenting on the 


15 Draft EIR in writing by mail or e-mail may submit their 


16 comments to my attention at 1650 Mission Street, 


17 Suite 400, San Francisco by 5:00 p.m. on June 26th, 


18 2017.


19 After the comment period ends on June 26th, 


20 the Planning Department will prepare a response to 


21 comments document, which will contain our responses to 


22 all relevant comments in the Draft EIR heard today and 


23 sent in writing to the Planning Department by 5:00 p.m. 


24 on June 26th.  


25 This concludes my presentation.  Thanks.  
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 1 PRESIDENT HILLIS:  Thank you.  


 2 So we'll open this up to public comment.  I 


 3 have two speaker cards, Josh Bourgeois, Gregory Santee.  


 4 SECRETARY IONIN:  I will remind members of the 


 5 public that this opportunity to speak is only to the 


 6 accuracy and adequacy of the Environmental Impact 


 7 Report, not to the project itself.


 8 JOSH BOURGEOIS:  Good afternoon, Josh 


 9 Bourgeois.  I'm with the Golden State Environmental and 


10 Social Justice Alliance.  I only have three minutes, so 


11 I'm obviously not going to be able to give you the full 


12 scope of our comments.  The comment letter, as you -- 


13 or the presenter stated earlier, is not due until the 


14 26th, I believe.  


15 We're in the final stages of preparing our 


16 quite lengthy comment letter, and we did find several 


17 inadequacies with the Draft Environmental Impact 


18 Report.  Again, I can't really even get into it today 


19 because of the time limit, but I'm just here simply to 


20 say that we are commenting on this and just for you to 


21 be on the lookout for our letter.  


22 And we look forward to hearing the responses 


23 to comments, whenever it is that they go out.  


24 Thank you.  


25 PRESIDENT HILLIS:  Thank you.  
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 1 Next speaker, please.  


 2 GREGORY SANTEE:  Hello, Gregory Santee.  Yes, 


 3 I don't know if I'm addressing the right area or not, 


 4 but basically, the impact, you know, on the environ- -- 


 5 on the citizens is -- it's horrible.  It's horrible.  


 6 This company that is taking over the Civic 


 7 Center Hotel, they have totally let it, you know, fall 


 8 apart.  They've done a little bit of construction, but 


 9 it is an absolute filthy mess to live in.  


10 I have take- -- I went to the Department of 


11 Health; I went to the Department of Building 


12 Inspectors, and I've had them -- I've filed a complaint 


13 to have them come out and take a look; they've come out 


14 and taken a look, and nothing has changed.  


15 So I don't understand how a company that makes 


16 millions of dollars can come in and take control of a 


17 building and then not be able to maintain it in a -- in 


18 a -- in a proper manner, you know, and then to go to 


19 the lengths where they would have the police come and 


20 take me to the psych hospital today to try to prevent 


21 me from coming to this hearing to let you know exactly 


22 what is going on -- that is ridiculous.  


23 And so point being, this is -- if they cannot 


24 handle, you know, the cleanliness of a small building 


25 like this, how are they going to be expected to -- 
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 1 to -- to build all these big buildings and control them 


 2 with a commercial company that's supposed to be 


 3 cleaning that is not cleaning at all?  


 4 That is my problem.  That is my problem with 


 5 this company.  And I realize, you know, that, you know, 


 6 I'm not -- I didn't go to college, so I don't really 


 7 have the wherewithal to have all the details down.  And 


 8 I'm -- so point being is is there needs to be -- there 


 9 needs to be some addressing going on with this company.  


10 This company is tyrannical, in my opinion.  I 


11 mean, and -- and -- an it should be -- it should be 


12 stopped right now, in my opinion.  I think that -- I 


13 think that there needs to be some real -- real -- 


14 somebody needs to take a look at this company and 


15 figure out what's going on with this company.  


16 They are going to try to evict people that 


17 have been living there for 20 years.  There's people 


18 been living there for 20 years, 20 or 30 years.  And so 


19 they want to evict them and try to move them into this 


20 other housing when these people that have been living 


21 there are very comfortable living at the Civic Center 


22 Hotel.  


23 That is a fact because I've talked to them.  


24 They don't want move.  They don't want to move out 


25 because they want to move or do whatever they'd like to 


 9


I-Santee.1 
(cont.)


I-Santee.2 
PH-1







 1 do with other citizens in that -- in that hotel.  I'm 


 2 fine and comfortable living there.  I was fine and 


 3 comfortable living there before this company took over.  


 4 They took over, and now it is absolutely dirty and 


 5 filthy.  And I'm not over-exaggerating.  


 6 I can't seem to get the right people to do 


 7 anything about it.  And so now, all of a sudden, this 


 8 company is going to come into town, take over the Civic 


 9 Center Hotel and build these big, big skyscrapers, and 


10 they are expected to provide housing for people that 


11 choose to break the law and use nasty drugs and -- and 


12 the list goes on.  


13 I don't do anything that would warrant, you 


14 know, what I am complaining about.  Thank you, sir.  


15 PRESIDENT HILLIS:  Yes.  


16 Ms. Trauss.  


17 SONJA TRAUSS:  Hi, my name is Sonja.  I live 


18 at Seventh and Natoma.  So I'm here to comment really 


19 as somebody who lives a few blocks away.  


20 I'm really looking forward to this project 


21 overall.  That block is mostly parking lot.  And then 


22 that one-story retail, which I know is technically old, 


23 but, like, none of that retail's neighborhood-serving.  


24 It's wholesale.  You know, I walk by there all the 


25 time, and I'm, like, this does nothing for me.  
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 1 But the Civic Center Hotel doesn't have to be 


 2 torn down.  Like, there may be a decision that it is, 


 3 in a long-term, better to tear it down.  But it really 


 4 doesn't have to be.  It's already, like, a five-story 


 5 building.  It's on the corner of a lot.  I know the 


 6 developers hate building things in the shape of an L 


 7 for some reason and really, really want a square-shaped 


 8 lot.  


 9 But there's a lot of land there.  You could 


10 make a big huge building, and a lot of people could 


11 live there, you know, with out disrupting people's 


12 lives in Civic Center.  So just keep in mind, might be 


13 a be a good option.  Thank you so much.  


14 PRESIDENT HILLIS:  Thank you.  


15 Any additional public comment on the 


16 Draft EIR?  


17 (No response)


18 PRESIDENT HILLIS:  Seeing none, we'll close 


19 public comment.  


20 Any Commissioner comments at this time?  


21 Commissioner Johnson?  


22 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON:  Thank you.  


23 As always, the environmental team does a 


24 fantastic job with the EIRs.  I will be reading it more 


25 closely and seeing if comments are warranted.  Some of 
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 1 the comments seem valid on looking at project 


 2 alternatives, but that's not usually the purview of the 


 3 EIR.  That will be for when we look at the project. 


 4  But I would just -- I'll be looking closely at 


 5 the project alternatives to make sure that maintenance 


 6 of the Civic Center Hotel, that alternative is sort of 


 7 properly described within the EIR.  But for now, good 


 8 job, staff.  


 9 Thank you.  


10 PRESIDENT HILLIS:  Commissioner Moore.


11 COMMISSIONER MOORE:  I looked closely at the 


12 Historic Preservation piece before seeing the letter 


13 that came in today.  It's actually exceptionally 


14 comprehensive and accurate and well illustrated in 


15 comparison to some of previous other reports.  


16 So I see this moving into a very clear, well 


17 prepared EIR as far as I can see at this moment.


18 PRESIDENT HILLIS:  Okay.  Thank you.  


19 And a reminder that written comments will be 


20 accepted until 5:00 p.m. on June 26th.


21 (Whereupon, the proceedings concluded


22  at  1:53 p.m)


23


24


25
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 1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA     )
                        )   ss.  


 2 COUNTY OF MARIN         )


 3 I, DEBORAH FUQUA, a Certified Shorthand 


 4 Reporter of the State of California, do hereby certify 


 5 that the foregoing proceedings were reported by me, a 


 6 disinterested person, and thereafter transcribed under 


 7 my direction into typewriting and is a true and correct 


 8 transcription of said proceedings.  


 9 I further certify that I am not of counsel or 


10 attorney for either or any of the parties in the 


11 foregoing proceeding and caption named, nor in any way 


12 interested in the outcome of the cause named in said 


13 caption.  


14 Dated the 29th day of June, 2017.  


15


16


17                                 DEBORAH FUQUA


18                                 CSR NO. 12948


19
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Frye, Tim (CPC)
Subject: FW: Requirement for COA for Cottage Row
Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:56:31 AM

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: lambertm1@aol.com [mailto:lambertm1@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:09 AM
To: andrew@tefarch.com
Cc: aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Requirement for COA for Cottage Row
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
It seems that one Planning Staff member has arbitrarily decided that the Zen garden project should be
advanced by RecPark without a COA.
 
Given the peculiar "on again, off again" COA history that this project has had, this latest action should at
least arouse your curiosity, if not be the basis of some sort of proactive response by the HPC. Otherwise,
people may come to think that the HPC is just somewhere they can submit materials that are convenient
to them.
 
Sincerely,
Marvin Lambert

-----Original Message-----
From: lambertm1 <lambertm1@aol.com>
To: elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>
Cc: tim.frye <tim.frye@sfgov.org>; tina.tam <tina.tam@sfgov.org>; pilar.lavalley
<pilar.lavalley@sfgov.org>; andrea.ruiz-esquide <andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.org>; abigail.maher
<abigail.maher@sfgov.org>; gary.mccoy <gary.mccoy@sfgov.org>; janice.perez
<janice.perez@sfgov.org>; manu.pradhan <manu.pradhan@sfgov.org>; delvin.washington
<delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; david.lindsay <david.lindsay@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tue, Oct 3, 2017 6:01 am
Subject: Requirement for COA for Cottage Row

Dear Elizabeth,
 
With all due respect, you are just wrong in determining that a COA is not required for
the Cottage Row project because of the fact that a building permit may not be
required. Apparently, you have only selectively read Sec 1005 when you state, as
copied from your email shown below, "do not trigger a building permit; therefore per
Planning Code Section 1005 they not require a Certificate of Appropriateness".

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Elizabeth.Gordon-Jonckheer@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:tim.frye@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:lambertm1@aol.com
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mailto:tim.frye@sfgov.org
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Sec 1005 also states the following:
 
2 (c)   Where so provided in the designating ordinance for a historic district, any or all
exterior changes visible from a public street or other public place shall require approval in
accordance with the provisions of this Article 10, regardless of whether or not a City permit is
required for such exterior changes. Such exterior changes may include, but shall not be
limited to, painting and repainting; landscaping; fencing; and installation of lighting fixtures
and other building appendages.
 
Apparently you have also not reviewed Section 7B of Appendix K, Article 10 of the
Planning Code which is part of the designating ordinance for the Bush St. -Cottage
Row Historic District which specifically references changes to retaining walls as
requiring a COA..
 
7B.   Exterior Changes Requiring Approval. A Certificate of Appropriateness shall be
required for all exterior changes within the Historic District that are visible from a public
street, the Cottage Row right-of-way, or the Cottage Row Mini Park. Such exterior changes
requiring approval shall include, but not be limited to, the installation or replacement of
fences, retaining walls, windows, security grates, lighting fixtures, and other building features
visible from the public way.
 
I hope you or someone copied on this email will take the time to review the above and
prevail on you to change your determination. I think that would be in everyone's
interest. Otherwise, I would feel quite confident in getting your ruling reversed at the
Board of Appeals.
 
Sincerely,
Marvin Lambert
 
 
 
 
From: Gordon‐Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2017 5:16 PM
To: Perez, Janice (REC) <janice.perez@sfgov.org>
Cc: Maher, Abigail (REC) <abigail.maher@sfgov.org>; Paul Osaki <POsaki@jcccnc.org>; Frye, Tim
(CPC)
<tim.frye@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Cottage Row
Hi Janice,
This email follows up on our conversation of earlier today. Tim and I reviewed the Cottage Row Mini Park
drawings from
September 21st as well as the iwagumi rock formation illustrations provided by Paul Osaki on September
26th. The
stones proposed for the garden project are in the low in height, in the range of two to three feet, and the
replacement
of the existing low retaining wall is also approximately 3 feet. Both items are considered changes to
landscape, not
identified in the designating ordinance, and do not trigger a building permit; therefore per Planning Code
Section 1005
they not require a Certificate of Appropriateness. Please provide the updated project description and
plans, and I will

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27Article%2010%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_Article10
mailto:janice.perez@sfgov.org
mailto:abigail.maher@sfgov.org
mailto:POsaki@jcccnc.org
mailto:tim.frye@sfgov.org


proceed with the CEQA exemption.
Thanks,
Elizabeth



From: Frye, Tim (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - HPC Commission Secretary
Cc: Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC); Smith, Desiree (CPC)
Subject: FW: Annual Report and Bimonthly Reports for HPC
Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:46:21 AM
Attachments: LBP Annual Report 2016-17.pdf

Legacy Program Regular Report 2017.06.pdf
Legacy Program Regular Report 2017.08 REVISED.pdf

Hi.
 
Please forward these report to the HPC per its previous request to begin receiving copies once they
are available.
 
Thank you!
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Legacy Business Program Annual Report for fiscal year 2016-17 (April 2016 through March 
2017) is the first annual report on the Legacy Business Program of the City and County of San 
Francisco. It summarizes activities of the Legacy Business Program, including the following: major 
accomplishments, the Legacy Business Registry, business assistance services, the Legacy 
Business Historic Preservation Fund, the Program budget and major upcoming activities. Highlights 
are included below. 
 
Major Accomplishments 
• Revised the Legacy Business Registry application and translated it into three languages. 
• Hired a full-time Legacy Business Program Manager. 
• Revised the Legacy Business Program website. 
• Added 76 Legacy Businesses to the Legacy Business Registry.  
• Issued the Business Assistance Grant for Legacy Businesses and approved 51 applications 


totaling $399,000. 
• Issued the Rent Stabilization Grant for landlords of Legacy Businesses. 
 
Legacy Business Registry 
 
The Legacy Business Program received 154 nominations from the Mayor and members of the 
Board of Supervisors through March 31, 2017. The Program received 103 applications, and 76 
businesses were added to the Legacy Business Registry.  
 


Fiscal Year 
Number of 


Nominations 
Received 


Number of 
Applications 


Received 


Number of Businesses 
Listed on the Legacy 


Business Registry 


Fiscal Year 2015-16 71 31 0 


Fiscal Year 2016-17 
through March 31, 2017 83 72 76 


ANNUAL REPORT TOTAL 154 103 76 


 
Business Assistance Services 
 
The Legacy Business Program has been working with a team of technical assistance providers 
including the San Francisco Small Business Development Center (SBDC), Working Solutions and 
the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights (LCCR) to assist businesses in need of lease negotiation, 
real estate assistance, one-on-one business consulting and other small business challenges. In 
total, the Legacy Business Program has provided technical assistance to 26 unduplicated clients for 
a total of 273 hours. Additionally, the Legacy Business Program has worked with the SBDC to make 
business training workshops available to all Legacy Business clients, free of cost. Topics included, 
but were not limited to, marketing, financial management, QuickBooks training, access to capital 
and technology. 
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Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund 
 
The Legacy Business Program approved Business Assistance Grants to all 51 of the 64 eligible 
Legacy Businesses that applied for the grant. The total amount approved for all grantees was 
$399,000, and the average grant award was $7,823.53 per grantee. 
 


Business 
Assistance Grant 


Number of Full-Time 
Equivalent Employees Grant Amount 


Total 798 $399,000 
Count 51 51 
Average 15.65 $7,823.53 
Median 8.00 $4,000.00 
 
The Legacy Business Program received 2 Rent Stabilization Grants from landlords of Legacy 
Businesses through March 31, 2017. The grant applications totaled $34,200.  
 


Rent Stabilization 
Grant 


Grant Amount 
Requested 


Total $34,200 
Count 2 
Average $17,100 
 
Program Budget 
 
Following is the estimated Legacy Business Program budget through fiscal year 2018-19. The level 
of interest in the Business Assistance Grant and Rent Stabilization Grant programs has been high. 
If the trend continues, grant awards may be lower than the allowable maximum beginning in fiscal 
year 2018-19 to accommodate the high demand. 
 


Budget Year Estimated 
Revenue 


Estimated 
Expenses 


Difference Between 
Revenue and Expenses 


Carryforward to 
Next Fiscal Year 


Fiscal Year 2016-17 $1,273,623 $695,469 $578,154 $501,850 
Fiscal Year 2017-18 $1,803,925 $1,632,805 $171,120 $171,120 
Fiscal Year 2018-19 $1,483,650 $1,483,650 $0 $0 
 
Major Upcoming Activities 
• Marketing and branding for the Legacy Business Registry. 
• Hiring of a full-time Business Assistance Project Manager at the SBDC. 
• Issuing and processing Business Assistance Grants for fiscal year 2017-18. 
• Processing Rent Stabilization Grants. 
• Analyzing the impacts of, and addressing the demand for, the Legacy Business Program grants. 
• Transferring the Legacy Business Program database into a custom-made database. 
• Providing resources and training to Legacy Businesses for succession planning. 
• Providing real estate technical assistance for Legacy Businesses. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
The Legacy Business Program is a groundbreaking initiative to recognize and preserve 
longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. San 
Francisco businesses – including retailers, restaurants, service providers, manufacturers, nonprofit 
organizations, and more – are the places that give the city its character. They’re the bedrock of our 
communities and a draw for tourists from around the world. Preserving our legacy businesses is 
critical to maintaining what it is that makes San Francisco a special place. 
 
Background of the Legacy Business Program 
 
A 2014 report by the City’s Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office showed the closure of small 
businesses had reached record numbers in San Francisco. Commercial rents in most 
neighborhoods had risen significantly. The report drew connections between the city’s high level of 
commercial evictions and skyrocketing rents. While rent control laws shield many residents from 
exorbitant rent hikes, no such laws exist for businesses. State law does not allow restrictions on 
commercial leases. An alternative effort to assist the city’s legacy businesses was needed. Inspired 
by programs in cities such as Buenos Aires, Barcelona and London, Supervisor David Campos 
proposed legislation and a ballot proposition that would become the Legacy Business Program. It 
was introduced in two phases. 
 
Phase one, which unanimously passed the Board of Supervisors in March 2015 and was signed by 
the Mayor on March 19, 2015, created the San Francisco Legacy Business Registry. To be listed 
on the Registry, businesses must be nominated by the Mayor or a member of the Board of 
Supervisors and determined by the Small Business Commission, after a noticed hearing, as having 
met the following criteria: 
 
1. The business has operated in San Francisco for 30 or more years, with no break in San 
Francisco operations exceeding two years.  
 
2. The business has contributed to the neighborhood's history and/or the identity of a particular 
neighborhood or community. 
 
3. The business is committed to maintaining the physical features or traditions that define the 
business, including craft, culinary or art forms. 
 
Phase two asked voters to create the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund, first-of-its-kind 
legislation that provides grants to both Legacy Business owners and property owners who agree to 
lease extensions with Legacy Business tenants.  
 
Proposition J, establishing the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund, was approved by 
voters in November 2015, with 56.97 percent in favor and 43.03 percent opposed. 
 
The Legacy Business Program in the San Francisco Administrative Code 
 
In the San Francisco Administrative Code, the Legacy Business Registry and the Legacy Business 
Historic Preservation Fund are addressed in sections 2A.242 and 2A.243, respectively. 
 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter2aexecutivebranch?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_2A.242

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter2aexecutivebranch?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_2A.243
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MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 
Following are major accomplishments for the Legacy Business Program from April 1, 2016, through 
March 31, 2017: 
 
• Revised the Legacy Business Registry application and had it translated into Spanish, Chinese 


and Tagalog. 
 


• Hired a full-time Legacy Business Program Manager, Richard Kurylo, who began working on 
July 5, 2016. 


 
• Revised the Legacy Business Program website: http://sfosb.org/legacy-business. 
 
• Began reviewing Legacy Business Registry applications and added 76 businesses to the 


Registry.  
 
• Issued the Business Assistance Grant for Legacy Businesses, reviewed and approved 51 


applications totaling $399,000, set up applicants as vendors with the City and County of San 
Francisco and processed and paid grants. 


 
• Issued the Rent Stabilization Grant for landlords of Legacy Businesses, received applications to 


be reviewed and set up applicants as vendors with the City and County of San Francisco. 
 



http://sfosb.org/legacy-business
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LEGACY BUSINESS REGISTRY 
 
The purpose of the Legacy Business Registry is to recognize and preserve longstanding, 
community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. The Registry is a tool 
for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their 
continued viability and success. 
 
Nominations for the Registry are made by the Mayor or a member of the Board of Supervisors on 
an ongoing basis. Nominations are limited to a total of 300 businesses per fiscal year (July 1 
through June 30). Businesses that are nominated for inclusion on the Registry and wish to be 
included on the Registry must pay a one-time non-refundable administrative fee of $50 to offset the 
costs of administering the program. 
 
Nominations, Applications and Business Listed on the Registry 
 
The following table shows the number of nominations received, the number of applications received 
and the number of businesses listed on the Legacy Business Registry for fiscal year 2015-16 and 
the first three quarters of fiscal year 2016-17.  
 
EXHIBIT 1: Number of Nominations, Applications and Legacy Businesses by Quarter 
 
Quarter 


Number of 
Nominations 


Received 


Number of 
Applications 


Received 


Number of Businesses 
Listed on the Legacy 


Business Registry 
2015 Quarter 3: 
July through September 0 NA1 0 


2015 Quarter 4: 
October through December 2 NA1 0 


2016 Quarter 1: 
January through March 21 NA1 0 


2016 Quarter 2: 
April through June 48 NA1 0 


Subtotal 
Fiscal Year 2015-16 71 31 0 


2016 Quarter 3: 
July through September 22 28 19 


2016 Quarter 4: 
October through December 37 29 45 


2017 Quarter 1: 
January through March 24 15 12 


Subtotal 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 


Through March 31, 2017 
83 72 76 


ANNUAL REPORT TOTAL 154 103 76 
 


Note: 
 
1Data by quarter is not available for fiscal year 2015-16. 
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Legacy Businesses 
 
The following table indicates the 76 Legacy Businesses that were placed on the Legacy Business 
Registry through March 31, 2017. The businesses are in alphabetical order, and only their main 
business addresses are listed. For a current list of all Legacy Businesses, including multiple San 
Francisco business locations for applicable businesses, please visit the Office of Small Business’ 
website at http://sfosb.org/legacy-business/registry. 
 
EXHIBIT 2: Legacy Businesses as of March 31, 2017 


Legacy Business Main Business 
Address District Nominator Date Placed 


on Registry 


Acción Latina 2958 24th St. 9 Edwin Lee 3/27/2017 
Anchor Oyster Bar 579 Castro St. 8 Scott Wiener 11/14/2016 
Arrow Stamp and Coin 
Company 2395 21st Ave. 4 Katy Tang 12/12/2016 


ArtHaus Gallery, LLC 411 Brannan St. 6 Jane Kim 2/27/2017 
Bay Area Video Coalition, 
Inc. 


2727 Mariposa St., 
Second Floor 9 Edwin Lee 11/28/2016 


Blue Bear School of Music 2 Marina Blvd. 2 Mark Farrell 11/28/2016 
Books Inc. 1501 Vermont St. 10 Mark Farrell 2/27/2017 
Booksmith, The 1644 Haight St. 5 London Breed 10/3/2016 
Bo's Flowers Stand 1520 Market St. 5 Jane Kim 11/28/2016 


Boudin Bakery 50 Francisco St., Suite 
200 3 Edwin Lee 3/27/2017 


Brazen Head, The 3166 Buchanan St. 2 Mark Farrell 8/22/2016 
Britex Fabrics 146 Geary St. 3 Aaron Peskin 12/12/2016 
Brownies Hardware 1563 Polk St. 3 Aaron Peskin 1/9/2017 
Café du Nord 2170 Market St. 8 Scott Wiener 11/28/2016 
Café International  508 Haight St. 5 London Breed 11/14/2016 
Caffe Trieste 601 Vallejo St. 3 Aaron Peskin 11/28/2016 
Cartoon Art Museum of 
California 781 Beach St.2 2 Edwin Lee 11/28/2016 


Castro Country Club 4058 18th St. 8 Scott Wiener 11/28/2016 
City Lights Booksellers and 
Publishers 261 Columbus Ave. 3 Aaron Peskin 11/14/2016 


Clarion Music Center 816 Sacramento St. 3 Aaron Peskin 12/12/2016 
Cole Hardware 956 Cole St. 5 London Breed 11/28/2016 


Community Boards 601 Van Ness Ave., 
Suite 2040 5 London Breed 8/8/2016 


Continued on next page 



http://sfosb.org/legacy-business/registry
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Continued from previous page 


Legacy Business Main Business 
Address District Nominator Date Placed 


on Registry 


Cove on Castro, The 434 Castro St. 8 Scott Wiener 12/12/2016 
Dance Brigade 3316 24th St. 9 David Campos 12/12/2016 
Doc's Clock 2575 Mission St. 9 David Campos 8/22/2016 
Dog Eared Books 900 Valencia St. 9 David Campos 10/3/2016 
EROS: The Center for Safe 
Sex 2051 Market St. 8 Jane Kim 11/14/2016 


Escape From New York 
Pizza 1737 Haight St. 5 London Breed 10/24/2016 


Faxon Garage 545 Faxon Ave. 7 Norman Yee 3/27/2017 


FLAX art & design Fort Mason Center, 2 
Marina Blvd, Building D 2 Jane Kim 2/13/2017 


Galeria de la Raza (Galeria 
Studio 24) 2851 24th St. 9 Edwin Lee 11/28/2016 


Gilmans Kitchens and Baths 228 Bayshore Blvd. 9 David Campos 8/8/2016 
Golden Bear Sportswear 200 Potrero Ave. 10 Edwin Lee 11/28/2016 
Golden Gate Fortune 
Cookies 56 Ross Alley 3 Aaron Peskin 12/12/2016 


Good Vibrations 603 Valencia St. 9 David Campos 1/9/2017 
Green Apple Books 506 Clement St. 1 Eric Mar 10/3/2016 
Gypsy Rosalie's Wigs & 
Vintage 1457 Powell St. 3 Aaron Peskin 10/24/2016 


Hamburger Haven 800 Clement St. 1 Eric Mar 12/12/2016 
Henry's House of Coffee 1618 Noriega St. 4 Katy Tang 10/3/2016 
Image Conscious 147 Tenth St. 6 Jane Kim 8/22/2016 
Instituto Familiar de la Raza 2919 Mission St. 9 David Campos 11/14/2016 
Joe's Ice Cream 5420 Geary Blvd. 1 Eric Mar 1/9/2017 
Lone Star Saloon 1354 Harrison St. 6 Jane Kim 8/8/2016 
Luxor Cab Company 2230 Jerrold Ave. 10 Jane Kim 11/14/2016 
Macchiarini Creative Design 
and Metalworks 1544 Grant Ave. 3 Aaron Peskin 8/8/2016 


Mission Neighborhood 
Health Center 240 Shotwell St. 9 David Campos 8/22/2016 


Moby Dick 4049 18th St. 8 David Campos 8/22/2016 
Navarro's Kenpo Karate 
Studio 860 Geneva Ave.3 11 David Campos 12/12/2016 


Continued on next page 
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Continued from previous page 


Legacy Business Main Business 
Address District Nominator Date Placed 


on Registry 


Oddball Films 275 Capp St. 9 David Campos 10/24/2016 
Pacific Café 7000 Geary Blvd. 1 Eric Mar 8/8/2016 
Papenhausen Hardware 32 West Portal Ave. 7 Norman Yee 11/14/2016 


Pier 23 Café Pier 23 The 
Embarcadero 3 Aaron Peskin 8/22/2016 


Precita Eyes Muralists 2981 24th St. 9 David Campos 8/8/2016 
Project Open Hand 730 Polk St. 6 Jane Kim 12/12/2016 


Real Food Company 2140 Polk St. 3 


Rescinded on 
2/23/17; 
Formerly Aaron 
Peskin4 


2/13/2017 


Retro Fit Vintage 910 Valencia St. 8 David Campos 3/27/2017 
Rolo San Francisco, Inc. 1301 Howard St. 8 Scott Wiener 2/13/2017 
Roxie Theater 3125 16th St. 8 Scott Wiener 8/22/2016 
Ruby's Clay Studio & Gallery 552A Noe St. 8 Scott Wiener 8/22/2016 
Sacred Grounds Café, The 2095 Hayes St. 5 London Breed 12/12/2016 
Sam Jordan's Bar 4004 3rd St. 10 Edwin Lee 12/12/2016 
Sam Wo Restaurant 713 Clay St. 3 Aaron Peskin 11/14/2016 
Sam's Gill and Seafood 
Restaurant 374 Bush St. 3 Aaron Peskin 11/28/2016 


San Francisco Heritage 2007 Franklin St. 2 Mark Farrell 11/28/2016 
San Francisco Prosthetic 
Orthotic Service 330 Divisadero St. 5 London Breed 12/12/2016 


SF Party 939 Post St. 6 Jane Kim 8/22/2016 
Specs’ 12 Adler Museum 
Café 12 Saroyan Place 3 Aaron Peskin 8/8/2016 


St. Francis Fountain 2801 24th St. 9 David Campos 11/14/2016 
Stud Bar, The 399 9th St. 6 Jane Kim 11/28/2016 
Toy Boat Dessert Café 401 Clement St. 1 Eric Mar 8/8/2016 
Twin Peaks Auto Care  598 Portola Dr. 7 Norman Yee 8/22/2016 
Two Jack’s Nik’s Place 
Seafood 401 Haight St. 5 London Breed 8/8/2016 


Valencia Whole Foods 999 Valencia St. 9 David Campos 12/12/2016 
Continued on next page 
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Continued from previous page 


Legacy Business Main Business 
Address District Nominator Date Placed 


on Registry 


VIP Coffee and Cake Shop 671 Broadway 3 Aaron Peskin 12/12/2016 
Zam Zam 1633 Haight St. 5 London Breed 12/12/2016 
Zeitgeist 199 Valencia St. 8 David Campos 10/3/2016 
 


Notes: 
 
2The original business address of Cartoon Art Museum when added to the Registry was 275 5th Street, Suite 
303 in District 6. 
 
3The original business address of Navarro’s Kenpo Karate Studio when added to the Registry was 3470 
Mission St. in District 9. 
 
4The nomination for Real Food Company was rescinded by the nominator after the Legacy Business was 
placed on the Registry. Rescinding a nomination after placement on the Registry does not remove a Legacy 
Business from the Registry. 
 
 


 
The Stud Collective, May 2017. (Photo Credit: Shot in the City) 
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Legacy Businesses Per Nominator 
 
The following table indicates the number of nominations for each nominator for the 76 Legacy 
Businesses that were placed on the Legacy Business Registry through March 31, 2017. The table 
lists the nominators from greatest to least number of nominations. 
 
EXHIBIT 3: Legacy Businesses Per Nominator as of March 31, 2017 


Nominator Number of Legacy 
Businesses 


Supervisor David Campos 15 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 13 
Supervisor Jane Kim 10 
Supervisor London Breed 9 
Mayor Edwin Lee 7 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 7 
Supervisor Eric Mar 5 
Supervisor Mark Farrell 4 
Supervisor Norman Yee 3 
Supervisor Katy Tang 2 
Rescinded; Formerly Supervisor Aaron Peskin 1 


TOTAL 76 
AVERAGE 7 


 
Legacy Businesses Per District 
 
The following table indicates the number of Legacy Businesses per supervisorial district for the 76 
Legacy Businesses that were placed on the Legacy Business Registry through March 31, 2017. 
The table lists the district for the main business address for each Legacy Business even if the 
Legacy Business has multiple locations included on the Registry. 
 
EXHIBIT 4: Legacy Businesses Per District as of March 31, 2017 


Supervisorial District Number of Legacy Businesses 


1 5 
2 5 
3 15 
4 2 
5 10 


   Continued on next page 
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Continued from previous page 


Supervisorial District Number of Legacy Businesses 


6 6 
7 3 
8 11 
9 14 


10 4 
11 1 


TOTAL 76 
AVERAGE 7 


 
Map of Legacy Businesses 
 
The following map shows the main locations for the 76 Legacy Businesses that were placed on the 
Legacy Business Registry through March 31, 2017. For a current map of all Legacy Businesses, 
please visit the following website: https://drive.google.com/open?id=1frl3u5gtCKQYycK-
hgkaQ45_nlo&usp=sharing 
 
EXHIBIT 5: Map of Legacy Businesses as of March 31, 2017 


 



https://drive.google.com/open?id=1frl3u5gtCKQYycK-hgkaQ45_nlo&usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1frl3u5gtCKQYycK-hgkaQ45_nlo&usp=sharing
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BUSINESS ASSISTANCE SERVICES 
 


SUMMARY OF SERVICES 
 
Summary 
 
The Legacy Business Program has been working with a team of technical assistance providers 
including the San Francisco Small Business Development Center (SBDC), Working Solutions and 
the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights (LCCR) to assist businesses in need of lease negotiation, 
real estate assistance, one-on-one business consulting and other small business challenges. In 
total, the Legacy Business Program has provided technical assistance to 26 unduplicated clients for 
a total of 273 hours. Additionally, the Legacy Business Program has worked with the SBDC to make 
business training workshops available to all Legacy Business clients, free of cost. Topics included, 
but were not limited to, marketing, financial management, QuickBooks training, access to capital 
and technology. 
 
EXHIBIT 6: Business Assistance Provided through March 31, 2017 


Number of Unduplicated 
Legacy Businesses Provided 


Business Assistance 


Number of Unduplicated 
Legacy Applicants Provided 


Business Assistance 
Hours of Assistance 


Provided 


21 5 273 
 
Client Needs 
 
Businesses were referred to partner agencies to receive assistance with their Legacy Business 
application. Businesses were paired with an advisor to complete the form, collect back-up 
documentation, complete the business narrative and submit the complete packet for review. 
Similarly, businesses were referred to technical assistance providers to help clients complete and 
submit their Legacy Business Assistance Grant application. 
 
Other businesses were referred to partner agencies due to immediate challenges threatening 
business operations, including the risk of displacement, insufficient cash, low revenue, poor cash 
flow and legal challenges. Such business were often paired with a team of advisors to address 
multiple threats at once. For example, some businesses worked with a marketing advisor to help 
increase sales, a financial management consultant to help with financial planning and cost control, 
a real estate agent to help relocate the business and a legal expert to help with legal threats. Other 
areas of need include business plan assistance, human resource support and accounting. 
 
Some Legacy Business clients sought out technical assistance without a direct referral. These 
businesses attended SBDC’s training workshops or requested one-on-one consulting from technical 
assistance providers. Training workshops are provided free of cost and cater to existing businesses 
looking to grow or implement proper business practices that promote long-term sustainability. Other 
businesses requested one-on-one consulting services from technical assistance providers to 
address specific concerns, including marketing, financial management, navigating city agencies, 
accounting, strategy, real estate assistance, lease negotiation, access to capital or assistance with 
the Legacy Business Program.  
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EXHIBIT 7: Business Assistance Provided by Working Solutions as of March 31, 2017, for 
Legacy Business Registry Applications and Legacy Business Program Grants  
Legacy Business or Legacy 
Business Registry Applicant Type of Assistance Provided Hours of Assistance 


Provided 


Bo's Flower Stand Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.00 


Brownies Hardware Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 
and Media Compilation 1.50 


Cal’s Automotive Center Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.50 
Canessa Gallery  Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 1.00 
Ermico Enterprises Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 4.00 
Gino and Carlo Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.00 
Good Vibrations Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 1.50 
Great American Music Hall Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.00 
Long Boat Jewelry Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.50 


Navarro’s Kenpo Karate Studio Registry Application: Narrative Assistance; 
Rent Stabilization Grant Assistance 2.00 


Rolo San Francisco Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 
and Media Compilation 2.50 


Sam Jordan’s Bar Registry Application: Narrative Assistance; 
Business Assistance Grant Assistance 2.50 


San Francisco Eagle Bar Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.50 
SB40/Carmen’s Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 4.00 
Zam Zam Registry Application: Narrative Assistance 2.00 


 TOTAL 34.50 
 


CASE REPORTS 
 
Case Report: Navarro’s Kenpo Karate Studio 
It’s a Family Affair 
 
For the last 51 years, the Navarro family has been an anchor in the Mission District. Their Navarro 
Kenpo Karate Studio, commonly known as Navarro’s Martial Arts Academy, has taught thousands 
of students – both youth and adults – over all those years. It’s no wonder that when Carlos and his 
daughter Rubie walk down the streets of the Mission they are warmly greeted by people they know.  
 
Carlos Navarro, a Supreme Great Grand Master and a high level black belt in Kenpo Karate, 
started his business in 1966 out of his garage. He soon outgrew the garage as word of mouth 
began to spread. Carlos moved to a location in the Mission in the 1970s where the Navarro studio 
grew quite quickly and became well known within the world of martial arts. The Academy teaches 
Kenpo Karate, Muay Thai, Eskrima, cardio kickboxing, weightlifting, aerobics, yoga, Zumba, Self-
Defense for Women and Jiu-Jitsu. 
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Carlos is known as the “Professor,” and some of his family members have appeared in movies and 
music videos. They even did voiceovers for some television episodes of Sesame Street. Some of 
Carlos’ students have gone on to become masters and perform as stuntmen in movies or work in 
security protecting celebrities or have joined the police force.  
 
Other Navarro family members are involved in the business, making it truly a family affair. Elba, 
Carlos’ wife, does the bookkeeping. His son Frank is an instructor, and his daughter Elvira 
produces the awards for the many competitions Navarro’s students participate in.  
 
Throughout his career, Carlos has worked with youth to teach them fitness, discipline, respect and 
confidence, and keep them away from drugs and gang activity. His hard work has not gone 
unnoticed. Mayors Joseph Alioto, Dianne Feinstein and Frank Jordan; Supervisors Harvey Milk and 
David Campos; State Assemblymember David Chiu; State Senator Mark Leno and others have 
honored Carlos for the work he has done within the community. Recently, on May 8, 2017, Carlos 
was honored again by the University of San Francisco’s School of Management with the Gellert 
Award which is bestowed on family-owned businesses who have done outstanding work within the 
community. 
 
The Navarro studio had occupied two Mission Street locations and was forced out of its last location 
due to an incredibly high rent increase in December 2016. At one point, Carlos and Rubie thought 
they would have to close the business. Thanks to the Legacy Business Program, the SF Shines 
program, the hard work of Working Solutions’ Iris Lee and John Rodriguez, and the SBDC’s Jim 
Nguyen and Valerie Camarda and its Director Angel Cardoz, Navarro’s is back on track to continue 
its good work in the community. Now, happily ensconced at 960 Geneva Ave., the brand new studio 
shines with a beautiful new well-equipped studio. New students are lining up to enroll, while past 
students are re-enrolling and bringing their own children to reap the benefits Navarro’s has to offer.   
 
Case Report: Zam Zam 
The Legendary Martini on Haight Street 
 
Zam Zam is a Haight Street cocktail establishment featuring a curved bar serving classic cocktails 
complete with a vintage cash register, mural and jukebox. The bar has a distinct Persian theme to it 
and has been operating in the Upper Haight District of San Francisco since 1941. 
 
As a long-term cocktail bar feeling the pressures of increasing rents in San Francisco, Zam Zam 
sought out to be listed on the Legacy Business Registry in order to take advantage of available 
funds and also gain recognition through the program. Zam Zam was connected to the Retention & 
Relocation Program at Working Solutions to assist with their Legacy Business Registry application. 
 
Zam Zam has a very thorough and storied history in the Upper Haight District and was a natural fit 
for the Legacy Business Program. When completing the application, it became apparent that some 
extra work needed to be put into the Historical Narrative section, which details the story and legacy 
of the establishment and makes the case for its inclusion on the Registry. Working Solutions 
assisted the client with compiling the Historical Narrative by sitting down with owner Robert Clarke 
and discussing the history and significance of the bar and outlining reasons why the Upper Haight’s 
character would be forever changed without it. 
 
Once the Historical Narrative was completed, the application was submitted to the Legacy Business 
Program for review. Zam Zam’s application received a positive recommendation from the Historic 
Preservation Committee and was added to the Legacy Business Registry by the Small Business 
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Commission on December 12, 2016. Zam Zam is eligible to apply for an annual Business 
Assistance Grant, and their landlord is eligible to apply for a Rent Stabilization Grant if Zam Zam is 
provided with a long-term lease. 
 
Case Report: The Stud 
Here to Stay 
 
One of San Francisco’s oldest and legendary gay bars, The Stud, was on the verge of closing last 
summer when their building was sold, and the business owner, Michael McHelhaney, faced a 300 
percent rent hike. After decades of managing the business, Michael decided to sell the business 
and move out of the city.  
 
In response to community outcry, a collective of 15 members, including artists, performers, 
business managers and community members, came together to help overcome the business 
challenges and save the iconic bar. The team worked tirelessly to establish a worker-owned 
cooperative, secure funding, negotiate a lease and purchase the business. Their efforts would not 
only help combat the economic forces that are forcing many small businesses out of San Francisco, 
but they would also help preserve a historic and valuable anchor business for the Tenderloin/SOMA 
LGBT Heritage District while retaining existing jobs in the community. 
 
The Stud worked closely with the San Francisco Small Business Development Center (SBDC) and 
Working Solutions to help overcome many of these challenges. The SBDC paired The Stud with a 
Financial Management advisor to help the collective develop a financial plan, identify capital needs 
and support management with financial decisions. The Stud was also paired with a Business Plan 
and a Human Resources advisor to help the team write a business plan and better understand the 
regulatory requirements when hiring employees. Finally, The Stud worked with consultants from 
Working Solutions to help The Stud negotiate a lease, apply for the Legacy Business Registry and 
navigate the local license and permits process.  
 
Thanks to the collective’s passion, hard work, and wholehearted commitment to keeping the 50-
year legacy alive, the team was able to secure the funding necessary to purchase the business, 
negotiate a new lease and help current employees keep their existing jobs. Moreover, the team was 
able to secure their Legacy Business status, which will help The Stud access local grants to further 
their business retention efforts.  
 
The Stud continues to work with the SBDC and Working Solutions to help ensure the long-term 
sustainability of the business. It is their spirit of collaboration, artistry, community and perseverance, 
which is so uniquely San Francisco, that has helped the business overcome many challenges in the 
past and will help the collective continue their legacy for many more years to come. 
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LEGACY BUSINESS HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND 
 
The purpose of the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund is to maintain San Francisco's 
cultural identity and to foster civic engagement and pride by assisting long-operating businesses to 
remain in the city. 
 
Long-operating businesses in San Francisco foster civic engagement and pride as neighborhood 
gathering spots, and contribute to San Francisco's cultural identity. 
 
In San Francisco's current economic climate, many otherwise successful, long-operating 
businesses are at risk of displacement, despite continued value to the community and a record of 
success. 
 
In recent years, San Francisco has witnessed the loss of many long-operating businesses because 
of increased rents or lease terminations. 
 
To the extent that property owners have little incentive to retain longstanding tenants, a long-
operating business that does not own its commercial space or have a long-term lease is particularly 
vulnerable to displacement. A viable strategy for securing the future stability of San Francisco's 
long-operating businesses is to provide incentives for them to stay in the community, and incentives 
for their landlords to enter into long-term leases with such businesses. 
 
Through the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund, Legacy Businesses on the Registry may 
receive Business Assistance Grants of $500 per full-time equivalent employee per year, while 
landlords who extend the leases of such businesses for at least 10 years may receive Rent 
Stabilization Grants of $4.50 per square foot of space leased per year. The business grants are 
capped at $50,000 annually; the landlord grants are capped at $22,500 a year. 
 


BUSINESS ASSISTANCE GRANT 
 
Business Assistant Grants are used to promote the long-term stability of Legacy Businesses and 
help them remain in San Francisco. The grant pays up to $500 per full-time equivalent employee 
(FTE) per year up to a maximum of 100 FTEs. 
 
“Full-time equivalent employees” are defined as the number of employees employed in San 
Francisco by a Legacy Business as of the immediately preceding June 30, which is determined by 
adding, for each employee employed as of that date, the employee's average weekly hours over the 
preceding 12 months (July 1-June 30), dividing the result by 40, and rounding to the nearest full 
employee. 
 
For fiscal year 2016-17, the Business Assistance Grant application deadline was extended from 
September 30 to December 15, which increased the number of eligible applicants from 19 to 64. Of 
the 64 Legacy Businesses as of December 15, 2016, a total of 51 applied for a Business 
Assistance Grant. The average applicant had 15.65 FTEs and received a grant of $7,823.53, 
totaling $399,000 for all grantees. 
 
For more information about the Business Assistance Grant, please visit http://sfosb.org/legacy-
business/businessgrant. 



http://sfosb.org/legacy-business/businessgrant

http://sfosb.org/legacy-business/businessgrant
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Business Assistance Grant Awards 
 
The following indicates Business Assistance Grant awards for fiscal year 2016-17, including the 
name of the recipient, the number of FTEs, the grant amount and the proposed use of funds.  
 
EXHIBIT 8: Business Assistance Grant Awards for Fiscal Year 2016-17 


Legacy Business Number 
of FTEs 


Grant 
Amount Proposed Use of Funds 


Anchor Oyster Bar 11 $5,500 Tenant Improvements $5,500 
Arrow Stamp & Coin Co. 1 $500 Inventory $500 
Bay Area Video Coalition, Inc.5 25 $12,500 Rent $12,500 
Blue Bear School of Music5 9 $4,500 Marketing/Promotion $4,500 
Booksmith, The 10 $5,000 Equipment/Technology $5,000 
Bo's Flower Stand 1 $500 Rent $500 
Brazen Head 11 $5,500 Rent $5,500 
Cafe International 1 $500 Rent $500 
Caffe Trieste 7 $3,500 Tenant Improvements $3,500 
Cartoon Art Museum5 3 $1,500 Human Resources $1,500 
City Lights Booksellers and 
Publishers 17 $8,500 Façade Improvements 


Marketing/Promotion 
$7,929 


$571 
Clarion Music Center 3 $1,500 Rent $1,500 
Cole Hardware 75 $37,500 Rent $37,500 
Community Boards5 2 $1,000 Marketing/Promotion $1,000 
Doc's Clock 3 $1,500 Tenant Improvements $1,500 
Dog Eared Books 11 $5,500 Tenant Improvements $5,500 
EROS: The Center for Safe Sex 6 $3,000 Marketing/Promotion $3,000 
Escape from New York Pizza 76 $38,000 Tenant Improvements $38,000 
Gilman's Kitchens and Baths 12 $6,000 Rent $6,000 
Golden Bear Sportswear 22 $11,000 Human Resources $11,000 
Golden Gate Fortune Cookies 2 $1,000 Equipment/Technology $1,000 


Green Apple Books 32 $16,000 
Associate Membership 


Rent 
Tenant Improvements 


$2,100 
$233 


$13,667 
Gypsy Rosalie's Wigs and Vintage 1 $500 Façade Improvements $500 
Hamburger Haven 5 $2,500 Rent $2,500 
Henry's House of Coffee 8 $4,000 Tenant Improvements $4,000 


Continued on next page 
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Continued from previous page 


Legacy Business Number 
of FTEs 


Grant 
Amount Proposed Use of Funds 


Image Conscious 10 $5,000 Façade Improvements $5,000 
Lone Star Saloon 2 $1,000 Rent $1,000 


Luxor Cab Company 22 $11,000 Marketing/Promotion 
Rent 


$1,000 
$10,000 


Macchiarini Creative Design and 
Metalworks 3 $1,500 


ADA Improvements 
Archiving 


Tenant Improvements 


$250 
$250 


$1,000 
Mission Neighborhood Health Center5 100 $50,000 Tenant Improvements $50,000 


Moby Dick 8 $4,000 Equipment/Technology 
Human Resources 


$3,000 
$1,000 


Navarro's Kenpo Karate Studio 1 $500 Rent $500 
Oddball Films 2 $1,000 Equipment/Technology $1,000 
Pacific Café 9 $4,500 Rent $4,500 


Papenhausen Hardware 8 $4,000 
Equipment/Technology 


Marketing/Promotion 
Tenant Improvements 


$1,400 
$1,000 
$1,500 


Pier 23 Café 38 $19,000 Tenant Improvements $19,000 
Precita Eyes Muralists5 5 $2,500 Rent $2,500 


Project Open Hand5 97 $48,500 Façade Improvements 
Tenant Improvements 


$23,500 
$25,000 


Roxie Theater5 10 $5,000 Rent $5,000 
Sacred Grounds Café 4 $2,000 Rent $2,000 
Sam Jordan's Bar 3 $1,500 Tenant Improvements $1,500 


Sam Wo Restaurant 19 $9,500 Marketing/Promotion 
Tenant Improvements 


$6,300 
$3,200 


Sam's Grill and Seafood Restaurant 23 $11,500 Rent $11,500 
San Francisco Prosthetic Orthotic 
Service 13 $6,500 Human Resources $6,500 


SF Party 16 $8,000 Tenant Improvements $8,000 
Specs 12 Adler Museum & Café 3 $1,500 Tenant Improvements $1,500 
St. Francis Fountain 11 $5,500 Tenant Improvements $5,500 


Toy Boat Dessert Café 4 $2,000 Façade Improvements 
Tenant Improvements 


$1,000 
$1,000 


Continued on next page 
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Continued from previous page 


Legacy Business Number 
of FTEs 


Grant 
Amount Proposed Use of Funds 


Valencia Whole Foods 6 $3,000 Façade Improvements $3,000 
Zam Zam 2 $1,000 Tenant Improvements $1,000 
Zeitgeist 25 $12,500 Equipment/Technology $12,500 


TOTAL 798 $399,000  $399,000 
COUNT 51 51   


AVERAGE 15.65 $7,823.53   
MEDIAN 8.00 $4,000.00   


FOR-PROFIT AVERAGE 12.72 $6,360.47   
NONPROFIT AVERAGE 31.38 $15,687.50   


 


Note: 
 
5Nonprofit organization. 
 
Proposed Use of Funds 
 
Consistent with the purpose of the Legacy Business Historic Preservation Fund as set forth in 
Administrative Code section 2A.243(a), Business Assistance Grant funds shall be used only to 
promote the long-term stability of Legacy Businesses or to help Legacy Businesses remain in San 
Francisco. The following table is a summary of how applicants intend to use the grant funds to 
support the continuation of their businesses as a Legacy Businesses. 
 
EXHIBIT 9: Proposed Use of Business Assistance Grant Funds for Fiscal Year 2016-17 
Proposed Use of Funds Amount Percent of Total 
Archiving $250 0.06% 
Associate Membership $2,100 0.53% 
Equipment/Technology $23,900 5.99% 
Façade Improvements $40,929 10.26% 
Human Resources $20,000 5.01% 
Inventory $500 0.13% 
Marketing/Promotion $17,471 4.38% 
Rent $103,733 26.00% 


Tenant Improvements $189,867 47.59% 


TOTAL $399,000 100.00%6 
 


Note: 
 
6Percentage does not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 
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RENT STABILIZATION GRANT 
 
The Rent Stabilization Grant (http://sfosb.org/legacy-business/rentgrant) is used to provide an 
incentive for landlords to enter into long-term leases with Legacy Businesses. 
 
Per San Francisco Administrative Code section 2A.243(c)(1), “Subject to the budgetary and fiscal 
provisions of the City Charter, the Office of Small Business shall award an annual grant to a 
landlord that, on or after January 1, 2016, enters into an agreement with a Legacy Business that 
leases real property in San Francisco to the Legacy Business for a term of at least 10 years or 
extends the term of the Legacy Business's existing lease to at least 10 years, for each year of a 
lease entered into on or after January 1, 2016, or each year that was added to an existing lease on 
or after January 1, 2016 (e.g., an existing five-year lease that is extended to 20 years on January 1, 
2016 would entitle the landlord to 15 years of grants)…” 
 
The Rent Stabilization Grant was issued on Monday, February 27, 2017. The following table 
indicates Rent Stabilization Grant applications received as of March 31, 2017. Grants will be 
processed in the fourth quarter of fiscal year 2016-17. 
 
EXHIBIT 10: Rent Stabilization Grant Applications Received as of March 31, 2017 


Landlord of Legacy Business Address of Legacy 
Business Date Received Grant Amount 


Requested 


EROS: The Center for Safe Sex 2051 Market Street March 13, 2017 $22,500 
Navarro’s Kenpo Karate Studio 960 Geneva Ave. March 28, 2017 $11,700 


TOTAL   $34,200 
COUNT   2 


AVERAGE   $17,100 
 


 
Working Solutions Invest In Dreams Breakfast, May 2017. Pictured from left to right: Emily Gasner, John 
Rodriguez and Iris Lee, Working Solutions; Rubie Navarro and Carlos Navarro, Navarro’s Kenpo Karate 
Studio; Regina Dick-Endrizzi and Richard Kurylo, San Francisco Office of Small Business; Victor Wong, 
Working Solutions. 



http://sfosb.org/legacy-business/rentgrant
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PROGRAM BUDGET 
 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 
 
The following table indicates estimated revenue and expenses for the Legacy Business Program for 
fiscal year 2016-17. 
 
EXHIBIT 11: Legacy Business Program Budget for Fiscal Year 2016-17 


Budget Item Estimated 
Revenue 


Estimated 
Expenses 


Difference 
Between 


Revenue and 
Expenses 


Carryforward 
to Next Fiscal 


Year 


Staffing     
9774: Legacy Business Program 
Manager + Fringe Benefits $143,037 $143,037 $0 $0 


9772: Business Assistance Project 
Manager + Fringe Benefits $96,586 $20,282 $76,304 $0 


Subtotal Staffing $239,623 $163,319 $76,304 $0 
Program Expenses     


Translation Services 
$28,000 


$5,473 
$21,039 $21,039 


Marketing (Branding; Collateral) $1,488 
Subtotal Program Expenses $28,000 $6,961 $21,039 $21,039 


Application Fees     
Carryforward Application Fees 
(From Fiscal Year 2015-16) $1,400 $0 $1,400 $1,400 


Application Fees $4,600 $0 $4,600 $4,600 
Subtotal Application Fees $6,000 $0 $6,000 $6,000 


Grants     
Business Assistance Grant 


$1,000,000 
$399,000 


$474,811 $474,811 
Rent Stabilization Grant $126,1897 


Subtotal Grants $1,000,000 $525,189 $474,811 $474,811 
TOTAL $1,273,623 $695,469 $578,154 $501,850 


 


Notes: 
 
7Based on 7 applications: 2 received by March 31, 2017; 3 received after March 31, 2017; and 2 anticipated 
by June 30, 2017, with the anticipated applications calculated as $4.50 per square foot with an average of 
4,000 square feet. 
 
 







24 


Fiscal Year 2017-18 
 
The following table indicates estimated revenue and expenses for the Legacy Business Program for 
fiscal year 2017-18. 
 
EXHIBIT 12: Proposed Legacy Business Program Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-18 


Budget Item Estimated 
Revenue 


Estimated 
Expenses 


Difference 
Between 


Revenue and 
Expenses 


Carryforward 
to Next Fiscal 


Year 


Staffing     
9774: Legacy Business Program 
Manager + Fringe Benefits $147,524 $147,524 $0 $0 


9772: Business Assistance Project 
Manager + Fringe Benefits $129,351 $129,351 $0 $0 


Subtotal Staffing $276,875 $276,875 $0 $0 
Program Expenses     


Carryforward Program Expenses 
(From Fiscal Year 2016-17) $21,039 


$41,439 
$0 $0 


Translation Services 
$20,400 


$0 $0 
Marketing (Branding; Collateral) $0 $0 


Subtotal Program Expenses $41,439 $41,439 $0 $0 
Application Fees     


Carryforward Application Fees 
(From Fiscal Year 2016-17) $6,000 


$10,800 
$0 $0 


Application Fees $4,8008 $0 $0 
Subtotal Application Fees $10,800 $10,800 $0 $0 


Grants     
Carryforward Grants 
(From Fiscal Year 2016-17) 


$1,474,811 
$0 $0 $0 


Business Assistance Grant $951,0519 
$171,120 $171,120 


Rent Stabilization Grant $352,64010 
Subtotal Grants $1,474,811 $1,303,691 $171,120 $171,120 


TOTAL $1,803,925 $1,632,805 $171,120 $171,120 
 


Notes: 
 


8Eight applications per month at $50 per application. 
 


9Calculated as $515 per FTE ($500 plus an estimated 3.00 percent Consumer Price Index increase) with an 
average of 15.65 FTEs per Business Assistance Grant applicant for a total of 118 applicants (the number of 
Legacy Businesses expected through September 30, 2017). 
 


10Calculated as $4.64 per square foot ($4.50 plus an estimated 3.00 percent Consumer Price Index increase) 
with an average of 4,000 square feet per Rent Stabilization Grant applicant for 19 applicants (10 percent of 
the 190 Legacy Businesses expected through June 30, 2018). 
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Fiscal Year 2018-19 
 
The following table indicates estimated revenue and expenses for the Legacy Business Program for 
fiscal year 2018-19.  
 
EXHIBIT 13: Estimated Legacy Business Program Budget for Fiscal Year 2018-19 


Budget Item Estimated 
Revenue 


Estimated 
Expenses 


Difference 
Between 


Revenue and 
Expenses 


Carryforward 
to Next Fiscal 


Year 


Staffing     
9774: Legacy Business Program 
Manager + Fringe Benefits $153,056 $153,056 $0 $0 


9772: Business Assistance Project 
Manager + Fringe Benefits $134,274 $134,274 $0 $0 


Subtotal Staffing $287,330 $287,330 $0 $0 
Program Expenses     


Carryforward Program Expenses 
(From Fiscal Year 2017-18) $0 $0 $0 $0 


Translation Services 
$20,400 $20,400 


$0 $0 
Marketing (Branding; Collateral) $0 $0 


Subtotal Program Expenses $20,400 $20,400 $0 $0 
Application Fees     


Carryforward Application Fees 
(From Fiscal Year 2017-18) $0 $0 $0 $0 


Application Fees $4,80011 $4,800 $0 $0 
Subtotal Application Fees $4,800 $4,800 $0 $0 


Grants     
Carryforward Grants 
(From Fiscal Year 2017-18) 


$1,171,120 
$0 $0 $0 


Business Assistance Grant $892,63612 
$0 $0 


Rent Stabilization Grant $278,48413 
Subtotal Grants $1,171,120 $1,171,120 $0 $0 


TOTAL $1,483,650 $1,483,650 $0 $0 
 


Notes: 
 
11Eight applications per month at $50 per application. 
 
12Calculated as $266.53 per FTE with an average of 15.65 FTEs per Business Assistance Grant applicant for 
a total of 214 applicants (the number of Legacy Businesses expected through September 30, 2018). 
 
13Calculated as $3.66 per square foot with an average of 4,000 square feet for the 19 prior year Rent 
Stabilization Grant applicants and $0 for any new applicants. Total does not multiply to $278,484 due to 
rounding. 
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MAJOR UPCOMING ACTIVITIES 
 
Following are major upcoming activities for the Legacy Business Program for the fourth quarter of 
fiscal year 2016-17 and for fiscal year 2017-18: 
 
• Marketing and branding for the Legacy Business Registry including logo development, brand 


identity, branding, website design and marketing to promote Legacy Businesses. 
 
• Hiring of a full-time Business Assistance Project Manager at the Small Business Development 


Center to provide business technical assistance to Legacy Businesses. 
 
• Issuing and processing the Business Assistance Grant for fiscal year 2017-18, which will be 


translated into Spanish, Chinese and Tagalog. 
 
• Processing Rent Stabilization Grants. 
 
• Developing policies to measure and analyze the impacts of the Business Assistance Grant and 


Rent Stabilization Grant, and developing protocols to address the growing demand for the 
grants. 


 
• Transferring the Legacy Business Program database into a custom-made Salesforce database 


to improve customer relationship management. 
 
• Providing resources and training to Legacy Businesses for succession planning in partnership 


with the San Francisco Small Business Development Center, the Democracy at Work Institute 
and the University of San Francisco’s Gellert Family Business Resource Center. 


 
• Providing real estate technical assistance and researching new opportunities for assisting 


Legacy Businesses with the purchase of commercial buildings and commercial spaces. 
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CONTACT INFORMATION 
 
 
SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
 
Mark Dwight, President 
Stephen Adams, Vice-President 
Kathleen Dooley, Commissioner 
William Ortiz-Cartagena, Commissioner 
Paul Tour-Sarkissian, Commissioner 
Irene Yee Riley, Commissioner 
Miriam Zouzounis, Commissioner 
 
 
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 
 
Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director 
 
 
LEGACY BUSINESS PROGRAM 
 
Richard Kurylo, Program Manager 
 
Internet: http://sfosb.org/legacy-business 
 
Email:  legacybusiness@sfgov.org 
 
Phone:  (415) 554-6680 
 
Fax:  (415) 558-7844 
 
Mail:  Legacy Business Program 


Office of Small Business 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall Room 110 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4681 


 



http://sfosb.org/legacy-business

mailto:legacybusiness@sfgov.org
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Legacy Business Program 


Bimonthly Report 
May and June 2017 


 
Introduction 
This Legacy Business Program Bimonthly Report for May and June 2017 summarizes activities of the 
Legacy Business Program, including the following: statistics, nominations received, business types, 
major accomplishments, the Business Assistance Grant, the Rent Stabilization Grant, press and major 
upcoming activities. 
 
 
Statistics (May and June 2017) 


Nominations and Applications May 2017 June 2017 Fiscal Year 
(2016-17) 


Program 
Total 


Nominations Received 5 2 101 171 
Applications Received 4 4 86 116 
Application Fees Received $150 $150 $4,100 $5,400 
Applications Reviewed by the 
Historic Preservation Commission 2 7 97 97 


Applications Reviewed by the Small 
Business Commission 4 6 93 93 


Businesses Placed on the Legacy 
Business Registry 4 6 93 93 


 
 
Nominations Received (May and June 2017) 


Business Name District Nominator Date Nomination 
Received 


Ave Bar, The 7 Supervisor Norman Yee 6/29/2017 
Casa Sanchez 10 Mayor Edwin Lee 6/19/2017 
Elite Sport Soccer 9 Supervisor Hillary Ronen 5/9/2017 
Great American Music Hall 6 Supervisor Jane Kim 5/9/2017 
Izzy's Steaks and Chops 2 Supervisor Mark Farrell 5/24/2017 
Jeffrey's Toys 3 Mayor Edwin Lee 5/16/2017 
Shanti Project 6 Supervisor Jane Kim 5/9/2017 
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Business Types (Through June 30, 2017) 


 
For-Profit 


Businesses 
Nonprofit 


Organizations Total 
Percentage 
Nonprofit 


Organizations 
Legacy Business Registry 75 18 93 19.4% 
San Francisco 116,8031 7,0052 123,808 5.7% 
 
 
Major Accomplishments (May and June 2017) 
• Presented 10 Legacy Business Registry applications to the Small Business Commission. The 


Commission included all 10 applicants on the Registry. 
• Submitted 10 Legacy Business applications to the Historic Preservation Commission for review. 
• Created a Google Map of Legacy Businesses: 


https://drive.google.com/open?id=1frl3u5gtCKQYycK-hgkaQ45_nlo&usp=sharing. 
• Transferred the Legacy Business Registry database into a custom-made Salesforce database to 


improve customer relationship management. 
• Submitted revised Rules and Regulations to the Clerk of the Board for the Rent Stabilization Grant. 
• Sent a survey to Legacy Businesses regarding succession planning in partnership with the 


Democracy at Work Institute; received 16 completed surveys. 
• Issued the Legacy Business Program Annual Report for fiscal year 2016-17. 
• Issued the Business Assistance Grant for fiscal year 2017-18 in four different languages: English, 


Chinese, Spanish and Tagalog.  
 
 
Business Assistance Grant 
 
DEFINITION OF “EMPLOYEE” 
 
The Office of Small Business is considering a slight revision in the definition of “employee” for the 
Business Assistance Grant. This definition is only included in the application documents and not in the 
Rules and Regulations. The Office of Small Business is getting a determination from the City 
Attorney’s Office as to whether this should be an adjustment in the application documents or an 
addition to the Rules and Regulations. 
 
Present definition of “employee” for the Business Assistance Grant: 
• If there is payroll with any employees, then the applicant should use IRS determinations regarding 


employees (e.g., the owner(s) is not included unless he/she is in payroll him/herself). 
• If there is no payroll and no employees, then the owner(s) may be considered an employee(s) 


regarding the grant because the owner(s) is serving in that capacity. Please provide verification. 
 


                                                 
1 All firms, 2012, U.S. Census Bureau, 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia,US/SBO001212#viewtop. 
2 Office of Economic and Workforce Development, http://oewd.org/nonprofits-0. 
 
 
 



https://drive.google.com/open?id=1frl3u5gtCKQYycK-hgkaQ45_nlo&usp=sharing

https://www.irs.gov/businesses/small-businesses-self-employed/businesses-with-employees

https://www.irs.gov/businesses/small-businesses-self-employed/businesses-with-employees

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia,US/SBO001212#viewtop

http://oewd.org/nonprofits-0
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Proposed definition of “employee” for the Business Assistance Grant: 
• For all applicants, if there is payroll with any employees, then the applicant should use IRS 


determinations regarding employees (e.g., the owner(s) is not included unless he/she is in payroll 
him/herself). 


• For for-profit businesses, if there is no payroll and no employees, then the owner(s) may be 
considered an employee(s) regarding the grant because the owner(s) is serving in that capacity. 
Please provide verification. 


• For nonprofit organizations, if there is no payroll and no employees, then the number of reported 
full-time equivalent employees shall be 1. 


 
REMOVAL OF A LEGACY BUSINESS FROM THE REGISTRY 
 
Rules and Regulations for the removal of a Legacy Business from the Registry will be presented to the 
Small Business Commission in upcoming months. It will include a proposal about Legacy Businesses 
retaining their names. 
 
BUSINESSES WITH MULTIPLE DIVISIONS 
 
Rules and regulations or a policy regarding businesses with multiple divisions will be presented to the 
Small Business Commission in upcoming months. For example, The Gap, Inc. operates five primary 
divisions: The Gap, Banana Republic, Old Navy, Intermix and Athleta. If The Gap, Inc. were to become 
a Legacy Business, would all five divisions be eligible for listing on the Registry? Could or should a 
division apply to become a Legacy Business?  
 
 
Rent Stabilization Grant (Program Total Through June 30, 2017) 
 


Landlord of Legacy Business Address of Legacy 
Business 


Date 
Received 


Grant Amount 
Requested 


Grant 
Approved? 


EROS: The Center for Safe Sex 2051 Market Street 3/13/2017 $22,500 Yes 


Navarro’s Kenpo Karate Studio 960 Geneva Ave. 3/28/2017 $11,700 Yes 


Gilmans Screens and Kitchens 228 Bayshore Blvd. 4/11/2017 $22,500 Yes 


Flax Art & Design 2 Marina Blvd., 
Building D, First Floor 4/25/2017 $22,500 No 


Sam's Grill & Seafood 
Restaurant 374 Bush St. 4/25/2017 $21,069 Yes 


St. Francis Fountain 2801 24th St. 4/27/2017 $12,420 Yes 


TOTAL   $112,689 
$90,189 


All 
“Yes” Only 


AVERAGE   $18,782 
$18,038 


All 
“Yes” Only 


 



https://www.irs.gov/businesses/small-businesses-self-employed/businesses-with-employees

https://www.irs.gov/businesses/small-businesses-self-employed/businesses-with-employees
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Press (March through July 2017) 
 
Legacy Business Program could save your favorite Seattle business  
My Northwest, March 1, 2017 
 
Sourdough staple Boudin Bakery to receive slice of Legacy Business Program 
San Francisco Examiner, March 4, 2017 
 
Protecting small Latino businesses in SF Mission District 
KTVU, March 15, 2017 
 
4 a.m. last call could revive San Francisco’s nightlife 
San Francisco Chronicle, March 16, 2017 
 
Castro's ROLO Enters Fourth Decade With New Sportswear Store 
Hoodline, March 17, 2017 
 
Time's Up For Doc's Clock Dive Bar In Final Weeks Before Move 
Hoodline, April 24, 2017 
 
Elbo Room named SF legacy business as owners search for new digs 
Mission Local, April 26, 2017 
 
ELBO ROOM GRANTED LEGACY BUSINESS STATUS, RELOCATION STILL TBD 
SF Station, April 29, 2017 
 
SF grants developers 20 foot height ‘bonus’ in exchange for more affordable housing 
San Francisco Examiner, May 23, 2017 
 
Doc’s Clock Owner Loses Battle With Landlord Over Classic Sign 
SF Eater, May 30, 2017 
 
North Beach atelier teaches couples to craft their own bespoke rings 
San Francisco Chronicle, June 1, 2017 
 
D9 Supervisor Supports Market-Rate Housing Above Rebuilt Cole Hardware 
Hoodline, June 19, 2017 
 
Rooky Becomes a Veteran 
SF Weekly, June 28, 2017 
 
Green Apple, Joe’s Ice Cream, Boudin Bakery & Hamburger Haven named legacy businesses 
by City 
Richmond District Blog, July 6, 2017 
 



http://mynorthwest.com/560698/proposed-legacy-business-program/

http://www.sfexaminer.com/sourdough-staple-boudin-bakery-receive-slice-legacy-business-program/

http://www.ktvu.com/news/241920834-story

http://www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/openforum/article/4-a-m-last-call-could-revive-San-Francisco-s-11007737.php

http://hoodline.com/2017/03/castros-rolo-new-sportswear-store

http://hoodline.com/2017/04/time-s-up-for-doc-s-clock-dive-bar-in-its-final-weeks-before-move

https://missionlocal.org/2017/04/elbo-room-named-sf-legacy-business-as-owners-search-for-new-digs/

https://www.sfstation.com/2017/04/29/elbo-room-granted-legacy-business-status-relocation-still-tbd/

http://www.sfexaminer.com/sf-grants-developers-20-foot-height-bonus-exchange-affordable-housing/

https://sf.eater.com/2017/5/30/15710942/docs-clock-sign-dive-bar-mission-move

http://www.sfchronicle.com/style/article/North-Beach-atelier-teaches-couples-to-craft-11190070.php

http://hoodline.com/2017/06/d9-supervisor-supports-market-rate-housing-above-rebuilt-cole-hardware

http://www.sfweekly.com/news/suckafreecity/rooky-becomes-a-veteran/

http://richmondsfblog.com/2017/07/06/green-apple-joes-ice-cream-boudin-bakery-hamburger-haven-named-legacy-businesses-by-city/

http://richmondsfblog.com/2017/07/06/green-apple-joes-ice-cream-boudin-bakery-hamburger-haven-named-legacy-businesses-by-city/
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Mission District losing auto repair shops to new housing 
San Francisco Examiner, July 6, 2017 
 
Doc’s Clock has a new sign at its new home 
SF Eater, July 10, 2017 
 
'Rooky Ricardo's Records' Secures Legacy Business Status 
Hoodline, July 11, 2017 
 
Haight Street staple, Rooky Ricardo's receives legacy status 
KTVU, July 12, 2017 
 
Business Briefs: Businesses, nonprofits urged to seek legacy status 
Bay Area Reporter, July 13, 2017 
 
Green Apple Books, Boudin Bakery and Cole Hardware are officially named Legacy 
Businesses 
Time Out, July 13, 2017 
 
Community art addresses loss, healing after fire 
Mission Local, July 16, 2017 
 
 
Major Upcoming Activities (July 2017 and Beyond) 
• Present 3 Legacy Business Registry applications to the Small Business Commission in July and 3 


in August. The 100th Legacy Business is expected to be presented to the Small Business 
Commission on 9/11/17. 


• Receive and review Business Assistance Grant applications for fiscal year 2017-18. 
• Revise the Rent Stabilization Grant Rules and Regulations, Instructions and Application on 7/19/17. 
• Issue a Request For Quotes for marketing and branding for the Legacy Business Registry in July; 


select a Contractor and negotiate a contract. 
• Work with the selected Contractor on marketing and branding for the Legacy Business Registry. 
 
 
Contact Information 
 
Richard Kurylo, Program Manager 
Legacy Business Program 
Office of Small Business 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall Room 110 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4681 
Phone:  (415) 554-6680 
legacybusiness@sfgov.org 
http://sfosb.org/legacy-business 
 



http://www.sfexaminer.com/mission-district-losing-auto-repair-shops-new-housing/

https://sf.eater.com/2017/7/10/15948226/finn-town-new-menu-restaurant-news-san-francisco

http://hoodline.com/2017/07/rooky-ricardo-s-records-secures-legacy-business-status

http://www.ktvu.com/news/267530990-story

http://www.ebar.com/news/article.php?sec=news&article=72782

https://www.timeout.com/san-francisco/blog/green-apple-books-boudin-bakery-and-cole-hardware-are-officially-named-legacy-businesses-071317

https://www.timeout.com/san-francisco/blog/green-apple-books-boudin-bakery-and-cole-hardware-are-officially-named-legacy-businesses-071317

https://missionlocal.org/2017/07/community-art-addresses-loss-healing-after-fire/

mailto:legacybusiness@sfgov.org

http://sfosb.org/legacy-business
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Legacy Business Program 


Bimonthly Report 
July and August 2017 


 
Introduction 
This Legacy Business Program Bimonthly Report for July and August 2017 summarizes activities of 
the Legacy Business Program, including the following: statistics, nominations received, business 
assistance services, business types, major accomplishments, the Business Assistance Grant, 
marketing and branding, press and major upcoming activities. 
 
 
Statistics (July and August 2017) 


Nominations and Applications July 2017 August 2017 Fiscal Year 
(2017-18) 


Program 
Total 


Nominations Received 7 5 12 183 
Applications Received 6 4 10 126 
Application Fees Received $250 $150 $400 $5,900 
Applications Reviewed by the 
Historic Preservation Commission 3 8 11 108 


Applications Reviewed by the Small 
Business Commission 3 3 6 99 


Businesses Placed on the Legacy 
Business Registry 3 3 6 99 


 
 
Nominations Received (July and August 2017) 


Business Name District Nominator Date Nomination 
Received 


Avedano's Holly Park Market 9 Supervisor Hillary Ronen 8/18/2017 
Cable Car Clothiers 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin 7/11/2017 
Caffe Centro 6 Supervisor Jane Kim 8/3/2017 
Chloe’s Café 8 Supervisor Jeff Sheehy 8/28/2017 
DNA Lounge 6 Supervisor Jane Kim 8/3/2017 
Pacitas Salvadorean Bakery 11 Supervisor Ahsha Safai 7/5/2017 


Continued on next page 
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Continued from previous page 
HealthRIGHT 360 (Haight Ashbury 
Free Medical Clinic) 5 Supervisor London Breen 7/17/2017 


Hwa Rang Kwan Martial Arts Center 6 Supervisor Jane Kim 7/5/2017 
Ocean Hair Design 7 Supervisor Norman Yee 7/18/2017 
Project Inform 6 Supervisor Jeff Sheehy 8/3/2017 
Tommaso's Ristorante Italiano 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin 7/24/2017 
 
 
Business Assistance Services 
 
The Legacy Business Program has been working with a team of technical assistance providers – 
including the San Francisco Small Business Development Center (SBDC), Working Solutions and the 
Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights (LCCR) – to assist businesses in need of lease negotiation, real 
estate assistance, one-on-one business consulting and other business challenges. Since July 1, 2017, 
the Legacy Business Program has provided technical assistance to 10 unduplicated clients and 20 
hours of consulting. Since the program launched, the Legacy Business Program has served 34 unique 
clients and has provided more than 295 hours of consulting. 
 


 Since July 1, 2017 Since July 1, 2016 


Number of Clients 10 34 


Number of Hours of Technical Assistance 20.00 295.75 


 
Additionally, the Legacy Business Program has worked with the SBDC to make business training 
workshops available to all Legacy Business clients. Topics included, but were not limited to: marketing, 
financial management, QuickBooks training, access to capital and technology. 
 
Businesses were referred to partner agencies to receive assistance with their Legacy Business 
Registry applications. In particular, small business owners have a difficult time crafting the application 
narrative. Businesses were paired with an advisor to complete the narrative, complete the application 
form, collect back-up documentation and submit the complete application packet for review. Similarly, 
businesses were referred to technical assistance providers to help clients complete and submit their 
Legacy Business Assistance Grant applications.  
 
During the first two months of fiscal year 2017-18, businesses were referred to partner agencies 
primarily for real estate assistance. More specifically, business owners need assistance negotiating 
their new leases with reasonable terms once their old leases are about to expire. It is extremely helpful 
for business owners to work with someone who understands the negotiating process, current real 
estate trends and market rates. As a last resort, Legacy Business owners are also able to work with 
real estate agents if relocation becomes necessary.  
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Other businesses were referred to partner agencies for marketing assistance, access to capital, 
financial management and business planning. Partner agency consultants worked with Legacy 
Businesses to help increase sales, reduce costs and implement proper financial management, all in an 
effort to help businesses establish long-term sustainability. 
 
 
Business Types (Through August 31, 2017) 


 
For-Profit 


Businesses 
Nonprofit 


Organizations Total 
Percentage 
Nonprofit 


Organizations 
Legacy Business Registry 79 20 99 20.2% 
San Francisco 116,8031 7,0052 123,808 5.7% 
 
 
Major Accomplishments (July and August 2017) 
• Presented 6 Legacy Business Registry applications to the Small Business Commission. The 


Commission included all 6 applicants on the Registry. 
• Submitted 12 Legacy Business applications to the Historic Preservation Commission for review. 
• Submitted revised Rules and Regulations to the Clerk of the Board for the Business Assistance 


Grant. 
• Issued a Request For Quotes for marketing and branding for the Legacy Business Registry. 
• Received 7 Request for Quotes proposals for marketing and branding, and selected Osaki Creative 


Group to enter into contract negotiations.  
• Created a guide for businesses on how to get set up as suppliers (formerly vendors) with the City 


and County of San Francisco. 
• Participated in a Business & Economic Development Committee meeting of the LGBTQ Cultural 


Heritage Strategy, which included recommendations regarding expedited permitting and additional 
promotions for Legacy Businesses. 


 
 
Business Assistance Grant 
 
Potentially, 111 businesses will be eligible to apply for the Business Assistance Grant for fiscal year 
2017-18, versus 64 in fiscal year 2016-17. The eligible businesses consist of 99 Legacy Businesses 
(as of August 30) and 12 Legacy Business applicants pending approval by the Small Business 
Commission in September. 
 
The application deadline for fiscal year 2017-18 grants is September 30, 2017.  
 
 


                                                 
1 All firms, 2012, U.S. Census Bureau, 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia,US/SBO001212#viewtop. 
2 Office of Economic and Workforce Development, http://oewd.org/nonprofits-0. 
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http://oewd.org/nonprofits-0
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Marketing and Branding 
 
Through a formal procurement process, Osaki Creative Group (www.osakicreative.com) was selected 
to conduct marketing and branding services for the Legacy Business Program, including the following:  
 
(1) Logo and brand identity. 
Osaki Creative Group will develop a logo for the Legacy Business Program, which will be a graphic 
representation that may contain an iconic image of San Francisco, speak to the historical importance 
of Legacy Business and allow for “Legacy Business” in English and a second language. The brand 
identity is a set of visual attributes that create the look and feel of the program. This includes 
typography, colors, symbols, logo usage, patterns and other graphic elements pulled from the logo and 
then enhanced to create the entirety of the brand’s visual identity. 
 
(2) Collateral and public relations. 
Osaki Creative Group will design collateral and public relations materials including letterhead, business 
cards, brochures, decals, certificates and welcome packets. They may also design plaques for the 
interior or exterior of Legacy Businesses.  
 
(3) Marketing. 
Osaki Creative Group will provide a marketing plan for the Legacy Business Program that goes beyond 
the visual properties of the brand identity and moves into a complete plan on marketing and promoting 
the Registry to the public. It is to include messaging strategy, marketing strategy and defining the 
target market groups, such as the Legacy Business nominators, Legacy Businesses, media and 
possibly consumers. 
 
(4) Website design. 
Osaki Creative Group will design the website for the Legacy Business Program, paying close attention 
to the look and feel to complete the brand identity. 
 
Services are expected to begin in October. 
 
 
Press (August 2017) 
 
Is Authentic SF Vanishing? 
Beyond Chron, August 15, 2017 
 
Trouble Brewing: Lawsuit May Force Closure of Caffé Trieste 
Hoodline, August 15, 2017 
 
Family Legal Feud Could Close North Beach’s Famed Caffe Trieste 
CBS SF Bay Area, August 17, 2017 
 
Here's how San Francisco's Legacy Business program works 
San Francisco Business Times, August 17, 2017 
 



http://www.osakicreative.com/

http://www.beyondchron.org/authentic-sf-vanishing/

http://hoodline.com/2017/08/trouble-brewing-lawsuit-may-force-closure-of-caffe-trieste

http://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2017/08/17/family-legal-feud-could-close-north-beachs-famed-caffe-trieste/

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2017/08/17/legacy-business-program-sf-works-retail-government.html
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The value of a legacy: S.F. businesses at least 30 years old qualify for 'legacy business' grants — and 
they are lining up for the money 
San Francisco Business Times, August 17, 2017 
 
Family feud threatens Caffe Trieste, center of SF’s bohemian culture 
San Francisco Chronicle, August 18, 2017 
 
Will San Francisco Put a Price on Subway Construction Impact? 
Next City, August 23, 2017 
 
Green Apple Books Celebrates 50th Anniversary With Evening Variety Show 
American Booksellers Association, August 30, 2017 
 
 
Major Upcoming Activities (September 2017 and Beyond) 
• Present 12 Legacy Business Registry applications to the Small Business Commission in 


September. 
• Receive and review Business Assistance Grant applications for fiscal year 2017-18. 
• Set up grant recipients as suppliers with the City and County of San Francisco. 
• Negotiate a contract with Osaki Creative Group for marketing and branding for the Legacy Business 


Registry. Begin working on designing a logo and brand identity. 
 
 
Contact Information 
 
Richard Kurylo, Program Manager 
Legacy Business Program 
Office of Small Business 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall Room 110 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4681 
Phone: (415) 554-6680 
legacybusiness@sfgov.org 
http://sfosb.org/legacy-business 
 
Lawrence Liu, Business Advisor 
San Francisco Small Business Development Center 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall Room 110 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4681 
Phone: (415) 937-7232 
lawrence.liu@sfgov.org 
http://www.sfsbdc.org 
 



https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2017/08/17/legacy-business-sf-roxie-green-apple-cole-hardware.html

https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2017/08/17/legacy-business-sf-roxie-green-apple-cole-hardware.html

http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/nativeson/article/Family-feud-threatens-Caffe-Trieste-center-of-11943696.php?cmpid=gsa-sfgate-result

https://nextcity.org/daily/entry/san-francisco-business-owners-worried-subway-construction

http://www.bookweb.org/news/green-apple-books-celebrates-50th-anniversary-evening-variety-show-37179

mailto:legacybusiness@sfgov.org

http://sfosb.org/legacy-business

mailto:lawrence.liu@sfgov.org

http://www.sfsbdc.org/




