
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 26-019 
NORTH BEACH TENANTS COMMITTEE, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on March 31, 2026, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board of 
Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on March 27, 2026 to Powell Partners 
LLC, of a Demolition Permit (demolish three story, Type 5, Mixed-Use Building) at 659 Union Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2026/0327/8418 
 
FOR HEARING ON April 22, 2026 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
North Beach Tenants Committee, Appellant(s) 
c/o Theresa Flandrich, Agent for Appellant(s) 
 
 
 

 
Powell Partners LLC, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o John Kevlin, Attorney for Permit Holder(s) 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: March 31, 2026 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 26-019     
 
I / We,  North Beach Tenants Committee, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of 

Demolition Permit No. 2026/0327/8418  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became 

effective on: March 27, 2026, to: Powell Partners LLC, for the property located at: 659 Union Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on May 7, 2026, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-
point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, andrew.perry@sfgov.org; carey.mcelroy@sfgov.org and info@shore-cal.com  
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on May 21, 2026, (no later than one Thursday 
prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be doubled-spaced with 
a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.lamarre@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, andrew.perry@sfgov.org; carey.mcelroy@sfgov.org and tflandrich@yahoo.com  
 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2026, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be provided before the 
hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the 
public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including 
letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such 
materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a hard copy of 
the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 
67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
See attachment to the Preliminary Statement of Appeal. 
 

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email 
 

Print Name: Theresa Flandrich, agent for appellant 



March 31, 2026 
 
Board of Appeals 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org 
cc: julie.lamarre@sfgov.org 
 
RE: Appeal of Permit No. 26039399 issued 27 March 2026 
 Application No: 202603278418  
 Address: 659 Union Street 
 “DEMO 3-STORY, TYPE 5, MIXED USE BUILDING” 
 
 
In consultation with Deputy Director Rich Sucre and Zoning Administrator Corey 

Teague, this permit authorized the demolition of an approximately 50' section of 

brick wall at the rear (south) of the building. Rich Sucre signed off on this demolition 

permit/emergency order on March 27, 2026.  

 

In conflict with this approval, the demolition permit was issued to demolish the 

entire building on the same date, March 27, 2026 and the demolition is currently in 

progress. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Theresa Flandrich 
North Beach Tenants Committee 

 
tflandrich@yahoo.com 

 
 
  







  

         BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE APPELLANT(S) 
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April 9, 2026 
 
John Trasvina, President 
Board of Appeals 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
RE:  659 Union Street Demolition Permit 
 Permit No. 2026/03/27/8418 
 Appeal No.: 26-019 
 
Dear President Trasvina and Board of Appeals Members: 

The North Beach Tenants Committee (Appellant) requests that the Board of Appeals 

grant this appeal, revoke the demolition permit for 659 Union Street/1636 Powell Street 

(the Property) and require the Project Sponsor to preserve the iconic, historic building 

facade at this critical intersection on Washington Square in the heart of the renowned 

North Beach Neighborhood in accordance with the Project Sponsor’s 2023 plans on file 

with the Planning Department.  

 

Appellant is a tenant advocacy organization that has assisted tenants in North Beach for 

over a decade, opposing evictions and providing technical assistance to residential tenants 

in the North Beach community. Appellant has worked with many of the tenants of 659 

Union/1636 Powell Street since they were originally displaced by a fire at the Property in 

2013 and has assisted these tenants in understanding and advocating for their rights to 

return to the Property for over a decade. In this regard, Appellant worked closely with 14 

of the displaced tenants who provided declarations to Claire Feeney, the Department’s 

Senior Project Planner, in 2023 A sample email from displaced tenant, Pete Epstein, to 

Ms. Fenney is attached as Exhibit A. The North Beach Tenants Committee has long 

advocated for the preservation of rent controlled property and strongly opposes the 
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demolition of the exterior walls of the Property and insists that the City require the 

Project Sponsor to adhere to his 2023 plans currently on file with the Planning 

Department (See Exhibit B, attached) to retain the historic, exterior walls and to finally 

replace the units lost, allowing displaced tenants to return to their former home. In the 

aftermath of the 2018 fire, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) approved the 

shoring and bracing system that has supported the exterior walls of the Property and 

deemed the Property safe. Nothing has changed since DBI’s approval that justifies the 

complete demolition of the building. 

 

As a threshold matter, Appellant hereby strongly objects to the Board of Appeals having 

rescheduled this hearing from May 27 to April 22. Upon filing this appeal on March 31, 

2026, the Board of Appeals originally scheduled the appeal hearing for May 27, 2026. 

Subsequently, over Appellant’s written objection, the Board of Appeals rescheduled the 

hearing for April 22, 2026, depriving Appellant of sufficient time to obtain an 

independent third-party engineering assessment of the condition of the Property and other 

expert testimony. The City’s action truncating Appellant’s time to adequately prepare for 

the appeal -- especially given the fact that the City hid the pending demolition from the 

community until the issuance of the demolition permit -- is manifestly unfair and is 

indicative of the City’s inherent bias in favor of the Project Sponsor. 

 

Why wasn’t the community notified until after the demolition permit was issued? San 

Francisco Ethics Department records show that the Project Sponsor’s registered lobbyist, 

former Planning Department employee Kate McGee, had numerous contacts with DBI, 
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the Planning staff, and Supervisor Danny Sauter for months prior to the issuance of the 

demolition permit (See, Exhibit C-1 through C-3, attached), yet there was no outreach 

of any kind by any City department or the Supervisor’s office to the North Beach 

community, not to existing neighborhood organizations, not to San Francisco Heritage, 

nor to any of the former residential tenants. Essentially, instead of working to forge a 

solution that would provide a better outcome than leaving an empty hole in the ground in 

the heart of North Beach or attempting to address the rights of the former tenants, every 

City agency from the Planning Department to DBI and the District Supervisor were 

complicit in hiding the Project Sponsor’s plans to demolish the building. 

 

Appellant asserts that the public and Appellant have been purposely misled by the City 

and the Project Sponsor: 

• The Planning Department’s Property Information Map (PIM) on April 2, 2026, 

clearly states that the Planning Department had approved a proposed demolition 

for only a 50 feet section on the southern wall (See Exhibit D, attached). 

Contrary to the public notice, DBI and the Planning Department later confirmed 

that the demolition permit is for the entire structure. The public records and notice 

were so misleading that even SFYimby believed it to be a “partial demolition” 

writing: “The application states that 50 feet of brick wall at the rear of the 

building will be removed.” And further “The city’s deputy director of historic 

preservation signed off on the demolition permit and emergency order, describing 

the scope of work as “an approximately 50’ section of brick wall at the rear 

(south) of the building.” See YIMBY.com article dated April 1, 2026, (Exhibit E, 
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attached), later updated, which confirmed the common understanding of the 

public that the permit was only for a limited partial demolition and not the entire 

structure. 

 

• Even more outrageous and misleading, a public notification sent to all owners 

within a 300-foot radius was not sent until March 30,2026, after the demolition 

permit was issued on March 27, and after demolition was already proceeding (See 

Exhibit F, attached). The notice sent by US Mail was not received until April 2, 

2026, and unbelievably states that “The application is currently under review. A 

permit has not been issued as of the above date [3/30/2026].” It further states that 

the public will be noticed if and when the permit is issued. This is either 

unparalleled incompetence or serious malfeasance. Note that the demolition 

permit was issued in one day over the counter on March 27 and demolition work 

began immediately thereafter. For those members of the public who bothered to 

look at DBI’s website, they were misled into believing that only a 50-foot section 

of the rear wall was being removed. For this reason alone, the demolition permit 

should be revoked. 

 

• The CEQA Notice of Exemption (see Exhibit G, attached) issued by the 

Planning Department on March 27, 2026, the same date the demolition permit 

was issued, defined the project as the demolition of only 50 feet of the southern 

wall which is in fact consistent with the 2023 plans submitted by the Project 

Sponsor and currently on file with the Planning Department, which preserved the 
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existing 3 exterior brick walls facing Columbus, Union and Powell Streets. In 

addition, the CEQA Notice of Exemption states that the building is a “Known 

Historical Resource.” The Historic Resource Evaluation Report dated March 1, 

2022, prepared for the “City of San Francisco Planning and Development,” 

concludes at page 58 that the Property is eligible for inclusion on the National 

Register of Historic Places even after the 2018 fire, as follows: 

“VERDI APARTMENTS – 659 UNION/1565 POWELL STREET  

In summary, the subject property, the Verdi Apartments, at 659 Union 

Street/1656 Powell Street displays a level of historical significance or 

integrity. When categorized as a site, it qualifies for listing as a historic 

resource on the National Register of Historic Places and on the California 

Register of Historical Places. The Verdi Apartments is eligible on a local 

level of significance under criterion C/3 for its design as a distinctive type of 

architecture in the Washington Square neighborhood.  

 

The Verdi Apartments retains many aspects of historic integrity. The site 

has retained its integrity of location and setting. Some of the materials and 

workmanship have been lost due to the 2018 fire. The ground floor 

commercial spaces had been significantly altered over the years and did not 

have integrity of workmanship, design and materials prior to the fire. 

Overall, the site conveys its historicity sufficient to possess both 

significance and integrity.  

As a result, CEQA analysis is required prior to the demolition of the structure. 
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• The Plan Set states clearly that demolition would only be of a 50-foot section of 

the southern wall, but that was thereafter scratched out by hand on the Plan Set. 

Note: DBI has these plans which were reviewed by representatives for Appellant. 

However, DBI would not release copies of the Plan Set claiming that they are 

privileged information. The Board of Appeals should request to see these plans 

wherein the 50-foot section provision was scratched out by hand after review by 

Planning Department staff and the issuance of the CEQA Notice of Exemption. 

 

The Property is subject to clean up orders from the State Water Resources Control Board 

and is on the Maher list as the site has unremediated hazardous materials (See email to 

Matthew Greene at DBI attached as Exhibit H). Matthew Greene was not even aware of 

the hazardous materials on the site, and no provision was incorporated into the demolition 

plans to protect the public from the potential release of these hazardous materials during 

the demolition process. Appellant is further concerned with the lack of a plan to protect 

the public from release of asbestos material during demolition. 

 

CONCLUSION: 

The misuse of the Emergency Order and Demolition Permit allows the Project Sponsor to 

demolish the building without finalizing plans for a replacement structure. The previously 

proposed project plans for the site, submitted to Planning in 2023, have not been pursued 

even though they were widely supported by the community. Moreover, the misuse of the 

Emergency Order without an approved residential replacement project appears to be 

intended to avoid providing the displaced tenants with replacement housing. The Project 
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Sponsor’s failure to proceed with the proposed project plans appears purposeful with the 

intent to leave the building unprotected to decay to justify demolition. Appellant also 

notes that the Project Sponsor had listed the Property for sale in January 2024 (See 

Exhibit I, attached) which could indicate an intent by the Project Sponsor to market the 

Property as a vacant parcel, delaying further the long-awaited replacement housing and 

commercial spaces on this critical intersection located on Washington Square in the heart 

of North Beach.  

 

For all the reasons set forth above, Appellant is respectfully asking the Board of Appeals 

to grant this appeal and revoke the misleading demolition permit. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Theresa Flandrich 

North Beach Tenants Commitee 
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EXHIBIT A - EMAIL FROM DISPLACED TENANT TO PLANNING 



From:  pete@weinberg-hoffman.com 
To: claire.feeney@sfgov.org 
Cc: T Flandrich tmvonflandrich@gmail.com 
Date: Mon, Apr 10, 2023 at 2:44 PM 
	
Dear	Ms.	Feeney: 
	 
I	have	been	a	tenant	at	Verdi	Apartments	(1656	Powell	St.	#210)	since	1989.		I	was	
displaced	from	my	tenancy	as	a	result	of	the	fire	on	December	15,	2013.		At	the	time	we	
were	told	it	would	be	six	months	to	a	year	for	repairs	and	that	we	would	be	allowed	back	
into	our	units.		I	have	been	living	at	a	friend’s	house	where	I	have	remained	since	the	fire.		I	
have	not	moved	back	in	because	there	is	no	unit	I	can	occupy. 
	 
I	am	informed	that	the	building	owners	are	moving	forward	with	reconstruction	plans.		It	is	
also	my	understanding	that	the	plans	do	not	include	provisions	for	the	displaced	rent	
controlled	tenants	to	occupy	any	of	the	units	in	the	building.		I	want	to	make	clear	my	
intention	to	reoccupy	a	unit	in	the	building	if/when	it	is	rebuilt.	 
	 
Immediately	after	the	fire	I	notified	the	building	manager,	Adil	Shaikh,	and	the	then	
building	owners’	representatives,	Hanford	Freund	&	Co.,	of	my	intention	to	reoccupy,	and	
have	confirmation	of	that	from	Mr.	Shaikh,	but	no	one	representing	the	building	owner	has	
asked	me	if	I	wanted	to	come	back.		See	the	attached	declaration	I	provided	in	the	
insurance	litigation.		I	have	never	received	any	communication	from	the	building	owners	
since	December	2013	and	never	notified	of	any	eviction	proceeding	against	me.		I	have	
never	been	offered	and	never	received	relocation	payments.		My	rent	deposit	has	not	been	
returned. 
	 
Please	let	me	know	what	I	must	do	to	preserve	my	right	to	tenancy	at	the	building. 
	 
Very	truly	yours, 
	
Pete	Epstein	
448	Ignacio	Blvd.	#117 
Novato,	CA	94949	
	
415-385-9936	
pete@weinberg-hoffman.com 
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EXHIBIT B - 2023 PLANS -1656 POWELL STREET/ 659 UNION STREET 
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EXHIBIT C-1 - KATE MCGEE LOBBYING JANUARY 2026 

  







 11 

EXHIBIT C-2 - KATE MCGEE LOBBYING FEBRUARY 2026 
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EXHIBIT C-3 - KATE MCGEE LOBBYING MARCH 2026
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EXHIBIT D - PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S PIM ON APRIL 2, 2026 

 



PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S PROPERTY INFORMATION MAP (PIM) ON APRIL 2, 2026 
 
2026-002687PRL Project Light (PRL) 659 Union Street 
Opened: 3/27/2026 Status: Closed 3/27/2026 
 
Contact: Wesley Wong wesley.a.wong@sfgov.org  628-652-7466 
 
In consultation with Deputy Director Rich Sucre and Zoning Administrator Corey Teague, this permit 
authorizes the demolition of an approximately 50' section of brick wall at the rear (south) of the building. 
Rich Sucre signed off on this demolition permit/emergency order on March 24, 2026. The interior spaces 
have been destroyed by a fire in 2013 and 2018. The Planning Code, Sections 317(i) (4) and 311, in this 
instance defers authority to the Department of Building Inspection in the case of an emergency demolition 
after consultation with the Zoning Administrator, which has been completed. 
 
Address: 585 COLUMBUS AVE 94133 
Further Info:  
Related Records:  
Related Documents 
Project Features 
Accela Citizen Access      
202603278418  
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EXHIBIT E – FROM SF YIMBY 4.1.2026 

Partial Demolition Permits Filed For Verdi Building, San Francisco 

BY: ANDREW NELSON 5:30 AM ON APRIL 1, 2026  

Update: Representatives for the property owner have shared with YIMBY that the team 
is now planning a full demolition of the existing brick structure.  

Emergency demolition permits have been filed for a portion of the Verdi Building, 
located across from Washington Square in North Beach, San Francisco. The brick 
structure standing at 659 Union Street has been left vacant after being ravaged by fire 
in 2013 and 2018. The application states that 50 feet of brick wall at the rear of the 
building will be removed.  

 
659 Union Street aerial image, circa 2021 

The partial demolition permit is not related to redevelopment plans. The city’s deputy 
director of historic preservation signed off on the demolition permit and emergency 
order, describing the scope of work as “an approximately 50’ section of brick wall at the 
rear (south) of the building.”  

Last October, the San Francisco Standard reported that Red Bridge Partners, led by 
Jeff Jurow, planned to submit preliminary permits for an eight-story development at 659 
Union Street, with 89 apartments, a rooftop restaurant, and 5,700 square feet of ground-
level retail. This would include 15 affordable housing units. SFYIMBY has not been able 
to independently verify the pre-application.  

Red Bridge Partners purchased the property in 2017 for over $2 million. The latest 
permit is not for full demolition of the damaged brick structure, and there does not 
appear to be any planning progress for a potential eight-story replacement at the corner 
lot. The developer has yet to reply to a request for comment.  



Partial Demolition Permits Filed For Verdi 
Building, San Francisco 

659 Union Street aerial image, circa 2021 
 
BY: ANDREW NELSON 5:30 AM ON APRIL 1, 2026 

Update: Representatives for the property owner have shared with YIMBY that the 
team is now planning a full demolition of the existing brick structure. 



Emergency demolition permits have been filed for a portion of the Verdi Building, 
located across from Washington Square in North Beach, San Francisco. The 
brick structure standing at 659 Union Streethas been left vacant after being 
ravaged by fire in 2013 and 2018. The application states that 50 feet of brick wall 
at the rear of the building will be removed. 

The partial demolition permit is not related to redevelopment plans. The city’s 
deputy director of historic preservation signed off on the demolition permit and 
emergency order, describing the scope of work as “an approximately 50’ section 
of brick wall at the rear (south) of the building.” 

Last October, the San Francisco Standard reported that Red Bridge Partners, 
led by Jeff Jurow, planned to submit preliminary permits for an eight-story 
development at 659 Union Street, with 89 apartments, a rooftop restaurant, and 
5,700 square feet of ground-level retail. This would include 15 affordable housing 
units. SFYIMBY has not been able to independently verify the pre-application. 

Red Bridge Partners purchased the property in 2017 for over $2 million. The latest 
permit is not for full demolition of the damaged brick structure, and there does 
not appear to be any planning progress for a potential eight-story replacement at 
the corner lot. The developer has yet to reply to a request for comment. 
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EXHIBIT F - MARCH 30, 2026 PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 
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EXHIBIT G - CEQA EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 3/27/26 

 



CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

659 Union Street

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

In consultation with Deputy Director Rich Sucre and Zoning Administrator Corey Teague , this permit authorizes the 

demolition of an approximately 50' section of brick wall at the rear (south) of the building. Rich Sucre signed off on 

this demolition permit/emergency order on March 24, 2026. The interior spaces have been destroyed by a fire in 

2013 and 2018. The Planning Code, Sections 317(i) (4) and 311, in this instance defers authority to the 

Department of Building Inspection in the case of an emergency demolition after consultation with the Zoning 

Administrator, which has been completed.

Case No.

2026-002687PRL

0117016

202603278418

EXEMPTION TYPE

The project has been determined to be exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. (CEQA Guidelines section 15301) Interior and exterior alterations; additions 

under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction. (CEQA Guidelines section 15303) Up to three new single-family residences or 

six dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 

10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. (CEQA Guidelines section 15332) New Construction of seven or more units or 

additions greater than 10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic , noise, air quality, or 

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

Statutorily Exempt from CEQA per Section 15269
Other ____

Common Sense Exemption (CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3)). It can be seen with certainty that 

there is no possibility of a significant effect on the environment .



ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING ASSESSMENT

Comments:

Planner Signature: Wesley Wong

PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:

Category A: Known Historical Resource.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age).

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age).

PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

Check all that apply to the project.

Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

Addition(s) not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; or does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure, or does not 

cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Façade or storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining features.

Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition , such as historic 

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed.

Project involves scope of work listed above.



ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

Check all that apply to the project.

Reclassification of property status. (Attach HRER Part I relevant analysis; requires Principal Preservation 

Planner approval)

Reclassify to Category A Reclassify to Category C

Lacks Historic Integrity

Lacks Historic Significance

Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A)

Project does not substantially impact character-defining features of a historic resource (see Comments)

Project is compatible, yet differentiated, with a historic resource.

Project consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties

Note: If ANY box above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with EXEMPTION REVIEW. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with exemption review.

Comments by Preservation Planner:

Preservation Planner Signature:

EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

Project Approval Action: Signature:

If discretionary review before the planning commission is requested, 

the discretionary review hearing is the approval action for the project.

Supporting documents are available for review on the San Francisco Property Information Map, which can be 

accessed at https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/. Individual files can be viewed by clicking on the Planning Applications 

link, clicking the “More Details” link under the project’s environmental record number (ENV) and then clicking on 

the “Related Documents” link.

Once signed and dated, this document constitutes an exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and chapter 31 of 

the San Francisco Administrative Code. Per chapter 31, an appeal of an exemption determination to the Board of 

Supervisors shall be filed within 30 days after the approval action occurs at a noticed public hearing, or within 30 

days after posting on the planning department’s website (https://sfplanning.org/resource/ceqa-exemptions) a 

written decision or written notice of the approval action, if the approval is not made at a noticed public hearing.

Wesley Wong

03/27/2026

No further environmental review is required. The project is exempt under CEQA.

Building Permit
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EXHIBIT H - 4.1.26 EMAIL TO M. GREENE 



From: Aaron Peskin <aaron.peskin@earthlink.net> 
Date: Wednesday, April 1, 2026 at 4:37 PM 
To: "Greene, Matthew (DBI)" <matthew.greene@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Elizabeth Watty <elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>, "Sucre, Richard (CPC)" 
<richard.sucre@sfgov.org>, "don.lewis@sfgov.org" <don.lewis@sfgov.org>, 
"lisa.gibson@sfgov.org" <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>, Corey Teague <corey.teague@sfgov.org> 
Subject: 1636 & 1656 Powell St/659 Union St - Existence of Hazardous Substances 

Dear Mr. Greene, 

As we discussed yesterday in connection with the demolition permit that was issued on 
this site, the project site has a history of hazardous substances in the soil and ground water 
as evidenced by the records of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, and is subject to San Francisco’s Health Code Article 22A, the "Maher Ordinance.” 

On the current Water Quality Control Board site, 1656 Powell Street is listed as ID No. 
T10000013791 and is identified as an Open “Cleanup Program Site” (CPS).  In addition, 
1636 Powell Street is listed as ID No. T0607500509 as a LUST Cleanup Site. Attached are 
the following letters from the Water Quality Control Board evidencing the site’s record of 
hazardous substances in the soil and ground water, including: 

(1) Evidence that residual dry-cleaning chemicals such as tetrachloroethylene (PCE)
and trichloroethylene (TCE) were detected under the space formerly occupied by
a drapery cleaner business in the Verdi Apartment Building (see September 30,
2019, letter from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board to
Responsible Parties).

(2) Known soil vapor and groundwater contamination consisting of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) and petroleum hydrocarbons is present from historical leaks
from underground storage tanks at the adjacent 1636 Powell Street garage (see
January 14, 2020, letter from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board).

(3) The most recent available email from the Regional Water Quality Control Board,
dated December 2, 2025 (see attached), shows that these hazardous substances
have yet to be remediated. Measurements of these substances are sufficiently
high that the Bay Area Air District requires a formal health risk assessment of the
remediation. Moreover, the demolition activities themselves could release these
and other toxic compounds into the air.

A Phase 1 ESA Report dated June 10, 2020, concludes that: 

“Subsurface impacts from former gasoline USTs and VOCs from a former dry 
cleaners will require mitigation and/or remediation prior to future residential 
occupancy.” (p. 26) 



Given this evidence of contamination of the project site, it is our understanding that the Maher 
Ordinance requires the developer to submit to the Department of Public Health a site mitigation 
plan, including a schedule for hazardous materials removal and remediation, and describing the 
handling, management, and mitigation of the contamination, followed by a final project report 
describing the implementation of the site mitigation plan and documentation of material disposal. 
Once the contamination is removed from the site, the Director provides a notification that the 
applicant has completed and complied with Article 22A. 
  
We urge you to consider the outstanding hazardous substances conditions in connection with the 
further demolition or other work on the site. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Aaron Peskin 
 
cc: Elizabeth Watty elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org 
      Richard Sucre richard.sucre@sfgov.org 
      Don Lewis, Senior Planner don.lewis@sfgov.org 
      Lisa Gibson lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 
      Corey Teague corey.teague@sfgov.org 
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demolition.  (See attached as Exhibit B.)  The conflicting note entered into the system by the 

planner was a clerical error and does not change the approved scope of work shown in the plans.   

II. The Demolition Permit Was Properly Issued Based on Imminent Hazard Conditions  

DBI issued the demolition permit pursuant to its authority to address unsafe structures 

posing an imminent threat to public safety. That determination is supported by multiple 

independent engineering evaluations and confirmed through site inspections.  See Exhibit C for 

overview of expert opinion justifying the emergency demolition order (several of such letters and 

reports are referred to in this brief). 

DBI conducted site visits on February 26, 2026, and March 18, 2026 (with participation 

from DPW), during which the condition of the structure was directly observed. These observations 

confirmed the continued deterioration of the remaining unreinforced masonry structure and the 

associated public safety risks.  

III. Independent Engineering Reports Confirm a Serious and Imminent Hazard  

Multiple independent engineers have concluded that the structure presents a life-safety 

hazard requiring immediate action. The February 26, 2026, memorandum by ShoreCal 

Engineering (Erwin O’Toole, P.E.) concludes that the building “remains in a critically unsafe 

condition” and poses a “serious life-safety hazard to the public and adjacent properties,” with an 

ongoing risk of partial wall collapse or progressive failure. 

Similarly, the March 2, 2026, report by Dolmen Consulting Engineers identifies an 

“imminent seismic hazard,” noting that the remaining walls are unsupported, deteriorated, and 

susceptible to collapse, even under minor seismic loading conditions. Both reports emphasize:  

• loss of roof and floor diaphragms 

• reliance on expired temporary shoring 
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• ongoing masonry deterioration 

• risk of out-of-plane wall failure. 

These conclusions are consistent across independent evaluations and provide substantial 

evidence supporting DBI’s determination.  

IV. Temporary Shoring Was Not Intended as a Permanent Solution and Has Expired  

Following the 2018 fire, temporary shoring was installed under emergency permits, with a 

maximum duration extending to April 12, 2019. As documented in the Dolmen report, these 

measures were explicitly temporary and not designed to meet current seismic or long-term 

structural performance standards. The continued reliance on expired temporary stabilization 

further supports the conclusion that the structure cannot be safely maintained. The northeast corner 

of the structure is of particular concern with an operational bus stop beneath three floors of 

unreinforced masonry braced by a wholly inadequate system.   

V. Environmental Remediation Necessitates Demolition  

The site is subject to environmental remediation requirements, including excavation to 

depths of approximately 12 to 15 feet below grade. As documented in the February 20, 2026, letter 

prepared by Frey Environmental, remediation will require full-depth excavation across the 

building footprint. Frey explains that this excavation will remove supporting soils beneath and 

adjacent to the existing walls, eliminating the lateral and vertical support that currently contributes 

to their stability. Under these conditions, retaining the existing unreinforced masonry walls is not 

feasible.  

The required remediation work would further destabilize an already compromised 

structure, significantly increasing the risk of collapse during construction activities. Accordingly, 

demolition is not only appropriate but necessary to safely implement required environmental 
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remediation.  Permanent mitigation of the Environmental hazard will include removal and disposal 

of contaminated material and the addition of a vapor barrier below the new concrete mat 

foundation.  

VI. The Property Has Not Functioned as Housing for Over a Decade  

Residential tenants vacated following the 2013 fire, and commercial tenants vacated after 

the 2018 fire. Since that time, the building has remained a fire-damaged shell with no habitable 

units. Accordingly, the demolition does not involve the removal of existing housing units and does 

not trigger replacement housing requirements.  

VII. Planning Department Review Was Proper and Defers to DBI on Emergency 

Conditions  

The Planning Department reviewed the permit and deferred to DBI’s authority with respect 

to emergency demolition. The permit reflects appropriate interagency coordination. Any prior 

references to partial demolition are superseded by the final permit issued based on updated 

engineering and safety findings.  

VIII. CEQA Does Not Apply to Emergency Demolition  

The demolition permit is exempt from CEQA as an emergency action undertaken to 

address an imminent threat to public safety. The presence of a potential historic resource does not 

override the city’s obligation to act to mitigate hazardous conditions.  

IX. Conclusion  

The record demonstrates that:  

• Independent engineers have determined the structure poses an imminent life-safety 

hazard;  

• Site inspections by DBI and DPW confirm the deteriorated condition.  





EXHIBIT A 









EXHIBIT B 
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floor. Temporary shoring supporting the existing masonry walls was 
observed, and no failure or fallen masonry was observed at the time 
of our site visit. 

 
The Report concluded that there was no obvious indication the building structure was in 

imminent hazard of collapse. In the Report, DBI recommended the project consulting team “re-
evaluate the existing temporary shoring system and to provide temporary bracing to correct the 
existing open front condition.” DBI’s recommended actions in the Report included that the project 
owner “get another structural engineer on board to provide an additional evaluation report for the 
existing building condition” with DBI to approve the selection of the new structural engineer. 

 
The following month, on February 18, 2020, KCE Matrix wrote a letter after reviewing the 

Report (the “2020 Letter”; attached as Exhibit B). According to the 2020 Letter, the basis of 
DBI’s demolition request denial was to remedy the perilous and unsafe condition with permanent 
shoring in lieu of the existing temporary bracing. In the 2020 Letter, KCE Matrix considered, 
almost 2 years after the temporary shoring was in place, a permanent bracing design integral to 
building floors and roof restoration and remedying the front façade elevation for perilous weak 
conditions. KCE Matrix explained that to “engineer a permanent bracing system integrating new 
floors, roof and front façade frames, with piles and shotcrete would require a finalized architectural 
design of the building interiors with unit configurations design and common area amenities 
design.” To implement and process approvals of the plans and amenities, a licensed architect 
would need to be engaged, and the process of design development, preparing construction 
documents, and obtaining city approval would take at least 12 months.  

 
KCE Matrix explained in the 2020 Letter that integrating final design as permanent shoring 

would delay rectifying unsafe conditions of the current structure another year. Further, if KCE 
Matrix remedied the soft story façade for temporary shoring, the repairs would be cost over 
$200,000 and would ultimately be discarded for permanent shoring.  Alternatively, permanent 
shoring for the walls would cost approximately $3,000,000, excluding the floors and roofs. In the 
2020 Letter, KCE Matrix explained that permanent shoring “would result in economic infeasibility 
as the retrofit of the front façade will easily exhaust productive project funds of over 3 million 
dollars or more, and produce a design of shoring that will encroach on the already restricted interior 
spaces of the normal development.” Additionally, interior bracing would further intrude into 
interior space plans and cost several hundred thousand dollars. KCE Matrix found it would “cost 
several million dollars to just stabilize this structure for seismic safety.” 

 
In several more recent memorandums prepared in early 2025 by a second structural 

engineering firm, ShoreCal Engineering Inc., further highlighted the imminent hazard to the public 
health and safety posed by the existing structure.   

 
First, a February 3, 2025, report provided a second, independent assessment of the 

structural integrity of the structure (the “2025 Structural Report;” attached as Exhibit C).  The 
2025 Structural Report highlighted the structure’s inconsistency with current seismic standards, 
which was exacerbated by the two fires.  The report then concluded the following: 
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• Immediate Collapse Hazard:  The weakened structure poses a risk of sudden 
collapse, especially during aftershocks and strong winds.  (Emphasis added.) 
 

• Falling Debris Risk:  Loose bricks, failed mortar joins, and unstable floors create 
dangers for pedestrians and adjacent properties. 

 
• The risk of structural collapse poses an immediate danger to public safety and 

adjacent buildings.  (Emphasis added.) 
 
A March 7, 2025, memorandum addressed to DBI to bring immediate attention to a serious 

structural hazard at the Property (the “2025 Memo”; attached as Exhibit D).  The memo explained 
that, at the Property, “there are brick walls that are out of plane on Powell St” and the brick walls 
appear “to be getting more out of plane.” The 2025 Memo also notes severe foundation cracks and 
compromised load-bearing walls, which together “indicate that the building is at risk of 
COLLAPSE particularly during a MINOR SEISMIC EVENT.” The author of the 2025 
Structural Report and Memo, a licensed civil engineer with 25 years of experience in structural 
engineering, determined the structure at the Property “poses an imminent threat to the safety of 
its occupants and the public.”   

 
In a February 19, 2026, letter, Frey Environmental, Inc., the owner’s environmental 

consultant, provides a summary of the ongoing soil remediation cases with the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and the fact that remediation will require excavation of soils at the site 12 
to 15 feet below ground surface level (attached as Exhibit E).  The letter makes the plain 
conclusion that the existing shoring and remaining walls at the site will need to be removed in 
order to achieve this required remediation. 

 
Importantly, the Owner has had architectural plans prepared for a new, 85-foot tall 

residential building at the Property and filed an SB 423 application in the fall of 2025.  Due 
to the Property’s inclusion on the Cortese List, the Planning Department will not accept this 
application until the environmental remediation is complete – which cannot occur until the 
existing structure at the Property is demolished.  (See architectural plan set, attached as Exhibit 
F.) 

 
In February 2026, ShoreCal Engineering prepared an update to their previous 2025 Report 

and Memo (attached as Exhibit G), summarizing current conditions based on a recent visit to the 
site.  In particular, ShoreCal found: 

 
Visual observations indicate ongoing deterioration of the masonry walls, including 
cracking, out-of-plane displacement, and weakened mortar.  In several locations, masonry 
units appear poorly bonded and susceptible to dislodgement under relatively minor loading.  
These conditions significantly reduce the walls’ ability to resist lateral forces, including 
those associated with wind or seismic events. 
 
The report then concludes: 
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Based on the cumulative effects of multiple fire events, the near-total loss of roof and floor 
diaphragms, prolonged environmental exposure, ongoing masonry deterioration, and the 
continued reliance on expired temporary stabilization measures, the structure remains in a 
critically unsafe condition. 
 
Finally, a third independent structural engineer, Dolmen Consulting Engineers, was hired 

by the Owner to prepare yet another report in March of 2026 on the structure condition of the 
structure at the Property (attached as Exhibit H).  The report concludes the existing structure does 
not meet multiple seismic standards under the California Existing Building Code, in particular, the 
walls exceeding the max height to thickness ratio, parapets exceeding maximum heights, and the 
lack of wall anchorage (and inability to even construct anchorage).  This report concludes by 
highlighting the following: 

 
[We] found that prolonged exposure to weather, both fires, and the subsequent fire-fighting 
efforts have weakened the mortar in the walls.  It was easy for [us] to remove individual 
bricks with our bare hands from two separate locations.   
 
Three structural engineering firms have now identified critical deficiencies that necessitate 

urgent intervention in their assessments of the Property.  In addition to the 2025 Memo, detailed 
assessment reports were included with both ShoreCal Engineering Inc.’s and KCE Matrix’s 
evaluations with in-depth documentation of a demolition permit application and the risk 
abatement. The 2025 Memo requested DBI issue an emergency demolition permit in accordance 
with Building Code Section 102A.16 regarding Serious and Imminent Hazards – Emergency 
Orders due to the gravity of both engineers’ findings. ShoreCal Engineering Inc. and Dolmen 
Consulting Engineers have provided updated reports within the last month emphasizing the 
deteriorating condition of the structure. 
 
B. Serious and Imminent Hazards – Emergency Orders 
 

As described above, the structure at the Property presents a serious and imminent hazard 
unless demolished. Pursuant to San Francisco Building Code Section 102A.16, the Building 
Official must ensure structures in the City do not constitute “an imminent and substantial hazard 
to the life, health or safety of the occupants or other persons.” Expert analysis has been provided 
by two independent professional engineering firms regarding the hazardous status of the structure 
at the Property.  The 2025 Report and Memo expressly conclude the existing structure poses an 
imminent threat to public health and safety.   

 
Given the current status of the structure at the Property, expert analysis regarding 

the structure, we are requesting the Building Official issue an emergency order to demolish 
the existing structure at the Property.   

 
The ongoing presence of the fire-damaged structure at the Property is an imminent threat 

to public safety.  At this juncture, the Owner has no other feasible remedy to pursue to protect the 
public other than this formal request for an emergency demolition permit. 
 
 









 

February 18, 2020 
 
Alexis Pelosi 
Pelosi Law Group 
12 Geary Street, Suite 802 
San Francisco, CA 94108 
 

Subject: 1656 Powell Street: Unreinforced Masonry Walls  

Dear Ms. Pelosi, 

At your request, I have reviewed the Letter of Denial from San Francisco DBI for demolition of URM 
walls, in peril. The basis of demolition request denial is a decision by DBI to remedy the perilous and unsafe 
condition be engineered for permanent shoring (bracing) in lieu of currently temporary bracing.  

You also raised the alternate solution for permanent shoring (bracing) by designing floor and roof 
diaphragms of the charred structure to permanently restore the floor and roof structure to act as permanent 
shoring mechanisms, coupled with additional necessary structural lateral load resisting 
elements/mechanisms to restore the front façade along Union Street to be permanently braced. This 
alternative is more desirable in the hopes that permanent shoring can be integral to future building design 
within these walls. 

At this juncture, almost 2 years after the temporary shoring being in place, KCE Matrix is being asked to 
consider permanent bracing design integral to building floors and roof restoration and remedying the front 
façade elevation for perilous weak conditions.  

To engineer a permanent bracing system integrating new floors, roof and front façade frames, with piles 
and shotcrete would require a finalized architectural design of the building interiors with unit configurations 
design and common area amenities design. 

A licensed architect has to be engaged by owners to plan, design, and implement and process approvals of 
these plans and amenities. This process of design development and construction documents preparation and 
city approvals will undoubtedly take 12 months, if not more. So, this concept of integrating final design as 
permanent shoring will delay rectifying unsafe conditions of current structure, another year. If KCE 
remedies the current soft story façade for temporary shoring, the repairs will waste over $200,000 because 
this repair will be discarded for permanent shoring. 
Alternatively, if KCE Matrix can provide structural design of permanent shoring for the walls, the design 
will incorporate piles, some shotcrete, and moment frames, explained in previous communication, which 
will cost approximately 3 million dollars, excluding the floors and roofs. 

If San Francisco DBI would consider extending the period of temporary shoring by perhaps another 18 
months, it would be technically feasible to implement the idea of permanent shoring with the redesign of 
the overall structure; however, this would result in economic infeasibility as the retrofit of the front facade 
will easily exhaust productive project funds of over 3 million dollars or more, and produce a design of 
shoring that will encroach on the already restricted interior spaces of the normal development. 
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Not forgetting an additional interior bracing system of lateral load resisting mechanism with piled 
foundation would be required for transverse direction stability, which would further intrude into interior 
space plans of the normal development and cost another several hundred thousand dollars, I doubt the 
architect can  make good use of available space in this building with such an intricate plan. 

No matter what the intent of the community and city is, it will cost several million dollars to just stabilize 
this structure for seismic safety. 

Let me know how you wish to proceed so I could be discussing such plans with your architectural 
consultants. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Vahe Kardjian, P.E. 
KCE Matrix Inc.                                                                                                                                                              
 
 

 













SHORECAL ENGINEERING INC. 
 

CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING​  SHORING DESIGN​ DEMOLITION CONSULTATION 

MEMORANDUM 
To: Matthew Greene, Deputy Director Inspection Services, Department of Building Inspection, 
49 South Van Ness  San Francisco, CA 94103  
From: Erwin O'Toole, P.E. – Shoring and Civil Engineer C80734 
Date: March 7th, 2025 
Subject: Imminent Hazard at 1656 Powell St (Block 0117/ Lot 016) AKA The Verdi Building 
 
 
I am writing to bring to your immediate attention a serious structural hazard present in the 
building located at the above address. Specifically, there are brick walls that are out of plane 
on Powell St and appears to be getting more out of plane since my last observation. The  
eyebrow canopy that remains unsupported at the and 3 stories of unreinforced brick walls as 
well as severe foundation cracks and compromised load-bearing walls. These issues indicate 
that the building is at risk of COLLAPSE  particularly during a MINOR SEISMIC EVENT. 
 
 
On March 17, 2018, a four-alarm fire erupted in San Francisco's North Beach neighborhood at 
659 Union Street, between Powell and Columbus Streets 
 
The fire required a substantial response from the fire department due to its severity and size, 
resulting in a four-alarm designation. 
 
As a licensed civil engineer with 25 years of experience in structural engineering, I have 
conducted a comprehensive assessment of the building and have determined that it poses an 
imminent threat to the safety of its occupants and the public.  Numerous permit applications 
have been filed and executed for the building shoring (See below) These are all now expired 
and do not serve to protect the public 
 
201804126159 Emergency shoring to reinforce fire damaged mix use 3 story plus basement urm bld. Shoring to be both ext 
and interor. 
 
201805048295 Revision to 201804126159 change in site conditions per site inspection; add more shoring to the interior from 
3rd floor braced to 2nd flr 
 
201805159126 Revision #2 to pa #201804126159. Additional shoring to the rear walls of the building throughout 2nd & 3rd 
levels 
 
201807205052 Rev to pa# 201804126159 & 201805048295; change timeline of completion of phase 1&2 to october 15,2018. 
Maximum duration of phase i & ii temporary shoring until april 12, 2019. No construction under this permit. Maximum duration 
of shoring: phas i & phase ii until 4/12/2019 - temporaru [sic] shoring. 
 
My findings are corroborated by an independent evaluation performed by KCE Matrix, a  
structural engineering firm based in Los Angeles, which specializes in assessing structural 
integrity and hazards. Both assessments have identified critical deficiencies that necessitate 
urgent intervention.   
 
 

 
1663 Mission St, Suite 501, San Francisco, CA 94103                   PH: (415) 531-1009​                     info@shore-cal.com 

 
​ ​  
 



SHORECAL ENGINEERING INC. 
 

CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING​  SHORING DESIGN​ DEMOLITION CONSULTATION 

Enclosed with this letter are the detailed assessment reports from both my evaluation and that 
of KCE Matrix. These reports provide in-depth documentation of the demolition permit 
application and the risk abatement.   
 
Given the gravity of these findings, I earnestly request that the Department of Building 
Inspection issue an emergency demolition permit in accordance with the code section  
102A.16 Serious and Imminent Hazards – Emergency Orders.   
 
I am available to provide any additional information or assistance required to address this 
matter promptly. Please feel free to contact me at 415 531 1009 or via email at 
erwin@shore-cal.com 
 
Thank you for your prompt attention to this critical issue.   
 
 

 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
Erwin O’Toole, PE 
ShoreCal Engineering Inc. 
 

 
1663 Mission St, Suite 501, San Francisco, CA 94103                   PH: (415) 531-1009​                     info@shore-cal.com 

 
​ ​  
 



FREY ENVIRONMENTAL, INC 
Environmental Geologists, Engineers, Assessors 

2817A Lafayette Avenue 
Newport Beach, CA  92663 

(949) 723-1645
Fax (949) 723-1854 

www.freyinc.com 
    Email: freyinc@freyinc.com 

February 19, 2026 
1148-01 

John Kelvin 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush St, Suite 600  
San Francisco, CA 94104 
jkevlin@reubenlaw.com 

BUILDING DEMOLITION REQUEST 
LOT 16 OF ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 0117 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORINA 

Dear Mr. Kelvin, 

FREY Environmental, Inc. (FREY) has prepared this Building Demolition Request letter on behalf 
of Powell Partners, LLC, (Powell Partners) the owner of Lot 16 of Assessor’s Block 0117 (Site).  
There are 17 addresses associated with the lot including: 585 Columbus; 1636, 1638, 1640, 1642, 
1644, 1646, 1648, 1650, 1652, 1854, 1656 Powell Street; and 653, 655, 659, 663, 673 Union Street. 

The northern portion of the Site, 1656 Powell Street, is currently occupied by a vacant area that 
fronts the south side of Union Street from Columbus Avenue to Powell Street. This is the location 
of the former Verdi Building that was destroyed by fires in 2013 and 2018. The outer brick walls 
are currently standing by way of supports. The southern portion of the Site, 1636 Powell Street, is 
a two-story parking garage that fronts Powell Street. 

There are two open environmental cleanup cases associated with the Site. There is a Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) case # 38-0584 (GID #T0607500509) and a Site Cleanup 
Program (SCP) case #38S0064 (GID #T10000013791). All environmental documents associated 
with these two cases are available on the State Water Quality Control Boards GeoTracker website. 

GEOTRACKER LISTINGS: 
1636 POWELL STREET (LUFT Case #38-0584) 
1656 POWELL STREET (SCP Case #38S0064) 
(GID #T0607500509 & GID #T10000013791) 

The San Franciso Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has determined that the 
concentrations of contaminants identified at 1656 Powell Street pose a potential threat to future 
occupants, and remediation is needed prior to redevelopment activities. FREY recommends that 

“Attorney Client Privilege”
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shallow soil excavation be conducted to remove contaminated soil within the current burnt 
building footprint. The remediation will require soil to be excavated to depths ranging from 
approximately 12 to 15 feet below ground surface (bgs) as measured at the front of the lot (Union 
Street). 
 
To conduct the environmental remediation, Powell Partners seeks to demolish and remove the fire-
damaged remnants on the vacant portion of the Site including three brick walls and temporary 
shoring to allow for the remediation excavation to be conducted. 
 
Sincerely, 
FREY Environmental, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
Kent Tucker 
Senior Project Geologist 
PG# 7584 
 
CC: EBO Strategy, Attn: Kate McGee, kate@ebo-strategy.com (via email) 

Powell Partners, LLC: Attn: Jeff Jurow, jjurow@structureproperties.com (via email) 
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LARGE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)  
For Residential projects constructing 7+ units, or any new construction of commercial or mixed-use buildings

A Project Application must be submitted for any project application that requires an intake/in-house for 
Planning Department review. A Project Application is also required for any project that seeks an entitlement 
from the Planning Department, such as a Conditional Use Authorization or Variance. For more, see the 
Project Application Informational Packet. 

This Project Application (PRJ) is for residential projects constructing 7+ units, or any new construction of 
commercial or mixed-use buildings, or large development projects.

Cost for Time and Materials: Any time and materials exceeding initial fees charged for services provided are 
subject to billing.

For questions, you can call the Planning counter at 628.652.7300 or email pic@sfgov.org where planners are 
able to assist you.

Español: Si desea ayuda sobre cómo llenar esta solicitud en español, por favor llame al 628.652.7550. Tenga 
en cuenta que el Departamento de Planificación requerirá al menos un día hábil para responder.

中文: 如果您希望獲得使用中文填寫這份申請表的幫助，請致電628.652.7550。請注意，規劃部門需要
至少一個工作日來回應。

Filipino: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 
628.652.7550. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang 
araw na pantrabaho para makasagot.

Tiếng Việt: Nếu quý vị muốn được hỗ trợ hoàn thành đơn này bằng tiếng Việt, vui lòng gọi 628.652.7550. Xin 
lưu ý rằng Sở Quy Hoạch cần ít nhất một ngày làm việc để phản hồi.

HOW TO SUBMIT:

4 9 S o ut h Va n Nes s Av enu e, S u ite 14 0 0
Sa n F r a n c i s co, C A   941 03
www.sfplan n i ng.org

Planning Department Approvals: To submit your Project Application (PRJ) materials for a Planning 
Approval Letter, you have two options:

1.	 Accela Citizen Access (ACA) Public Portal: No need to complete this entire PDF application. Instead, 
complete the PRJ application online through the public portal. Only complete the PRJ checklist within 
this application along with any other required documents identified within this PRJ application.

2.	 Email: Submit a completed PDF application and all required documents identified within this 
application to CPC.Intake@sfgov.org

Once you receive a Planning Approval Letter, you may submit an application for a building permit.

Other: Ministerial Projects, Unauthorized Dwelling Unit (UDU) Screenings, Project Review Meeting (PRV), 
Temporary Use Authorization (TUA), Preliminary Housing Development Application (PPS), and Modification 
to Previously Approved Project application submissions do not need to complete this Project Application. 
Submit the respective application and any supporting documents to  
CPC.Intake@sfgov.org. 
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LARGE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)

PLANNING RECORD NUMBER

Property Information
Project Address: 

Block/Lot(s): 

Property Owner’s Information
Name: 

Address: 
Email Address: 

Telephone: 

Applicant Information

  Same as above     

Name:  

Company/Organization: 

Address: 
Email Address: 

Telephone: 

Please Select Billing Contact:   Owner	   Applicant	   Other (see below for details)

Name: __________________________  Email: ________________________________ Phone: _____________________

Please Select Primary Project Contact:   Owner	   Applicant	   Billing

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose. Please list any required approvals 
(e.g. Variance), changes to the Planning Code or Zoning Maps, or Inclusionary Rate Reduction Request,  if applicable. 

GENERAL INFORMATION

PROJECT INFORMATION

659 Union/1656 Powell Streets

0117/016

Powell Partners, LLC

659 Union Street, SF, CA 94111 jjurow@rb-sf.com

415.515.9367

Greg Johnson

Multistudio

156 S. Park St., SF, CA 94107 greg.johnson@multi.studio

415.844.2126

✔

See attached project description.
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PROJECT DETAILS:
  Change of Use   New Construction   Demolition   Facade Alterations   ROW Improvements

  Additions   �Legislative/Zoning 
Changes

  �Lot Line 
Adjustment-
Subdivision

  Other: 

Non-Residential:
  Formula Retail   Medical Cannabis

Dispensary
  Massage Establishment   Other:

 

  Financial Service   Cannabis Retail   Tobacco Paraphernalia
Establishment

  Outdoor Activity Area

Residential: 
  Accessory Dwelling Unit

  State
  Local
  Hybrid

  Dwelling Unit Legalization 
Ord. 43-14

  Fourplex Density Bonus
Exemption

  Automotive Housing
Density Bonus

  Planning Code Section 317
  Demolition
  Conversion
  Removal

  Housing Sustainability
District

  State Density Bonus
(Individually Requested)

  Density Bonus Affordable
(Assembly Bill 1763)

  Senior Housing   Intermediate Length
Occupancy Units (ILOs) 

  Inclusionary Housing
Required

  Inclusionary Rate 
Reduction (with Physical 
Changes)

  100% Affordable Housing   Permanent Supportive
Housing

  Housing Tenure
  Rental
  Ownership
  Unknown

  HOME-SF

  Interim Use for Housing
with Hotels and Motels
(Planning Code Section 
202.15)

Indicate whether a Preliminary Housing Development Application (SB-330) is or has been submitted:       Yes       No 

Are you revising a previously approved project with physical changes:       Yes       No 
If selected “Yes,” please complete the following information: 

•	 Planning Application No(s)/Motion No(s) of approved project to be modified: 

•	 Is there a Preliminary Housing Application (SB 330) on file for the approved project?       Yes       No  

•	 GFA of previously approved project:  

•	 GFA proposed in modified project:  

•	 % Change in GFA: 

Estimated Construction Cost:     

SB-1214 Authorization: Senate Bill 1214 allows applications to limit the plans available to the public. You can find more 
information on our website.  

   Yes, all plans may be shared publicly.
   No, floor plans may not be shared publicly. A reduced plan set with only a massing diagram and site plan has

been provided with this submittal for public distribution. 

✔ ✔

✔

✔

✔

$40M

✔
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Project and land use Tables
All fields relevant to the project must be completed in order for this application to be accepted.

Existing / As-Built Proposed
Parking GSF

Residential GSF

Retail/Commercial GSF

Office GSF

Industrial-PDR GSF
Medical GSF

Hotel GSF

Laboratory GSF

CIE (Cultural, Institutional, 
Educational) GSF 

Dwelling Units - Affordable

Dwelling Units - Market Rate

Dwelling Units - Total

Hotel Rooms

Number of Building(s)

Number of Stories

Parking Spaces

Loading Spaces

Bicycle Spaces

Car Share Spaces

Useable Open Space GSF

Public Open Space GSF

Roof Area GSF - Total

Living Roof GSF

Solar Ready Zone GSF

Other:___________________________

Studio Units

One Bedroom Units

Two Bedroom Units

Three Bedroom (or +) Units

Group Housing - Rooms

Group Housing - Beds

SRO Units

Micro Units

Accessory Dwelling Units 
For ADUs, list all ADUs and include unit type 

(e.g. studio, 1 bedroom, 2 bedroom, etc.) and 
the square footage area for each unit.
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approx. 14,298 square feet (50 spaces) approx.6,669 square feet (40 spaces)

0 approx. 95,220 square feet
0 approx. 12,386 square feet
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0

0 15

0 74

0 89
0 0
1 1
0 8
50 0

0 1 (approx. 1,959 square feet)

0 111

0 0

0 approx. 10,592 square feet

0 approx. 455 square feet

0 approx. 18,807 square feet

0 approx. 4,425 square feet

0 approx. 4,425 square feet

0 5

0 62

0 13

0 9

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0
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CHECKLISTS
In order for the Planning Department to consider a Project Application as accepted, the application must be 
accompanied by all required supporting materials and all relevant supplemental applications, as listed below. 

Review and complete the checklist to determine if the materials are required as part of your Project Application 
submission. 

PROJECT SUBMISSION CHECKLIST
Documents 

(completed and signed)
When is it required? Applicants: 

is this required as 
part of your project 

& submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Project Application (PRJ) Always    Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Letter of Authorization When the property owner 
appoints an authorized agent 
to submit a project application 
on their behalf.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Pre-Application Meeting 
including:
• A copy of the invitation

letter noting a phone 
number, video 
conferencing link, and an 
in-person meeting location 

• A list of the neighborhood
organizations and
individuals invited to the
meeting

• A copy of the sign-in sheet

• A summary of the
discussion from the
meeting

• The affidavit

• One reduced copy of the
plans presented at Pre-App

Is the project subject to 
Planning Code Section 311 
Notification? 

If yes, if the project involves any 
of the following scopes of work, 
a Pre-Application Meeting is 
required:
• New Construction;
• Any vertical addition of 7

feet or more;
• Any horizontal addition of

10 feet or more; and
• Decks over 10 feet above

grade or within the
required rear yard.

The following project scopes 
require a Pre-Application 
Meeting regardless of location:
• All Formula Retail uses

subject to a Conditional
Use Authorization;

• Projects in PDR-1-B
Districts subject to Section
313;

• Local Program ADU(s) that
will be constructed under
a cantilevered room or
deck in the rear yard; and

• Removal of a Residential
or Unauthorized Unit,
pursuant to Section 317(c)
(2)(G).

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

   Yes        N/A       Missing

   Yes        N/A       Missing

   Yes        N/A       Missing

   Yes        N/A       Missing

   Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔





V. 09.19.2025  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 7  |  PLANNING APPLICATION - LARGE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT APPLICATION

PROJECT SUBMISSION CHECKLIST
Supplemental Documents 

(completed and signed)
When is it required? Applicants: 

is this required as 
part of your project 

& submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Reasonable Modification 
Application

For applicants with a disability 
that would like to seek a 
modification to their residence 
to accommodate their 
disability.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Better Streets Plan Checklist Project subject to Planning 
Code Section 138.1.

The project is on a lot that is 
greater than one-half acre in 
total area; or includes more 
than 50,000 gross square feet of 
new construction; or contains 
150 feet of total lot frontage on 
one or more publicly-accessible 
right-of-ways; or its frontage 
encompasses the entire block 
face between the nearest two 
intersections with any other 
publicly-accessible right-of-
way; 

AND

The project includes new 
construction of 10 or more 
Dwelling Units; or new 
construction of 10,000 gross 
square feet or greater of 
non-residential space; or an 
addition of 20% or more of 
Gross Floor Area to an existing 
building; or a Change of Use 
of 10,000 gross square feet or 
greater of a PDR use to a non-
PDR use.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Interim Use for Housing with 
Hotel & Motel Affidavit

Projects that will temporarily 
convert tourist hotels and 
motels as interim housing.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔





V. 09.19.2025  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 9  |  PLANNING APPLICATION - LARGE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT APPLICATION

PROJECT SUBMISSION CHECKLIST

Residential Projects When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project 
& submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

317 Dwelling Unit Removal, 
Merger, Conversion or 
Demolition 

Projects that will remove, 
merge, convert or demolish 
a residential or unauthorized 
unit.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

317 Exemption Affidavit Projects that meet the 
eligibility criteria under 
Planning Code Section 317(c).

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program (AHBP) 

100% affordable projects that 
seek to use this program.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Downtown Residential Project 
Authorization 

Projects greater than 50,000 
sqft or 85 ft in height in the RH-
DTR Zoning District.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Downtown Large Project 
Authorization

Most new construction and 
major alterations in C-3 Zoning.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Fourplex Density Bonus in RH 
Districts

Projects in RH Zoning Districts 
that seek to exceed the 
permitted density and elect to 
use this program.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

HOME-SF Supplemental 
Application

New construction projects 
providing at least 20% of units 
as affordable that elect to use 
this program.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Housing Sustainability District 
Application

Projects in the Central SoMa 
HSD that elect to use this 
program.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

In-Kind Agreement 
Supplemental

Projects in certain Area Plans 
that elect to satisfy their 
development impact fees this 
way.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

State Density Bonus Application 
(Individually Requested)

Projects on sites that 
principally permit 5 or more 
residential units and elect to 
use this program.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Large Project Authorization in 
Eastern Neighborhoods

Projects in Eastern 
Neighborhoods MUDs that 
will exceed 75 feet in height or 
involve a net addition or new 
construction of more than 
25,000 gross square feet.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Compliance Affidavit 

Projects that propose 10 or 
more dwelling units.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Anti-Discrimination Housing 
Policy Affidavit 

Projects that propose 10 or 
more dwelling units.

   Yes        No    Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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PLAN SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
To be reviewed and completed by a design professional

Title Page Requirement When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Written Project Description Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Address, Block, Lot Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Zoning District, Height and Bulk 
District, any Special Use District

Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Number of Commercial Units 
and Residential Dwelling Units 
(Existing and Proposed)

Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Building square footage and 
breakdown by units (existing 
and proposed) as defined by 
gross floor area in Planning Code 
Section 102

Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Height of existing building/
structures and height of 
proposed building/structures

Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Dwelling Unit Mix Breakdown 
(Number of Studio, One 
bedrooms etc.)

Residential Projects    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Percentage and number of on-
site affordable units

Required for projects with 
10 or more units. Optional 
for others.

   Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Number of vehicle parking 
spaces and car share spaces

Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Number of bicycle parking 
spaces

Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Square footage of useable open 
space

Always    Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Better roofs ordinance, including 
total roof area, living roof area, 
and solar ready zone area

Project subject to Planning 
Code Section 149

   Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Describe average slope of the 
projects site (%)

Projects with exterior 
expansions

   Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

Licensed design professional 
stamp and signature- may be 
electronic

According to California 
State Licensing Board on 
Design Limitations for 
Professionals 

   Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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PLAN SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
To be reviewed and completed by a design professional

Site Survey Requirement When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Signed by licensed surveyor, 
1/8” or 1” scale, full width of 
all buildings on adjacent lots, 
front setback of all adjacent 
buildings, curb elevation in line 
with the mid-point of the subject 
building and adjacent lots, grade 
elevation at the mid-point of the 
front wall of adjacent buildings, 
roof elevations including 
elevation of eaves/peaks of 
pitched roofs, contour lines, 
utility lines, street trees, existing 
structure on site, north arrow.

New construction, Lot 
splits or mergers

   Yes         No    Yes        N/A       Missing✔
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PLAN SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
To be reviewed and completed by a design professional

Site Plans Requirement When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Scale: 1/8” = 1’ (or 1” = 10’ if 
project is too large).

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Separate existing and 
proposed site plans: showing 
all buildings on the lot.

Only if exterior changes 
proposed

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Adjacent lots showing full width 
outlines of all buildings on 
adjacent properties.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Direction of true north: show 
project north if it is different 
from true north.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Dimensions: show the distance 
from the existing building walls 
to property lines and other 
structures on the lot. Include 
width of sidewalk from front 
property line to curb.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Landscape and permeable 
surface: show/dimension 
the space to be landscaped/
permeable within the required 
front setback (include 
permeability and landscape 
calculations).

Only if existing front 
setback

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Usable open space: show the 
dimensions of decks, terraces 
and yards.

Residential Projects    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Curb cuts: existing and 
proposed curb cuts, curb 
lines, including both adjacent 
properties.

If removing or adding 
parking

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Dimensioned setback 
requirements: Front setback, 
rear yard and side yard of the 
subject and adjacent buildings.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Street Names Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Street tree: show the location 
of existing and proposed street 
trees or add a notation if you pay 
the in-lieu fee.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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PLAN SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
To be reviewed and completed by a design professional

Floor and Roof Plans 
Requirement

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Separate existing and 
proposed floor and roof plans: 
include adjacent structures

When changes are made to 
the floor or roof.

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Scale: ¼”= 1’ (unless project is 
too large in which case 1/8’ = 1’ is 
acceptable).

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

North Arrow Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

On all plan views: label the 
intended use of rooms and 
areas.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Toters: show location of 
dedicated space for trash, 
recycling and compost carts on 
private property and screened 
from public view. Visit www.
recology.com/recology-san-
francisco for more information.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Laundry and storage: show the 
locations.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Parking:  show dimensions 
and outlines of all existing and 
proposed vehicle and bicycle 
parking.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Electrical Transformers: show 
the locations.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Roof: Total roof area, living 
roof area, and/or solar ready 
zone area in gross square feet 
(existing and proposed).

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Walls: Those to remain and 
those to be removed or added 
(with key). If substantial 
amounts of demolition are 
proposed, include demolition 
calculations pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 317.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Door and Windows: Existing and 
Proposed.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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PLAN SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
To be reviewed and completed by a design professional

Building Elevation 
Requirement

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Separate existing and 
proposed elevations: if exterior 
changes are proposed, provide 
separate existing and proposed 
elevations for only the building 
face(s) related to the work.

Only if exterior changes 
proposed.

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Profiles of Adjacent Buildings: 
Show the full outline of each 
adjacent building/structure. Side 
elevations should show the full 
profile of adjacent buildings, 
window openings, and light 
wells that face the project. Show 
the grade plane and heights of 
buildings. Identify the height 
limit pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 260. 

Only if exterior changes 
proposed.

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Exterior materials: if exterior 
changes are proposed, 
include existing and proposed 
exterior materials for new or 
replacement doors, windows, 
and exterior finish material. If 
an elevation is not required, this 
information can go elsewhere in 
the plan set.

Only if exterior changes 
proposed.

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Windows: include dimensions, 
operation, and material type. 
Provide plan section detail of 
new windows.

Only if exterior changes 
proposed.

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Heights: (in feet and number of 
stories, calculated as defined in 
Planning Code Sections 102 and 
260) and any difference in
elevation due to pitched roofs or
steps in building mass.

Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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PLAN SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
To be reviewed and completed by a design professional

Sections Requirement When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

At least two sections 
(longitudinal and latitudinal) 

Longitudinal: show relation 
between the street, front 
property line, subject building, 
rear yard, and rear property line 

Latitudinal: show relation 
between subject building and 
the outline of each adjacent 
building

Expansions and projects 
with excavation.

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Separate existing and 
proposed sections

If there is a change in floor 
to ceiling heights or if 
excavation is proposed.

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Scale: ¼”=1’  (unless the project 
is too large)

For all sections.    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Height datum point: Center line 
of the building, top of curb

For all sections.    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Floor to Ceiling height 
dimensions 

For all sections.    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Existing and Proposed Grade For all sections.    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Key section location of floor 
plans and site plans

For all sections.    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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PLAN SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
To be reviewed and completed by a design professional

Additional Requirement When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Renderings New construction    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Photographs Always    Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

As Built Plans: 
In addition to the requirements 
above, as-built plans are 
required. This will demonstrate 
what the current conditions 
are as differentiated from 
the existing plans (last legal 
condition) and the proposed 
plans (future condition that 
legalizes unauthorized work and 
proposes code compliant work.

If permit is to abate an 
enforcement case (either 
DBI or PLN).

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Demolition Calculations: 
Pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 317.

If vertical addition and 
significant demolition of at 
least one additional wall

OR 

If horizontal addition with 
significant demolition of 
two walls.

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

San Francisco Design Standards The San Francisco Design 
Standards are required for 
projects that are protected 
under the Housing 
Accountability Act. 

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Preservation Design Standards Preservation Design 
Standards for additions 
and modifications to 
existing historic buildings 
are required for Category A 
and A* Properties projects 
that are protected under 
the Housing Accountability 
Act.  

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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PLAN SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
To be reviewed and completed by a design professional

Additional Requirements for 
State Density Bonus Projects  

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Base Density (in gross residential 
sqft and in number of units)

State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Bonus Density (in gross 
residential sqft and in number of 
units)

State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Density Bonus Percentage 
sought

State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Required Inclusionary 
Percentage

State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Percentage of onsite affordable 
units provided, and AMI levels 
provided at

State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Tenure of project (rental or 
ownership)

State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Unit mix table (number of units 
broken down by # of bedrooms 
for total project and for just on-
site affordable units)

State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Waivers Requested State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No     Yes        N/A       Missing

Incentives Requested State Density Bonus 
Projects

   Yes         No      Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION SCREENING FORM
All projects must complete this section.

Applications  
(completed and signed)

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Housing Development 
Statutory Exemption (AB 130) 
Supplemental Application

Optional. Please review 
the AB 130 Supplemental 
Application for details 
regarding tribal consultation, 
labor requirements, and 
other applicable conditions.

   Yes         N/A    Yes        N/A       Missing

Provide foundation design 
type, if applicable (e.g., mat 
foundation, spread footings, 
drilled piers, etc.).

Select “N/A” if the 
information is not applicable. 

   Yes         N/A  

Foundation type:

   Yes        N/A       Missing

Provide 
1. area on site to be excavated

in square feet;
2. depth of excavation

(including foundation
work) in feet; and

3. volume of excavation/
disturbance below grade in
cubic yards

Projects proposing ground 
disturbance.

   Yes       N/A    
Area (sq. ft):

Depth (ft):

Volume (yd3): 

   Yes        N/A       Missing

Provide section and plan 
showing area and depth of soil 
disturbance in feet (including 
foundation work).

Projects in Archeological 
Zone 1 (review in PIM) with 
more than 2 feet and 25 cubic 
yards of soil disturbance

OR

Project in Archeological 
Zone 2 with more than 5 feet 
and 50 cubic yards of soil 
disturbance.

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Historic Resource Review Projects that involve 
demolition of a building 
constructed 45 years ago 
or more, or a building 
contributing to a historic 
district. For demolitions, 
scope the report by 
contacting: 
CPC-HRE@sfgov.org

OR

Projects that involve 
complete alteration to a front 
facade or add a substantial 
vertical addition visible 
from public rights-of-way 
(applicable only to Category 
A*, A & B).

   Yes         N/A     Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

Spread Footings

✔

18,832

5'-18'4"

5,552

✔

✔
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Applications  
(completed and signed)

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Submit copy of an Application 
for Article 38 Compliance 
with proof of receipt from the 
Department of Public Health. 

For new construction, major 
alteration, or change of use 
projects located in an Air 
Pollution Exposure Zone 
(2022) as identified on PIM

THAT ALSO

Propose a sensitive use (i.e. 
childcare, school, senior 
center, residential uses, and 
health care facilities).

   Yes         N/A     Yes        N/A       Missing

Submit copy of the Maher 
Application with proof of 
receipt from the Department of 
Public Health.

Projects on Maher site OR 
sites suspected of containing 
potential subsurface soil or 
groundwater contamination

AND

requires more than 50 cubic 
yards of excavation

OR

change of use from industrial 
use to residential or 
institutional uses

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Phase 1 environmental site 
evaluation

AND 

Documentation of Enrollment 
in DPH’s Maher Program 

Projects on Maher site with 
more than 50 cubic yards of 
excavation

OR

Projects proposing a change 
of use from industrial use to 
residential or institutional 
uses.

OR 

Projects on Cortese sites
OR

Projects on a site with an 
existing or former gas station, 
parking lot, auto repair, 
dry cleaner, manufacturing 
use, or a site with current or 
former underground storage 
tanks

OR

AB 2011 applications.

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔
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Applications  
(completed and signed)

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Geotechnical Study Projects located within a 
Landslide Hazard Zone, 
Liquefaction Zone as shown 
on PIM,

OR

Projects on a lot with an 
average slope of 25% or 
greater

AND

Projects involving:
• construction of a new

building;
• horizontal additions

with increases more
than 50%;

• vertical additions with
increases more than
500 square feet of new
roof area;

• substantial grading
disturbing 5,000 cubic
yards of material);

• substantial cuts for
grading (e.g., 10 feet in
vertical height or steep
slopes);

• a deep foundation
system (e.g., piers,
piles); or

• any grading within a
Landslide Hazard Zone
or Liquefaction Zone.

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Consultant prepared shadow 
fan. 

Projects over 40 feet in height

AND

If it is known that the 
Project will cast shadow 
on a property under the 
jurisdiction of the Recreation 
and Parks Department 

If unknown, this information 
will be relayed to applicant 
by Department staff in the 
response to this submittal. 

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔
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Applications  
(completed and signed)

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Childcare pickup and drop 
off management plan and 
application

If proposing a childcare 
facility with 30 or more 
students or 1,500 sqft or 
more of new space.

   Yes       N/A        Yes        N/A       Missing

Major Projects Projects over 10,000 sqft 

OR 

Project proposing more than 
25 units.

   Yes       N/A        Yes        N/A       Missing

Categorical Exemption 
Certificate Fee

The project involves:
• 25 units or less;
• 10,000 square feet or

less of non-residential
uses (either as change
of use or addition);

AND

does not require an 
amendment to the General 
Plan or Planning Code (e.g. 
special use district).

   Yes       N/A        Yes        N/A       Missing

✔

✔

✔
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If yes, to any of the questions in the above Environmental screening form, please complete the following checklist.

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST

Applications  
(completed and signed)

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Construction duration 
information and construction 
equipment list.  

Please submit estimated hours 
and number of days per week of 
construction and construction 
equipment list as shown in the 
Project Construction Information 
Form.

Projects involving 
demolition and/or new 
construction.

   Yes         N/A     Yes        N/A       Missing

Describe location and timing and 
provide plans of construction 
phasing (e.g., phase 1 will consist 
of XX units on lots A and B, phase 
2 will consist of XX square feet of 
office on lots C and D and shown 
on plans).

If project involves multiple 
new building or structures 
on multiple lots.

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Describe the location and 
provide plans with the number 
and size (horsepower) and 
engine tier level of stationary 
sources or mechanical 
equipment (e.g., fans, cooling 
towers, HVAC, backup diesel 
generators, fire pumps) or other 
noise or air pollutant sources.

Projects over 75 feet in 
height

OR

Projects including more than 
2 diesel generators

OR

Projects proposing grocery 
stores.

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Describe and provide plans of 
number of seats and/or standing 
capacity (maximum occupancy), 
frequency and hours of 
entertainment, and locations 
where amplified noise may occur 
(music, events, etc.).

Projects proposing 
Entertainment uses.

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Submit estimates of number of 
daily and peak hour vehicle trips 
broken down by vehicle type 
(supported by estimates that 
include breakdown of space by 
different parcel delivery uses).

Projects proposing Parcel 
Delivery Service uses

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing
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ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST

Applications  
(completed and signed)

When is it required? Applicants: 
is this required as 

part of your project & 
submitted?

Planning staff only: 
verification of submission & 

completeness

Describe location and provide 
plans of any changes to public 
facilities (e.g., parks and 
recreation facilities, pump 
stations, main (not lateral) sewer 
lines, etc.).

Projects proposing changes 
to public facilities or 
infrastructure (excluding 
roadways).

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Driveway and Loading 
Operations Plan and submit a 
“Site Circulation Review” fee to 
SFMTA.  

You may elect to select a 
qualified transportation 
consultant to prepare the 
Driveway and Loading 
Operations Plan.

Projects proposing more 
than 100,000 net new gross 
square feet in Central SoMa 
SUD or Van Ness SUD

OR

Projects proposing more 
than 100,000 net new gross 
square feet and requesting 
a waiver, incentive, variance 
from off-street loading 
requirements

OR

Projects involving 25 or more 
electric vehicle spaces.

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Consultant prepared wind scope 
of work.

Projects over 85 ft in height

OR

Projects located within use 
district with wind criteria 

OR

 HOME-SF projects

   Yes         N/A      Yes        N/A       Missing

Priority Application Processing 
for Clean Construction Projects 
Supplemental

Projects seeking priority 
application processing for 
clean construction.

   Yes       N/A       Yes        N/A       Missing

Better Streets Plan Checklist Large development sites 
with new construction or 
major alterations (see the 
application to confirm if 
required for the project).

   Yes         N/A      Yes        N/A       Missing
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APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c) Other information or applications may be required.

d) I hereby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property as part of the City’s

review of this application, making all portions of the interior and exterior accessible through completion of construction and

in response to the monitoring of any condition of approval.

e) I attest that personally identifiable information (PII) - i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts -

have not been provided as part of this application.  Furthermore, where supplemental information is required by this

application, PII has been redacted prior to submittal to the Planning Department.  I understand that any information provided

to the Planning Department becomes part of the public record and can be made available to the public for review and/or

posted to Department websites.

_______________________________________________________	 _________________________________________
Signature Name (Printed)

_______________________________________________________
Date

___________________________ _ ___________________ _________________________________________
Relationship to Project Phone Email
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By:  Date:  

Greg Johnson

October 1, 2025

Architect 415-987-7141 greg.johnson@multi.studio
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PRELIMINARY APPLICATION PURSUANT TO SB 330  AND/OR

NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUBMIT A PROJECT APPLICATION PURSUANT TO  
SB 423, AB 2011, OR SB 4
INFORMATIONAL AND APPLICATION PACKET

For questions, you can call the Planning counter at 628.652.7300 or email pic@sfgov.org where planners are 
able to assist you.

Español: Si desea ayuda sobre cómo llenar esta solicitud en español, por favor llame al 628.652.7550. Tenga en 
cuenta que el Departamento de Planificación requerirá al menos un día hábil para responder.

中文: 如果您希望獲得使用中文填寫這份申請表的幫助，請致電628.652.7550。請注意，規劃部門需要至少

一個工作日來回應。

Filipino: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 
628.652.7550. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw 
na pantrabaho para makasagot.

WHAT IS A PRELIMINARY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION? 

The Housing Crisis Act of 2019, adopted in Senate Bill 330 (2019), added Government Code section 65941.1, and 
allows an applicant for a housing development project to submit a preliminary application that provides a local 
agency with specified site information about the project.  The zoning, design, subdivision, and fee requirements that 
will apply to the housing development project throughout the review and entitlement process will be based on the 
date that the applicant submits a complete preliminary application, including the payment of a permit processing 
fee.  
 
A ‘housing development project’ is a project with at least one residential unit, which includes at least two-thirds 
residential use by floor area, or is transitional or supportive housing.  A Preliminary Application can be submitted for 
projects that require both ministerial and discretionary approvals.  
 
Under Senate Bill 423 (SB 423), a Preliminary Application acts as a “Notice of Intent” to file a Project Application. 
This starts certain time-sensitive steps, including notification to the California Native American Tribes or a hearing 
before the Planning Commission dependent on the site location. Please see below for more information.  
 
Additional State ministerial programs (AB 2011 and SB 4) also contain requirements for notification to the California 
Native American Tribes provided the development site is vacant. If electing to use either program, please fill out the 
Excavation Table on Page 8 and complete this form. 
 
The Preliminary Application may serve either function or both: to lock in the Planning Code requirements as they 
exist when submitted or as a Notice of Intent for submitting a SB 423 application. 

4 9 S o ut h Va n Nes s Av enu e, S u ite 14 0 0
Sa n F r a n c i s co, C A   941 03
www.sfplan n i ng.org
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PROCESS FOR SUBMITTING A PRELIMINARY HOUSING DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION TO 
LOCK IN PLANNING CODE REQUIREMENTS 
 
Once a complete Preliminary Application is submitted the zoning, design, subdivision, and fee requirements 
in effect as of the date of submittal will remain applicable to the project for the duration of the review and 
entitlement process, provided that the applicant satisfies all of the following:

•	 The submitted Preliminary Application contains accurate information. The Planning Department may 
require a revised Preliminary Application if the original application includes inaccurate information.

•	 The applicant must submit, and the department must accept, a complete development application 
which could include a Project Application (PRJ) or a State ministerial application such as SB 423, SB 4, 
or AB 2011 within 180 days of submittal of a Preliminary Application.

•	 The project does not increase by more than 20 percent either the number of units or total square 
footage as indicated in the Preliminary Application, except as the project may be revised using the 
State Density Bonus. 

•	 The project must commence construction within 30 months of site permit issuance.

If the applicant fails to satisfy the above requirements, the Preliminary Application shall expire and have no 
further force or effect.

Note that the City may impose the following requirements even when a Preliminary Application is on file:

•	 The City may annually adjust development impact fees, application fees, capacity and connection 
fees, or other charges based on a published cost index.

•	 The City may apply requirements to avoid adverse impacts on public health or safety or to avoid or 
lessen an impact under CEQA. 

Applicants may submit a new Preliminary Application to lock in Planning Code requirements at any time, in 
which case the requirements in effect at that time shall apply. 
 
 
TRIBAL CONSULTATION FOR SB 423| AB 2011| SB 4 PROJECTS

Certain state housing laws require consultation with California Native American Tribes that are traditionally 
and culturally affiliated with the geographic area in which the project is located prior to filing an application. 
For all SB 423 projects, and for SB 4 and AB 2011 projects on vacant sites, this Preliminary Application serves 
as the “Notice of Intent.” Tribal consultation must be finalized prior to filing a Supplemental Application. 

 
SB 423

•	 For projects seeking approval under the provision of SB 423 (Government Code Section 
65913.4), an applicant is required to submit a Preliminary Application, which will serve as a 
Notice of Intent to submit an SB 423 Project Application.

•	 Upon receipt of a Preliminary Application, the Planning Department will notify the California 
Native American Tribes of the Preliminary Application within 30 days. 

•	 Within 30 days of the date of notification, a representative of the tribal group may request 
a scoping consultation with the Department. The consultation may include discussion 
concerning the identification, presence, and significance of Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs), the 
significance of the project’s impacts on TCRs, and, as warranted, measures and alternatives to 
protect or reduce impacts on tribal cultural resources.
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•	 If a scoping consultation is requested, Department staff will coordinate with the requestor 
to develop mitigation measures, which will be attached to the approval as conditions of 
approval. If the project sponsor does not agree to these measures, or the sponsor and requestor 
cannot agree on a set of measures, then the project is not eligible for that ministerial approval 
program. A local agency may not accept a Supplemental Application under SB 423 until Tribal 
consultation is complete.

•	 If a scoping session is not required, the project sponsor may submit a Supplemental Application 
under SB 423.

AB 2011 AND SB 4

•	 Projects seeking approval under AB 2011 (Government Code section 65912.100 et seq.) and SB 
4 (Government Code section 65913.16) require Tribal Notification for projects located on vacant 
sites. In San Francisco, a vacant site is:

1.	 Any undeveloped parcel containing no existing buildings;

2.	 Any parcel that contains only a surface parking lot and no existing buildings, except 
buildings that are accessory to a surface parking lot use, such as a guard station or kiosk, 
whether or not said surface parking lot was established with the benefit of a permit; or

3.	 For a parcel over 15,000 square feet in size that contains a surface parking lot use, the 
site may include structures that are accessory to a surface parking lot use, such as those 
supporting General Advertising Signs, and a building that does not exceed 800 square feet in 
building area

•	 Notification can take place at the same time as review of a Supplemental Application under 
AB 2011 or SB 4; however, the project may not be deemed eligible for either program until 
consultation is completed.

•	 Projects may not be located on sites that contain tribal cultural resources that could be affected 
by the development and that cannot be mitigated.

PUBLIC HEARING FOR SB 423 PROJECTS IN CERTAIN NEIGHBORHOODS

•	 The Planning Commission shall hold a public meeting to provide an opportunity for the public and the 
local government to comment on the development if the development is located within a census tract 
that is designated either as a moderate resource area, low resource area, or an area of high segregation 
and poverty on the most recent “CTCAC/HCD Opportunity Map” published by the California Tax Credit 
Allocation Committee and the Department of Housing and Community Development.

•	 The Planning Commission will hold a required public meeting during a regularly scheduled 
Planning Commission hearing (generally, Thursdays at 12 pm noon). This informational hearing 
will be scheduled within 45 days of submission of this application.  If the City does not hold a public 
meeting within 45 days, the project sponsor shall hold a public meeting before submitting a Project 
Application.

FEES
Effective November 1, 2024, SF Planning will apply a $1,330 fee for Preliminary Application (PPS) submissions. 
Should the cost of staff time exceed the initial fee paid, an additional fee for time and materials may be 
applied. 
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Property Information

Project Address: 

Block/Lot(s): 

Applicant Information

Name:  

Company/Organization: 

Address: 
Email Address: 

Telephone: 

Application Information
Select one of the options below, and check all that apply: 

 Option 1: This application is submitted to lock Planning Code provisions per SB 330. 

 Option 2*: This is a Notice of Intent to submit a Housing Development Project pursuant to SB 423.

 Option 3*:  This is to satisfy notification requirements to the California Native American Tribes for a Housing
      Development Project on a vacant site pursuant to AB 2011 or SB 4.

*If applying for Option 2 or 3, please complete Excavation Table on page 7

Required Submission Materials
Architectural plans in pdf format, formatted to print at 11” x 17” that includes the following information: a site plan 
showing the location of the development on the property, elevations showing design, color, and material, and the massing, 
height, and approximate square footage of each building that is to be occupied.  

 I have submitted the above described plans with this application. 

Project Description

SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION

PRELIMINARY APPLICATION PURSUANT TO SB 330  AND/OR
NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUBMIT A PROJECT APPLICATION PURSUANT TO SB 423, AB 2011, OR SB 4

APPLICATION SUBMITTED DATE

659 Union/1656 Powell Streets

0117/016

Greg Johnson

Multistudio

156 S Park St, SF, CA, 94107 greg.johnson@multi.studio

415.844-2126

✔

✔

See attached project description.
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Please identify the State programs this project will use, if any.  You may select more than one. 

 SB 423 / SB 35 Streamlined Housing Approvals: Multifamily
      Housing Developments (2023)

 State Density Bonus (1979)

 SB 4  Housing Development: Higher Education Institutions  
     and Religious Institutions (2023)

 AB 2011 Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act
     of 2022

 AB 2162 Housing Development: Supportive Housing
     (2017)

Does the site contain or did the site contain any residential units?
 Yes       No

If yes, please answer the following questions:

What is the current occupancy status of each of the existing residential units?

How many residential units will be demolished under the proposed project?  

*Please note, the Project sponsor will be required to provide information about any protected units under SB 330 
(Government Code Section 66300) upon submittal of the Project Application. Some state laws have specific demolition 
restrictions, please see the applicable applications for more information.

1.	 Does the project include any point sources of air or water pollution? If so, please list them:  
       Yes       No

2.	 Are any species of local concern known to occur on the property? If so, please list them: 
       Yes       No 

✔

✔

✔

The site has been vacant and without residential occupancy since 2013, following fires that destroyed the former 
structure. 

None: No protected units have existed or been occupied in the past 12 years, the Project is not subject to tenant 
protection or replacement housing requirements under SB 423, SB 330, or the State Density Bonus Law. 

✔

✔
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3.	 Is any portion of the property located within any of the following? 

a.	 A very high fire hazard severity zone, as determined by the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection pursuant to 
Government Code Sec. 51178:

 Yes       No
b.	 Wetlands, as defined in the United States Fish and Wildlife Service Manual, Part 660 FW 2 (June 21, 1993):

 Yes       No
c.	 A hazardous waste site that is listed pursuant to Government Code Sec. 65962.5 or a hazardous waste site designated by 

the Department of Toxic Substances Control pursuant to Section 25356 of the Health and Safety Code: 
 Yes       No

d.	 A special flood hazard area subject to inundation by the 1 percent annual chance flood (100-year flood) as determined 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency in any official maps published by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency:

 Yes       No
e.	 A delineated earthquake fault zone as determined by the State Geologist in any official maps published by the State 

Geologist, unless the development complies with applicable seismic protection building code standards adopted by 
the California Building Standards Commission under the California Building Standards Law (Part 2.5 (commencing with 
Section 18901) of Division 13 of the Health and Safety Code), and by any local building department under Chapter 12.2 
(commencing with Section 8875) of Division 1 of Title 2:

 Yes       No
f.	 A stream or other resource that may be subject to a streambed alteration agreement pursuant to Chapter 6 (commencing 

with Section 1600) of Division 2 of the Fish and Game Code.
 Yes       No

4.	 Are any historic or cultural resources known to exist on the property? (see the Historic Preservation tab on the Property
Information Map) If so, please list them

 Yes       No

5.	 Will the project require any approvals under the Subdivision Map Act, such as a parcel map, a tentative map, or a condominium 
map?

 Yes       No

6.	 Is the project located within the Coastal Zone? 
 Yes       No

If yes, does any portion of the property contain any of the information?
a.	 Wetlands, as defined in subdivision (b) of Section 13577 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations:

 Yes       No
b.	 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas, as defined in Section 30240 of the Public Resources Code:

 Yes       No
c.	 A tsunami run-up zone:

 Yes       No
d.	 Use of the site for public access to or along the coast:

 Yes       No

7.	 Will the project impact a stream or other resource that may be subject to a streambed alteration agreement pursuant to 
Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 1600) of Division 2 of the Fish and Game Code? 

 Yes       No

If yes, attach an aerial site photograph showing existing site conditions of environmental site features that would be subject to 
regulations by a public agency, including creeks and wetlands.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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8.	 Is any portion of the property subject to any recorded public easement, such as easements for storm drains, water lines, power 
lines, and other public rights of way?  
           Yes       No 
 
If yes, provide a site map or list indicating the location of all such public easements. 

SB 423| AB 2011 | SB 4 Projects 
The following information is requested to assist with the tribal scoping consultation as described in Government Code Section 
65913.4, 65912.100 et seq., and 65913.16. Complete the table below for all SB 423 projects. Complete the table below for AB 
2011 and SB 4 projects, provided that the development site is vacant.

Excavation Table
Please provide the following information, and submit a section and site plan showing area and depth of soil disturbance in feet 
(including foundation work).

Information When is it required? Applicants:  
is this required as part of your 

project & submitted?

Provide foundation design type, if 
applicable (e.g., mat foundation, spread 
footings, drilled piers, etc.).

Select “N/A” if the information is not 
applicable. 

   Yes         N/A   
 
Foundation type:

Provide 
1.	 area on site to be excavated in 

square feet; 
2.	 depth of excavation (including 

foundation work) in feet; and  
3.	 volume of excavation/ disturbance 

below grade in cubic yards

Projects proposing ground disturbance.    Yes         N/A      
Area (sq. ft):

 

Depth (ft):
 

Volume (yd3): 

Provide section and plan showing area 
and depth of soil disturbance in feet 
(including foundation work).

Projects in Archeological Zone 1 (review in PIM) 
with more than 2 feet and 25 cubic yards of soil 
disturbance

OR

Project in Archeological Zone 2 with more than 
5 feet and 50 cubic yards of soil disturbance.

   Yes         N/A    

✔

✔

Spread Footings

✔

18,832

varies from 5'-18'4

5,552

✔
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Project and land use Tables
All fields relevant to the project must be completed in order for this application to be accepted.

Existing Proposed
Parking GSF

Residential GSF

Retail/Commercial GSF

Office GSF

Industrial-PDR GSF
Medical GSF

Hotel GSF

CIE (Cultural, Institutional, 
Educational) GSF 

 

Dwelling Units - Affordable

Dwelling Units - Market Rate

Dwelling Units - Total

Hotel Rooms

Number of Building(s)

Number of Stories

Parking Spaces

Loading Spaces

Bicycle Spaces

Car Share Spaces

Useable Open Space GSF

Public Open Space GSF

Roof Area GSF - Total

Living Roof GSF

Solar Ready Zone GSF

Other:___________________________
 

Studio Units

One Bedroom Units

Two Bedroom Units

Three Bedroom (or +) Units

Group Housing - Rooms

Group Housing - Beds

SRO Units

Micro Units

Accessory Dwelling Units 
For ADUs, list all ADUs and include unit type 

(e.g. studio, 1 bedroom, 2 bedroom, etc.) and 

the square footage area for each unit.

Ge
ne

ra
l L

an
d 

Us
e

Pr
oj

ec
t F

ea
tu

re
s

La
nd

 U
se

 - 
Re

si
de

nt
ia

l
 approx. 14,298 square feet (50 spaces) approx.6,669 square feet (40 spaces)
0 approx. 95,220 square feet
0 approx. 12,386 square feet
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

0 15

0 74

0 89
0 0
1 1
0 8
50 0

0 1 (approx.1,959 square feet)

0 111

0 0

0 approx. 10,592 square feet

0 approx. 455 square feet

0 approx. 18,807 square feet

0 approx. 4,425 square feet

0 approx. 4,425 square feet

0 5

0 62

0 13

0 9

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0
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State Density Bonus Project
Please complete this section if the project uses State Density Bonus Law 

Base Density (in gross residential sqft and in number of units):     

Bonus Density (in gross residential sqft and in number of units): 

Density Bonus Percentage Sought: 

Percentage of onsite affordable units provided and AMI levels of 
those units : 

Tenure of Project (rental or ownership): 

Unit mix table (number of units broken down by number of 
bedrooms for total project and unit mix and bedroom count for 
the affordable units ): 

Waivers Requested: 

Incentives Requested:

47 units, 64,460GSF

89 units, 95,220 GSF

95%

15% VLI and 14%MI

Rental

89 units: 
5 studios 
62 one-bedroom 
13 two-bedroom 
9 three-bedroom 
 
15 BMRs: 8 VLI & 7 MI 
1 studio, 10 one-bedroom, 2 two-bedroom, 3 
three-bedroom

Sec.135: Exception to open space req't, 
Sec. 260,722: Exception to 40' height limit, 
Sec. 722: Exception to 25% rear yard req't., Sec. 780: 
Exception to historic resources.

Restaurant use above ground floor.
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APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

b) The  information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c) Other information or applications may be required.

d) I attest that personally identifiable information (PII) - i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts -

have not been provided as part of this application or any supplemental information. I understand that any information

provided to the Planning Department becomes part of the public record and can be made available to the public for review

and/or posted to Department websites.

_______________________________________________________	 _________________________________________
Signature Name (Printed)

_______________________________________________________
Date

___________________________ _ ___________________ _________________________________________
Relationship to Project Phone Email
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By:  Date:  

Greg Johnson

September 30, 2025

Architect 415-987-7141 greg.johnson@multi.studio



Attachment: Project Description 

Preliminary Application Pursuant to SB 330 and/or Notice of Intent to Submit a Project 
Application Pursuant to SB 423 

The subject property comprises the entirety of Lot 16 of Assessor’s Block 0117, bounded by 
Powell, Union, and Columbus Streets. The site comprises two areas: 

1. A vacant area of approximately 11,200 sf fronting Union Street from Columbus Avenue 
to Powell Street—the former location of the Verdi Building, destroyed by fire in 2018. 
The area contains an existing brick wall (the former façade of the Verdi Building), 
currently held up with temporary shoring. 

2. A two-story parking garage of approximately 15,000 sf fronting Powell Street. 

The proposed project ("Project") seeks to demolish the existing parking structure which currently 
provides approximately 50 temporary off-street parking spaces, and the existing brick wall 
(former façade of the Verdi Building).  

The Project proposes construction of a new eight-story, mixed-use building consisting of: 

• 89 residential rental units, including 15 below-market-rate (BMR) rental units; 
(approximately 95,220 square feet); 

• Approximately 5,700 sf of ground-floor retail space; 
• A publicly accessible rooftop restaurant (approximately 6,678 square feet); 
• 40 parking spaces; 
• 99 type 1 bicycle parking spaces and 12 type 2 bicycle parking spaces; and 
• 4 new street trees along Union Street , and 2 new street trees along Powell Street 

The Project has been designed in accordance with the City’s Objective Design Standards and 
seeks to reflect and enhance the architectural character of the North Beach neighborhood, with 
sensitivity to adjacent structures and nearby Washington Square Park. 

The Project includes this Preliminary Application Pursuant to SB 330 and Notice of Intent to 
Submit a Project Application Pursuant to SB 423. The Project endeavors to comply with 
underlying zoning controls where feasible and seeks waivers and incentives under the State 
Density Bonus Law (SDBL) as necessary to accommodate its proposed scope. 

Requested incentives and waivers include: 

• Incentive to permit restaurant use above the ground floor. 
• Waivers from Planning Code Sections 260/722 (Height), 135 (Open Space), 722 (Rear 

Yard), and 780.3(3) (Historic Resources).  

Existing Site Conditions & Legal Eligibility 
The site has been vacant and without residential occupancy since 2013, following fires that 
destroyed the former structure. As no protected units have existed or been occupied in the past 



10 years, the Project is not subject to tenant protection or replacement housing requirements 
under SB 423, SB 330, or the State Density Bonus Law. The proposed development is therefore 
eligible for streamlined processing and related entitlements under applicable state housing laws. 

The Project intends to seek a statutory exemption via AB 130 and SB 131.  AB 130 provides the 
statutory exemption for certain infill developments.  SB 131 allows for continued eligibility of 
AB 130 if only one eligibility criterion is not met. 
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AB 130 INFILL STATUTORY EXEMPTION - PUBLIC RESOURCES
CODE SECTION 21080.66
INFORMATIONAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION PACKET

ATTENTION: A Project Application must be completed and/or attached prior to submitting this 
Supplemental Application. See the Project Application for instructions. 

For questions, you can call the Planning counter at 628.652.7300 or email pic@sfgov.org where 
planners are able to assist you.

Español: Si desea ayuda sobre cómo llenar esta solicitud en español, por favor llame al 628.652.7550. 
Tenga en cuenta que el Departamento de Planificación requerirá al menos un día hábil para 
responder. 

中文: 如果您希望獲得使用中文填寫這份申請表的幫助，請致電628.652.7550。請注意，規劃部
門需要至少一個工作日來回應。 

Filipino: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 
628.652.7550. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa 
isang araw na pantrabaho para makasagot. 

Tiếng Việt: Nếu quý vị muốn được hỗ trợ hoàn thành đơn này bằng tiếng Việt, vui lòng gọi 
628.652.7550. Xin lưu ý rằng Sở Quy Hoạch cần ít nhất một ngày làm việc để phản hồi.

WHAT IS THE  AB 130 INFILL EXEMPTION?

In response to California’s housing crisis, the State Legislature has introduced numerous bills to fund, 
incentivize, and legalize new housing. On June 30, 2025, Governor Gavin Newsom signed Assembly Bill 130 
(AB 130) into law.  AB 130 establishes a statutory exemption for housing development projects on specific 
sites, provided they meet labor requirements if applicable and engage in tribal consultation.

Public Resources Code Section 21080.66, created under AB 130, is part of California’s initiative to streamline 
housing development and update the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process. This 
section offers a statutory exemption for certain housing development projects from CEQA requirements, 
aiming to speed up the approval process. 
 
IS MY PROJECT ELIGIBLE FOR THE AB 130 HOUSING DEVELOPMENT STATUTORY EXEMPTION? 
 
A project is eligible for statutory exemption under AB 130 if it meets the following criteria:

Project Requirements
•	 Housing Development Project. The project is a “housing development project” that meets any one 

of the following criteria: 
	ᵒ it consists of residential units only; 

4 9 S o ut h Va n Nes s Av enu e, S u ite 14 0 0
Sa n F r a n c i s co, C A   941 03
www.sfplan n i ng.org



V. 09.10.2025 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 2  |  SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION - AB 130 INFILL EXEMPTION REQUEST

	ᵒ it is a mixed-use development that includes both residential and nonresidential uses, 
with at least two-thirds of the square footage designated for residential use; 

	ᵒ it is a mixed-use development with at least 50 percent of the new or converted square 
footage designated for residential use and includes at least 500 net new residential units, 
with no portion of the project designated for use as a hotel, motel, bed and breakfast inn, 
or other transient lodging, except that a portion of the project may be designated for use 
as a residential hotel, as defined in Section 50519 of the Health and Safety Code; 

	ᵒ it is a mixed-use development with at least 50 percent of the net new or converted square 
footage designated for residential use, includes at least 500 net new residential units, 
demolishes or converts at least 100,000 square feet of nonresidential use and at least 
50 percent of existing nonresidential uses on the site, and does not include any portion 
designated for transient lodging except a residential hotel under Section 50519; or 

	ᵒ it consists of transitional housing or supportive housing. 

•	 No portion of the project can be designated for use as a hotel, motel, bed and breakfast inn, or 
other transient lodging.

•	 Plan and Zoning Consistency. The project is consistent with the applicable general plan 
and zoning ordinance, and any applicable local coastal program. The project must meet 
all objective standards of the planning code, including any applicable design standards. 
Exceptions granted through the state density bonus law would be considered code-complying. 

•	 Site Acreage Limits. The project site is not more than 20 acres (or 5 acres for a “builder’s 
remedy” project).

•	 Density Requirements. The project includes a residential density of at least 15 units per acre. 
For example, the minimum density would be 1 unit for a 2,500-square-foot parcel.

•	 Historic Buildings. The project cannot involve the demolition of a historic structure that was 
listed on a national, state, or local historic register prior to the filing of a project application. 
A local historic register includes those properties listed within Article 10 or 11 of the San 
Francisco Planning Code. For Article 10 buildings, structures identified as contributing and 
contributing-altered are considered historic while structures identified as non-contributing are 
not considered historic structures for the purposes of AB 130. For Article 11, contributory and 
significant buildings (I, II, III, IV) are considered historic structures while unrated (V) buildings 
are not historic structures for the purposes of AB 130. For Article 10 and Article 11 properties, 
demolition is defined in Planning Code Section 1005(f). Projects that exceed this definition are 
ineligible for the AB 130 statutory exemption. 

Site Requirements

•	 Urban Infill. The project site must meet one of the following criteria: has been previously 
developed with an urban use; at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels 
that are developed with urban uses; at least 75 percent of the area within a one-quarter mile 
radius of the site is developed with urban uses; or for sites with four sides, at least three out of 
four sides are developed with urban uses and at least two-thirds of the perimeter of the site 
adjoins parcels that are developed with urban uses.

•	 Location. The development must be located on a property that is not located on prime 
farmland, wetlands, a high fire hazard severity zone, a delineated earthquake fault zone, a 
flood plain, a floodway, a community conservation plan area, a habitat for protected species, or 
under a conservation easement.
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•	 Hazardous Waste Site. The project site may not be located on a hazardous waste site that 
is listed pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code or a hazardous waste site 
designated by the Department of Toxic Substances Control pursuant to Section 25356 of the 
Health and Safety Code, unless the State Department of Public Health, State Water Resources 
Control Board, or the Department of Toxic Substance Control has cleared the site for residential 
use or residential mixed uses.  A clearance letter or determination confirming suitability for 
residential use must be obtained prior to submittal of an AB 130 project.

•	 Coastal Zone. If the development is in the coastal zone, the site must be subject to and 
compliant with a certified local coastal program or a certified land use plan. The site may not 
be in an area vulnerable to five feet of sea level rise, located within 100-feet of a wetland, or 
on prime agricultural land. For more information, please see the requirements in Government 
Code Section 65913.4(a)(6)(A). 
 
If a project is located on a Coastal Zone site that is eligible for this program, the project sponsor 
shall submit a coastal zone permit, and the department will review the project for compliance 
with any objective criteria of the Local Coastal Program.

•	 Proximity to Freeways. For any housing located within 500 feet of a freeway, the project must 
include MERV 16 (“minimum efficiency reporting value”) filtration and all outdoor intakes as 
well as building balconies must face away from the freeway. A freeway is defined in California 
Vehicle Code Section 332 but does not include on ramps or off ramps.

•	 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and Remediation. The project applicant agrees to 
complete a phase I environmental assessment as defined in Section 78090 of the Health and 
Safety Code and, if applicable, agrees to the requirements below as a condition of project 
approval.  
 
If a recognized environmental condition is found, the development proponent shall complete 
a preliminary endangerment assessment, as defined in Section 78095 of the Health and 
Safety Code, prepared by an environmental assessor to determine the existence of any release 
of a hazardous substance on the site and to determine the potential for exposure of future 
occupants to significant health hazards from any nearby property or activity.  
 
If a release of a hazardous substance is found to exist on the site, the release shall be removed 
or any effects of the release shall be mitigated to levels required by current federal and 
state statutory and regulatory standards before the local government issues a certificate of 
occupancy.  
 
If a potential for exposure to significant hazards from surrounding properties or activities is 
found to exist, the effects of the potential exposure shall be mitigated to levels required by 
current federal and state statutory and regulatory standards before the local government issues 
a certificate of occupancy.

TRIBAL CONSULTATION

To qualify for the AB 130 exemption, the planning department would engage in a scoping consultation 
regarding the proposed development with any California Native American tribe that is traditionally 
and culturally affiliated with the geographic area. The process begins with the city sending out a tribal 
consultation letter within 14 days of the complete application notice. Tribes then have 60 days to 
request consultation. If a tribe does not notify the department within 60 days, the consultation shall 
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be considered to have concluded. If a tribe requests consultation, the department must initiate it 
within 14 days, and the consultation shall conclude within 45 days of initiation, with a possible one-
time 15-day extension upon the tribe’s request. The formal notification must include detailed project 
information, site maps, proposed project scope, and any known cultural resource studies. On average, 
it takes 150 days to complete tribal consultation in San Francisco. 

The aim of the consultation is to find measures to avoid significant impacts on tribal cultural resources 
(TCRs). Following the consultation, the city must include any enforceable agreements reached as 
binding conditions of project approval. These measures could include tribal monitoring during all 
ground-disturbing activities (the project sponsor would be required to compensate tribal monitors), 
avoidance of TCRs where feasible, culturally appropriate treatment and documentation of TCRs, 
completion of archaeological and tribal cultural records searches, compliance with relevant health 
and safety codes upon discovery of human remains or burial grounds, and the application of tribal 
ecological knowledge in habitat restoration efforts. If the project sponsor does not agree to impose 
these measures, or the sponsor and requestor cannot agree on a set of measures, then the project 
may not be eligible for the AB 130 statutory exemption. When a tribe and the project sponsor mutually 
agree not to include impact reduction measures as a binding condition, the project may still qualify for 
the statutory exemption.

PROJECT LABOR REQUIREMENTS

To qualify for the AB 130 exemption, a project must meet certain labor standards if it is 100 percent 
affordable, over 85 feet tall, or located in San Francisco with 50 or more residential units, as specified 
under Public Resources Code § 21080.66(d). This generally includes paying prevailing wages and, in 
some cases, using a skilled and trained workforce. Sponsors are encouraged to consult legal or labor 
compliance professionals to understand how these requirements apply to their project.

WHAT IS THE PROCESS FOR REQUESTING AN “AB 130 INFILL” STATUTORY EXEMPTION AND 
WHAT IS THE TIMELINE?

To apply for the AB 130 infill statutory exemption, submit a complete AB 130 supplemental application 
and a complete Project Application (PRJ) to CPC.Intake@sfgov.org.  
 
Following issuance of the complete application notice, the Department will begin tribal consultation 
within 14 days.

AB 130 amended the Permit Streamlining Act to require that projects eligible for this exemption be 
approved or disapproved by the lead agency within 30 days following the conclusion of the tribal 
consultation process. 

FEES
The Planning Department will apply the CEQA exemption certificate fee for AB 130 statutory exemption 
determinations. If the cost of staff time exceeds this initial fee, additional charges based on time and 
materials may apply.

If you have any questions about this supplemental application, please contact don.lewis@sfgov.org or 
628.652.7543.
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Property Information
Project Address: 

Block/Lot(s): 

Property Owner’s Information
Name: 

Address: 
Email Address: 

Telephone: 

Applicant Information

  Same as above     

Name:  

Company/Organization: 

Address: 
Email Address: 

Telephone: 

GENERAL INFORMATION

AB 130 INFILL STATUTORY EXEMPTION – PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE 
SECTION 21080.66 

659 Union/1656 Powell Streets

0117/016

Powell Partners, LLC

jjurow@rb-sf.com

415-515-9367

659 Union Street, SF CA 94111

Greg Johnson

Multistudio

greg.johnson@multi.studio

415-844-2126

156 S Park St, SF, CA, 94107
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PROJECT ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA SUPPLEMENTAL

(Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.66)

ELIGIBILITY OF PROJECT
Requirements Applicants: 

Please respond to 
the question.

Does the project meet one of the following criteria to be considered a “housing development 
project”? (select all that apply): 

   Yes        No

     Residential units only.
     Mixed-use developments consisting of residential and nonresidential uses with at least

two-thirds of the square footage designated for residential use.
     Mixed-use development with at least 50 percent of the new or converted square footage

designated for residential use and includes at least 500 net new residential units and no 
portion of the project is designated for use as a hotel, motel, bed and breakfast inn, or 
other transient lodging, except a portion of the project may be designated for use as a 
residential hotel, as defined in Section 50519 of the Health and Safety Code.

     Mixed-use development with at least 50 percent of the net new or converted square
footage designated for residential use, includes at least 500 net new residential units, 
demolishes or converts at least 100,000 square feet of nonresidential use and at least 
50 percent of existing nonresidential uses on the site, and does not include any portion 
designated for transient lodging except a residential hotel under Section 50519.

     Transitional housing or supportive housing.

Is a portion of the project designated for use as a hotel, motel, bed and breakfast inn, or other 
transient lodging?

   Yes        No

Is the project consistent with the applicable general plan and zoning ordinance, and any applicable 
local coastal program?

   Yes        No

Is the project site size limited to 20 acres, or 5 acres if the project qualifies as builder’s remedy?    Yes        No

Will the project include at least 15 units per acre?    Yes        No

Does the project avoid demolishing any historic building that was officially listed on a national, 
state, or local historic register before the application was submitted?

   Yes        No

Does the project site meet any of these conditions? (select all that apply):    Yes        No

     It has previously been developed with an urban use.
     At least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are developed with 

urban uses.
     At least 75 percent of the area within a one-quarter mile radius of the site is developed

with urban uses.
     For sites with four sides, at least three out of four sides are developed with urban uses

and at least two-thirds of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are developed with 
urban uses.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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ELIGIBILITY OF PROJECT
Requirements Applicants: 

Please respond to 
the question.

Is the development located on a property that contains prime farmland, wetlands, a high fire 
hazard severity zone, a delineated earthquake fault zone, a flood plain, a floodway, a community 
conservation plan area, a habitat for protected species, or that is under a conservation easement? 
(CA Govt. Code Section 65912.121(g).)

If yes, the development is not eligible for a statutory exemption under AB 130.

   Yes        No 

Is the development in the coastal zone?

If the development is in the coastal zone, the site must be subject to and compliant with a certified 
local coastal program or a certified land use plan. The site may not be in an area vulnerable to five 
feet of sea level rise, located within 100-feet of a wetland, or on prime agricultural land. For more 
information, please see the requirements in CA Govt. Code Section 65913.4(a)(6)(A).

   Yes        No 

Is the development site a hazardous waste site? (CA Govt. Code Section 65912.121(g); 65913.4(a)(6)
(e).)

If yes, you must secure a letter from the State Department of Public Health, State Water Resources 
Control Board, or the Department of Toxic Substance Control stating that the site is suitable for 
residential use or residential mixed uses prior to submitting a project application. Applications for 
AB 130 on hazardous waste sites without a letter from the appropriate government agency stating 
that the site is suitable for residential uses will not be accepted as complete.

   Yes        No

The project applicant agrees to complete a Phase I environmental assessment as defined in 
Section 78090 of the Health and Safety Code and, if applicable, agrees to the requirements below 
as a condition of project approval. 

• If a recognized environmental condition is found, the development proponent shall complete
a preliminary endangerment assessment, as defined in Section 78095 of the Health and
Safety Code, prepared by an environmental assessor to determine the existence of any
release of a hazardous substance on the site and to determine the potential for exposure of
future occupants to significant health hazards from any nearby property or activity.

• If a release of a hazardous substance is found to exist on the site, the release shall be removed
or any effects of the release shall be mitigated to levels required by current federal and
state statutory and regulatory standards before the local government issues a certificate of
occupancy.

• If a potential for exposure to significant hazards from surrounding properties or activities is
found to exist, the effects of the potential exposure shall be mitigated to levels required by
current federal and state statutory and regulatory standards before the local government
issues a certificate of occupancy.

   Yes        No

Will any of the housing on the development site be located less than 500 feet from a freeway, 
defined in California Vehicle Code section 332, but not including freeway on ramps or off ramps?

If yes, the project must include MERV 16 (“Minimum efficiency reporting value”) filtration and all 
outdoor intakes as well as building balconies, must face away from the freeway.

   Yes        No

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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ELIGIBILITY OF PROJECT
Requirements Applicants: 

Please respond to 
the question.

Tribal Consultation Requirements
The project must meet tribal consultation requirements to qualify for the AB 130 exemption 
(as outlined in Public Resources Code Section 21080.66b).  The Planning Department sends 
tribal consultation letter within 14 days of issuance of the complete application notice. Tribal 
consultation takes 150 days on average in San Francisco. 

By checking ‘yes” to this box, the project sponsor is aware that tribal consultation is a mandatory 
requirement for eligibility under the AB 130 exemption and agrees to incorporate any enforceable 
agreements reached during tribal consultation, including the measures specified in Public 
Resources Code Section 21080.66(b)(4)(B)(i), as a condition of project approval, unless the tribe 
and the project applicant mutually agree not to include those measures.

   Yes        No

Project Labor Requirements
By checking “yes” to this box, the applicant certifies that the project will comply with all labor 
requirements under Public Resources Code § 21080.66(d), including but not limited to prevailing 
wage and skilled and trained workforce standards, as applicable based on the project’s height, 
affordability, and number of proposed residential units. 

The Planning Department may require an affidavit to confirm compliance. 

   Yes        No

✔

✔
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APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b)  The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c) Other information or applications may be required.
d) I attest that personally identifiable information (PII) - i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts -

have not been provided as part of this application, or any supplemental information. I understand that any information 
provided to the Planning Department becomes part of the public record and can be made available to the public for review 
and/or posted to Department websites.

_________________________________________
Name (Printed)

_______________________________________________________ 
Signature 

__September 30, 
2025___________________________________________________
__ Date

___________________________ _ ___________________ _________________________________________
Relationship to Project Phone				 Email
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By:  Date:  

Greg Johnson

Architect 415-987-7141 greg.johnson@multi.studio
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Conceptual Rendering
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Massing Concept

Material Precedent

Buildings previously on site.

Material of previous building before fire. Material reflects previous material and surrounding context.

Retail the massing at the 
street level, add residential 
above.

Connect with circulation and 
rooftop restaurant.
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Non-Exempt
TOTAL

Floor Elev Floor to 
Floor

Floor 
Number

Total Units / 
Floor Average Unit Count Unit Count Unit Count Unit Count Residential Amenity Common

Lower Residential 
Elevators / Circulation

(b)(11)

Penthouse
(b)(3)

 Mech /  Shafts
(b)(3)
(b)(4)

Bikes
(b)(8)

Basement 
(b)(1)

 Parking
(b)(7)

 Parking
Count

Class 1 
Bike 

Parking

Class 2 
Bike 

Parking

Usable Open 
Space On Site

(Private + Public)

Private Usable 
Open Space

Common
 Open Space

Publicly 
Accessible 

Private Open 
Space

RF

75.0 ft 15.0 ft 8 (Top floors of 
Level 7 Units) 2,392 sf 1,056 sf 3,448 sf 6,678 sf 10,126 sf 325 sf

65.0 ft 10.0 ft 7 14 985 sf 0 9 1 4 11,397 sf 1,976 sf 13,373 sf 13,373 sf 612 sf 612 sf

55.0 ft 10.0 ft 6 14 894 sf 0 11 2 1 12,516 sf 1,331 sf 13,847 sf 13,847 sf 1,291 sf 1,291 sf

45.0 ft 10.0 ft 5 15 834 sf 1 11 2 1 12,516 sf 1,979 sf 14,495 sf 14,495 sf 559 sf 559 sf

35.0 ft 10.0 ft 4 15 860 sf 1 10 3 1 12,893 sf 1,947 sf 14,840 sf 14,840 sf 224 sf 224 sf

25.0 ft 10.0 ft 3 15 860 sf 1 10 3 1 12,893 sf 1,947 sf 14,840 sf 14,840 sf 224 sf 224 sf

15.0 ft 10.0 ft 2 14 844 sf 2 9 2 1 11,818 sf 1,923 sf 13,741 sf 13,741 sf 1,346 sf 1,346 sf

.0 ft 15.0 ft 1 2 737 sf 2 1,474 sf 3,950 sf 1,212 sf 6,636 sf 5,708 sf 1,431 sf 556 sf 990 sf 1,959 sf 99 12 17,280 sf 6,466 sf 4,581 sf 1,430 sf 455 sf

-10.0 ft 10.0 ft B1 2,734 sf 8,053 sf 6,669 sf 40 17,456 sf

89 875 sf 5 62 13 9 77,899 sf 3,950 sf 13,371 sf 95,220 sf 12,386 sf 1,431 sf 0 sf 3,290 sf 990 sf 8,053 sf 8,628 sf 40 99 12 129,998 sf 10,592 sf 9,162 sf 1,430 sf 455 sf
Total Units Average Size 0 - BR 1-BR 2-BR 3-BR Residential Amenity Common Residential

Gross Floor Area
(Per Section 102)

Retail
GSF

(b)(14)

Lower Residential 
Elevators / 
Circulation

(b)(11)

Penthouse
(b)(3)

 Mech /  Shafts
(b)(3)
(b)(4)

Bikes
(b)(8)

Basement 
(b)(1)

 Parking
(b)(7)

 Parking
Count

Class 1 
Bike 

Parking

Class 2 
Bike 

Parking

Gross Floor Area
(Total)

Usable Open 
Space On Site

(Private + Public)

Private Usable 
Open Space

Common
 Open Space

Publicly 
Accessible 

Private Open 
Space

47 520 sf 736 sf 1,096 sf 1,395 sf 99 10
Average Size Average Size Average Size Average Size

6% 70% 15% 10%
153 18 6

0.842696629 10.4494382 2.191011236

1.516853933

1 10 2 2

+

Gross Floor Area (Per Section 102)

Private, Common, and Publicly Accessible
Open Space Requirements see page 74, 

Waiver & Incentives : Open Space 

==

Gross Floor 
Area

(Total)

Class 1 Bike 
Required Retail 

+ Units Per 
155.2

Residential 
Class 2 Bike 

Required Retail 
+ Units Per 

155.2

Open Space Provided
(Total Lot Area 22,567.72 sf)

107,606 sf

Exempted SF, Per Planning Code Section "102 Floor Area, Gross" Definition

+

0 - BR 1-BR 3-BR
Retail
GSF

(b)(14)

Unit Type
2-BR

GFA Per Use (Per Section 102)

Residential
Gross Floor Area
(Per Section 102)

Max units 
base zoning

Project Data
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SECTIONUNION STREET 2
SCALE: 1/4"=1'-0"
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Waivers and Incentives Sought Reference W I Waiver or Incentive Sought

Restaurant use above ground floor X Allowing restaurant use / non residential use above ground floor.

Open Space Sec 135 X Exception to Open Space requirements per unit

Height Limit Sec 260, 722 X Exception to 40' height limit

Required Rear Yard Sec 722 X Exception to the required 25% rear yard

3 BR Unit Mix Sec 722 X Exception to required 10% 3-BR mix
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Waivers & Incentives
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​MEMORANDUM​ ​February 26th, 2026​

​To:​
​Matthew Greene​
​Deputy Director Inspection Services​
​Department of Building Inspection​
​49 South Van Ness​
​San Francisco, CA 94103​

​From:​​Erwin O'Toole, P.E. – Shoring and Civil Engineer C80734​

​Subject:​ ​Updated Structural Condition and Life-Safety Assessment​
​659 Union Street / 1656 Powell Street​
​(Block 0117 / Lot 016) – The Verdi Building​

​On​ ​April​ ​18,​ ​2025,​ ​ShoreCal​ ​Engineering​ ​Inc.​ ​issued​ ​a​ ​memorandum​ ​identifying​ ​serious​ ​structural​
​hazards​ ​at​ ​the​ ​above-referenced​ ​property​ ​and​ ​requesting​ ​emergency​ ​action​ ​due​ ​to​ ​the​ ​deteriorated​
​condition​ ​of​ ​the​ ​remaining​​unreinforced​​masonry​​structure.​​That​​memorandum​​documented​​worsening​
​out-of-plane​ ​wall​ ​distress,​ ​unsupported​ ​perimeter​ ​elements,​ ​foundation​ ​cracking,​​and​​the​​expiration​​of​
​all​​previously​​issued​​emergency​​shoring​​permits.​​At​​that​​time,​​it​​was​​concluded​​that​​the​​building​​posed​
​an imminent threat to public safety.​

​The​ ​subject​ ​building​ ​is​ ​a​ ​former​ ​three-story​ ​unreinforced​ ​masonry​ ​(URM)​ ​structure​ ​with​ ​a​ ​basement,​
​originally​​constructed​​in​​the​​early​​1900s.​​The​​building​​sustained​​significant​​damage​​during​​a​​four-alarm​
​fire​ ​on​ ​March​ ​17,​ ​2018,​ ​following​ ​an​​earlier​​fire​​event​​in​​2013.​​After​​the​​2018​​fire,​​only​​portions​​of​​the​
​perimeter​​masonry​​walls​​remained​​standing.​​A​​series​​of​​emergency​​permits​​were​​issued​​between​​2018​
​and​​2019​​to​​install​​temporary​​interior​​and​​exterior​​shoring​​intended​​solely​​as​​short-term​​stabilization.​​All​
​such permits have since expired, and no permanent corrective work has been completed.​

​Current Structural Condition​

​Subsequent​​observations​​and​​review​​of​​recent​​documentation​​confirm​​that​​the​​structural​​condition​​of​​the​
​building​ ​has​ ​continued​ ​to​ ​deteriorate​ ​since​ ​the​ ​issuance​ ​of​ ​ShoreCal’s​ ​April​ ​2025​ ​memorandum.​​The​
​majority​ ​of​ ​the​ ​original​ ​roof​ ​and​ ​floor​ ​diaphragms​ ​are​ ​now​ ​either​ ​completely​ ​absent​ ​or​ ​so​ ​severely​
​compromised​ ​by​ ​fire​ ​damage,​ ​water​ ​exposure,​ ​and​ ​prolonged​ ​weathering​ ​that​ ​they​ ​can​ ​no​ ​longer​
​function​ ​as​ ​effective​ ​horizontal​ ​load-resisting​ ​elements.​ ​Any​ ​remaining​ ​diaphragm​ ​segments​ ​appear​
​discontinuous and incapable of providing reliable anchorage to the masonry walls.​
​As​ ​a​ ​result,​ ​the​ ​remaining​ ​URM​ ​perimeter​ ​walls​ ​lack​ ​effective​ ​diaphragm​ ​support​ ​and​ ​continuity,​ ​a​
​critical​ ​deficiency​ ​for​ ​this​ ​building​ ​type.​ ​URM​ ​structures​ ​rely​ ​heavily​ ​on​ ​diaphragm​ ​action​ ​to​ ​prevent​
​out-of-plane​​wall​​failure​​and​​progressive​​collapse.​​In​​the​​absence​​of​​functional​​diaphragms,​​lateral​​loads​
​must​ ​be​ ​resisted​ ​primarily​ ​by​ ​the​ ​masonry​ ​walls​ ​themselves,​ ​which​ ​were​ ​never​ ​designed​ ​to​ ​perform​
​independently under modern seismic or wind demands.​
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​Visual​​observations​​indicate​​continued​​degradation​​of​​the​​masonry.​​Cracking,​​displacement,​​and​​loss​​of​
​mortar​​integrity​​are​​present​​at​​multiple​​elevations.​​In​​several​​areas,​​mortar​​deterioration​​is​​advanced​​to​
​the​​point​​that​​individual​​bricks​​are​​poorly​​bonded​​and​​susceptible​​to​​dislodgement.​​These​​conditions​​are​
​consistent​ ​with​ ​cumulative​ ​damage​ ​resulting​ ​from​ ​repeated​ ​fire​ ​exposure,​ ​thermal​ ​cycling,​ ​prolonged​
​moisture infiltration, and lack of maintenance over an extended period.​

​Temporary Shoring and Bracing Systems​

​The​​temporary​​interior​​and​​exterior​​bracing​​systems​​currently​​in​​place​​were​​installed​​under​​emergency​
​permits​ ​as​ ​short-term​ ​stabilization​ ​measures​ ​only.​ ​These​ ​systems​ ​were​ ​not​ ​designed​ ​to​ ​provide​
​long-term​​structural​​performance​​or​​to​​meet​​current​​seismic​​design​​standards.​​Their​​continued​​presence​
​should not be interpreted as evidence of adequate stabilization.​

​Of​ ​particular​ ​concern​ ​are​ ​the​ ​unrestrained​ ​masonry​ ​wall​ ​segments​ ​that​ ​extend​ ​above​ ​the​ ​bracing​
​systems.​ ​Along​ ​portions​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Union​ ​Street​ ​and​ ​Powell​ ​Street​ ​elevations,​​masonry​​walls​​rise​​several​
​feet​​above​​the​​top​​of​​the​​bracing.​​These​​wall​​segments​​include​​architectural​​features​​such​​as​​cornices​
​and​ ​window​ ​openings,​ ​which​ ​increase​ ​mass​ ​and​ ​reduce​ ​effective​ ​wall​ ​section​ ​capacity,​ ​further​
​increasing susceptibility to out-of-plane flexural failure.​

​The​ ​prolonged​ ​reliance​ ​on​ ​temporary​ ​stabilization​ ​introduces​ ​additional​ ​uncertainty.​ ​These​ ​systems​
​have​ ​been​ ​exposed​ ​to​ ​weather​ ​for​ ​several​ ​years,​ ​and​ ​no​ ​performance​ ​standard​ ​can​ ​reasonably​ ​be​
​assumed​​under​​current​​conditions.​​Continued​​masonry​​degradation,​​potential​​corrosion​​of​​steel​​bracing​
​elements, and deterioration of connection points reduce the reliability of the stabilization over time.​

​Public Safety Considerations​

​The​ ​site​ ​is​ ​located​ ​within​ ​a​ ​dense​ ​urban​ ​environment​ ​with​ ​active​ ​pedestrian​ ​and​ ​vehicular​ ​traffic.​
​Sidewalks,​​curbside​​parking,​​and​​a​​bus​​stop​​along​​Union​​Street​​are​​located​​within​​the​​potential​​fall​​zone​
​of​​the​​masonry​​walls.​​In​​addition,​​occupants​​of​​adjacent​​properties​​and​​the​​general​​public​​are​​exposed​
​to the risk associated with localized masonry failures or progressive wall collapse.​

​Observations​ ​from​ ​elevated​ ​access​ ​points​ ​indicate​ ​that​ ​masonry​ ​distress​ ​is​ ​present​ ​not​ ​only​ ​at​​lower​
​wall​​regions​​but​​also​​at​​upper​​elevations,​​where​​loosened​​masonry​​units​​and​​deteriorated​​mortar​​joints​
​increase​ ​the​ ​likelihood​ ​of​ ​localized​ ​failures​ ​even​ ​under​ ​relatively​ ​minor​ ​lateral​ ​loading.​ ​Such​ ​failures​
​could occur independent of a major seismic event.​

​A​ ​site​ ​inspection​ ​of​ ​the​ ​subject​ ​property​ ​was​ ​previously​ ​conducted,​ ​and​​the​​building​​was​​observed​​to​
​remain​​in​​a​​severely​​compromised​​condition​​following​​the​​multiple​​fire​​events​​that​​occurred​​in​​2013​​and​
​2018.​ ​The​ ​structure,​ ​originally​ ​a​ ​multi-story​ ​unreinforced​ ​masonry​ ​building​ ​with​ ​a​ ​basement,​ ​has​ ​lost​
​substantial portions of its gravity and lateral force–resisting systems.​
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​Current​ ​conditions​ ​indicate​ ​that​ ​the​ ​majority​ ​of​ ​the​ ​original​ ​roof​ ​and​ ​floor​ ​diaphragms​ ​are​ ​no​ ​longer​
​present​​or​​have​​been​​rendered​​ineffective​​due​​to​​fire​​damage​​and​​prolonged​​exposure​​to​​weather.​​As​​a​
​result,​​the​​remaining​​unreinforced​​masonry​​perimeter​​walls​​are​​largely​​unsupported​​and​​rely​​primarily​​on​
​temporary​​bracing​​measures​​that​​were​​installed​​under​​prior​​emergency​​permits,​​all​​of​​which​​have​​since​
​expired.​

​Visual​​observations​​indicate​​ongoing​​deterioration​​of​​the​​masonry​​walls,​​including​​cracking,​​out-of-plane​
​displacement,​ ​and​ ​weakened​ ​mortar.​ ​In​ ​several​ ​locations,​ ​masonry​ ​units​ ​appear​ ​poorly​ ​bonded​ ​and​
​susceptible​ ​to​ ​dislodgement​ ​under​ ​relatively​ ​minor​ ​loading.​ ​These​ ​conditions​ ​significantly​ ​reduce​ ​the​
​walls’ ability to resist lateral forces, including those associated with wind or seismic events.​

​The​ ​temporary​ ​bracing​ ​systems​ ​currently​ ​in​ ​place​ ​were​ ​intended​​as​​short-term​​stabilization​​measures​
​and​​were​​not​​designed​​to​​provide​​long-term​​performance​​or​​meet​​modern​​seismic​​design​​standards.​​In​
​particular,​ ​tall​ ​unrestrained​ ​masonry​ ​wall​ ​segments​ ​above​ ​the​ ​existing​ ​bracing​ ​remain​ ​vulnerable​ ​to​
​out-of-plane​​instability​​and​​present​​a​​continued​​hazard​​to​​adjacent​​public​​areas,​​including​​sidewalks​​and​
​street frontage.​

​Based​ ​on​ ​the​ ​observed​ ​conditions,​ ​the​ ​absence​ ​of​ ​effective​ ​diaphragms,​ ​the​​deteriorated​​state​​of​​the​
​masonry,​ ​and​ ​the​​elapsed​​duration​​since​​installation​​of​​temporary​​stabilization​​measures,​​the​​structure​
​continues​ ​to​ ​pose​ ​a​ ​serious​ ​life-safety​ ​concern.​ ​Without​ ​substantial​ ​intervention,​ ​including​ ​either​
​comprehensive​ ​structural​ ​stabilization​ ​or​ ​removal,​ ​the​ ​risk​ ​of​ ​partial​ ​or​ ​global​ ​wall​ ​failure​ ​remains​
​unacceptably high.​

​Conclusions​

​Based​​on​​the​​cumulative​​effects​​of​​multiple​​fire​​events,​​the​​near-total​​loss​​of​​roof​​and​​floor​​diaphragms,​
​prolonged​ ​environmental​ ​exposure,​ ​ongoing​ ​masonry​ ​deterioration,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​continued​ ​reliance​ ​on​
​expired temporary stabilization measures, the structure remains in a critically unsafe condition.​

​The​ ​existing​ ​conditions​ ​indicate​ ​a​ ​continued​ ​and​ ​elevated​ ​risk​ ​of​ ​partial​ ​wall​ ​collapse​ ​or​ ​progressive​
​structural​ ​failure.​ ​Without​ ​substantial​ ​intervention,​ ​either​ ​through​ ​comprehensive​ ​engineered​
​stabilization​ ​or​ ​removal,​ ​the​ ​building​ ​poses​ ​a​ ​serious​ ​life-safety​ ​hazard​ ​to​ ​the​ ​public​ ​and​ ​adjacent​
​properties.​

​These​​conclusions​​are​​consistent​​with​​prior​​ShoreCal​​assessments​​and​​are​​further​​supported​​by​​recent​
​third-party​ ​observations.​ ​This​ ​memorandum​ ​reflects​ ​ShoreCal​ ​Engineering​ ​Inc.’s​ ​independent​
​professional​ ​judgment​ ​based​ ​on​​visual​​observations,​​available​​documentation,​​and​​generally​​accepted​
​structural engineering principles applicable to unreinforced masonry construction.​
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​Recommendation​

​Given​ ​the​ ​ongoing​ ​deterioration​ ​and​ ​life-safety​ ​risks​ ​identified​ ​above,​ ​immediate​ ​action​ ​remains​
​warranted.​ ​ShoreCal​ ​Engineering​ ​Inc.​ ​reiterates​ ​its​ ​prior​ ​request​ ​that​ ​the​ ​Department​ ​of​ ​Building​
​Inspection​ ​take​ ​appropriate​ ​emergency​ ​measures​ ​in​ ​accordance​ ​with​ ​applicable​ ​code​ ​provisions​
​addressing serious and imminent hazards.​

​ShoreCal​ ​Engineering​ ​Inc.​ ​is​ ​available​ ​to​ ​provide​ ​additional​ ​information​ ​or​ ​assistance​ ​as​ ​required.​
​Please feel free to contact me at 415 531 1009 or via email at erwin@shore-cal.com.​

​Thank you for your prompt attention to this critical issue.​

​Respectfully Submitted,​

​Erwin O’Toole, PE​
​ShoreCal Engineering Inc.​
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March 2, 2026 

Attention: Patrick O’Riordan 
Director, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection 
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection 
49 South Van Ness 
San Francisco CA 94103 

Re: 659 Union Street/1656 Powell Street 
Condition Report – Imminent Seismic Hazard 

Director O’Riordan, 

I am writing to draw your attention to an imminent seismic hazard at 659 Union Street/1656 Powell 
Street.  I visited the site on February 4th, 2026 and again on February 24th, 2026.  The purpose of 
my visits was to review the existing condition of the fire damaged building.  I also reviewed the 
recent permit history and previous engineering reports for the building.  Copies of memorandums 
and reports by ShoreCal Engineering Inc (February 3, 2025 and March 7, 2025) and KCE Matrix 
(February 18, 2020) are appended to this report. 

HISTORY 

The building was damaged in a single alarm fire on Sunday, December 15, 2013.  As Erwin 
O’Toole outlined in his memorandum dated March 7th, 2025, the building was severely damaged 
in a subsequent four-alarm fire on March 17th, 2018.  The building was a three-story unreinforced 
masonry structure with a single basement, likely dating from the early 1900’s.  The structure was 
comprised of heavy perimeter brick walls and weak wood diaphragms, which is typical for this 
building type. 

Images of the subject building ablaze, March 2018 
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STABILIZATION 
 
Immediately after the fire our client filed a series of permits and went to great lengths to stabilize 
the perimeter walls, which was all that remained after the fire was extinguished.  The permit 
application details follow - 

 
Application Number: 

 
201804126159 

Form Number: 8 

Address(es): 0117 / 016 / 0 659 UNION ST 
0117 / 016 / 1 1656 POWELL ST 

 

Description: 
EMERGENCY SHORING TO REINFORCE FIRE DAMAGED MIX US   
STORY PLUS BASEMENT URM BLD. SHORING TO BE BOTH EXT A  
INTEROR. MAHER NA 

 
Application Number: 201805048295 
Form Number: 8 
Address(es): 0117 / 016 / 1 1656 POWELL ST 

 

Description: 
REVISION TO 201804126159 CHANGE IN SITE CONDITIONS PER 
SITE INSPECTION; ADD MORE SHORING TO THE INTERIOR 
FROM 3RD FLOOR BRACED TO 2ND FLR 

 
Application Number: 201805159126 
Form Number: 8 
Address(es): 0117 / 016 / 1 1656 POWELL ST 

 

Description: 
REVISION #2 TO PA #201804126159. ADDITIONAL SHORING TO 
THE REAR WALLS OF THE BUILDING THROUGHOUT 2ND & 3RD 
LEVELS. MAHER NA 

 
Application Number: 201807205052 
Form Number: 8 

Address(es): 0117 / 016 / 1 1656 POWELL ST 
0117 / 016 / 0 659 UNION ST 

 

Description: 

REV TO PA# 201804126159 & 201805048295; CHANGE TIMELINE 
OF COMPLETION OF PHASE 1&2 TO OCTOBER 15,2018. 
MAXIMUM DURATION OF PHASE I & II TEMPORARY SHORING 
UNTIL APRIL 12, 2019. NO CONSTRUCTION UNDER THIS 
PERMIT. MAXIMUM DURATION OF SHORING: PHAS I & PHASE 
II UNTIL 4/12/2019 - TEMPORARU SHORING. 

 
  



D  O  L  M  E  N  
C O N S U L T I N G   E N G I N E E R S   I N C. 

2 5 9 5  M I S S I O N   S T .   S A N   F R A N C I S C O   C A L I F O R N I A   9 4 1 1 0 
V O I C E   4 1 5 . 4 0 9 . 9 2 0 0       F A X   4 1 5 . 4 0 9 . 9 2 0 6 

 
Application Number: 202112134321 
Form Number: 3 

Address(es): 0117 / 016 / 0 659 UNION ST 
0117 / 016 / 1 1656 POWELL ST 

 

Description: 

Facade retention on Columbus St, Union St, & Powell St, and for removal 
of any remaining building debris. New construction under separate permit 
which will incorporate (E) facade retained under this permit. Emergency 
shoring to reinforce fire-damaged building issued under PA# 
201804126159. 

 
While the design was credible as a temporary solution, there is no design standard for a situation 
like this.  No performance standard is implied by the addition of these braces.  Perhaps the most 
obvious hazard is the cantilevered brick wall above these braces extending around the entire 420’ 
building perimeter.  This wall has a decorative cornice above the sidewalk along the entire length 
of its’ street facade, increasing the likelihood that the wall will fall onto the bus stop and sidewalk 
below in a minor seismic event.  The wall’s out-of-plane “flexural” capacity is also weakened by 
the presence of fourteen windows along its’ Union Street façade. 
 
 

 
 

Rear Yard Out-of-Plane Wall Bracing System 
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Likely location of flexural failure 
 

 
 

Existing Interior Out-of-Plane Wall Bracing System 
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RELEVANT CODE SECTIONS 
 
As you know, this building type was subject to a pair of statewide retrofit ordinances.  The first 
ordinance, dating from the 1970’s, addressed parapet bracing, a widely understood failure.  
Historical Google Earth photos show small braces at the roof level along the North, South, and 
West elevations, but none on the East elevation since the adjacent building would have mitigated 
that hazard.  These braces appear to have been removed as part of the clean-up after the 2018 fire. 
 
The second ordinance that applied to this building type was the Unreinforced Masonry Bearing 
Wall Building Retrofit Ordinance.  This building type was identified as the most significant 
seismic hazard and the first to be subject to a mandatory statewide retrofit ordinance.  The primary 
failure modes are global collapse and out-of-plane wall anchorage.  Floor and roof diaphragms, 
and their connection to the perimeter walls, are critical to the prevention of both failures. 
 
Many of these buildings provided housing for low-, and moderate-income individuals and families 
in dense urbanized parts of the State.  The authors of the retrofit ordinance had to strike a balance 
between preservation of these buildings and reduction of the seismic hazard. It would not have 
been financially feasible to retrofit these buildings to meet the current building code since the walls 
are disproportionately heavy, and the diaphragms are very weak.  The resulting “Seismic 
Strengthening Provisions for Unreinforced Masonry Bearing Wall Buildings” achieved a balance 
between feasibility and risk mitigation, but not without compromising the anticipated seismic 
performance.  This ordinance has been adopted as Chapter A1 of the California Existing Building 
Code.   
 
Looking at the damaged building under the provisions of Chapter A1 of the California Existing 
Building Code we find the following shortcomings - 
 
A110.2 Seismic forces on elements of structures. 
Parts and portions of a structure not covered in Section A110.3 shall be analyzed and designed 
per the current building code, using force levels defined in Section A110.1. –  
Exceptions: 
 
1.Unreinforced masonry walls for which height-to-thickness ratios do not exceed ratios set forth 
in Table A110.2 need not be analyzed for out-of-plane loading. Unreinforced masonry walls 
that exceed the allowable h/t ratios of Table A110.2 shall be braced according to Section A113.5. 
– Existing walls exceed maximum h/t ratios listed.  
 
2.Parapets complying with Section A113.6 need not be analyzed for out-of-plane loading.  
– Existing “parapets “ (ie. cantilevered walls above the top restraint) significantly exceed code 
limits. 
 
3.Where walls are to be anchored to flexible floor and roof diaphragms, the anchorage shall be 
in accordance with Section A113.1. – Upper diaphragms have been largely removed.  No wall 
anchorage is possible. 



D  O  L  M  E  N  
C O N S U L T I N G   E N G I N E E R S   I N C. 

2 5 9 5  M I S S I O N   S T .   S A N   F R A N C I S C O   C A L I F O R N I A   9 4 1 1 0 
V O I C E   4 1 5 . 4 0 9 . 9 2 0 0       F A X   4 1 5 . 4 0 9 . 9 2 0 6 

 
Since the upper diaphragms have been largely removed, the retrofit design would not qualify for 
the Special Procedure.  The Special Procedure has many accommodations that are not allowed in 
the General Procedure.  Provisions allowing plywood sheathed crosswalls, diaphragm DCR’s up 
to 5.0, ignoring the need for chords, allowing large h/t ratios are not applicable to this retrofit under 
the General Procedure. 
 
Dynamically, an unbraced, cantilevered element can generate four or five times the lateral force 
of a similarly configured braced element.  As you can see from the attached photographs, the top 
lateral restraint of the existing walls at 659 Union Street, in many cases, is eight to ten feet below 
the top of the parapet.   
 
 

 
 

Unbraced “parapets” 02/04/2025 
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As you can see from the following photograph the roof and floor diaphragms are largely missing.  
Even the areas of diaphragm that remain are heavily compromised by fire and water damage. 

 

 
 

Missing Roof and Floor Diaphragms 02/04/2025 
 

 

 
 

Missing Roof and Floor Diaphragms 02/04/2025 
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CODE MANDATED RETROFIT 

If we apply the General Procedure, or the current code, to the remaining fire damaged structure we 
would need to add closely spaced vertical and horizontal steel wall bracing around the entire 
interior, and supplement the existing interior braces with a three-dimensional braced frame.  This 
frame would then be removed to make way for the new permanent structure that will hopefully 
take its’ place one day. 

The retrofit is further complicated by our Client’s goal to develop a significant new housing project 
at the site.  As a prerequisite for that development, the Department of Toxic Substance Control 
(DTSC) is requiring the removal and replacement of contaminated soils to a depth of twelve to 
fifteen feet below sidewalk elevation.  The contamination is the result of leaks from historic heating 
oil tanks and the former presence of a dry-cleaning facility at the site. 

Requiring our client to shore up the perimeter walls to any reasonable standard while 
simultaneously requiring him to remove five feet of soil below the foundations is obviously a 
Kafkaesque demand. 

CURRENT CONDITIONS 

Our client delivered a JLG access lift to the rear yard of the building on February 23rd, 2026.  Erwin 
O’Toole, PE, and I investigated the upper parts of the walls from the JLG platform.  We found that 
prolonged exposure to weather, both fires, and the subsequent fire-fighting efforts have weakened 
the mortar in the walls.  It was easy for Erwin and I to remove individual bricks with our bare 
hands from two separate locations. 

JLG on site 02/24/2026 
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Removing loose bricks by hand from the JLG platform 
 
 
We are very thankful that nothing tragic has happened to date but it is obvious to me, as a practicing 
engineer, that it is only a matter of time before these walls fail under lateral loading.  While I 
visited the site, I noticed many people waiting at the bus stop on Union Street, walking along the 
sidewalk, parking at the curb, and driving along Union Street.  All these people were directly in 
the fall zone.   
 
In the interest of public safety, I strongly urge you to issue an emergency demolition permit for 
this structure. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Diarmuid Mac Neill 
President 
 
Attachments: ShoreCal Engineering Inc (February 3, 2025 and March 7, 2025) 

KCE Matrix (February 18, 2020) 













SHORECAL ENGINEERING INC. 
 

CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING​  SHORING DESIGN​ DEMOLITION CONSULTATION 

MEMORANDUM 
To: Matthew Greene, Deputy Director Inspection Services, Department of Building Inspection, 
49 South Van Ness  San Francisco, CA 94103  
From: Erwin O'Toole, P.E. – Shoring and Civil Engineer C80734 
Date: March 7th, 2025 
Subject: Imminent Hazard at 1656 Powell St (Block 0117/ Lot 016) AKA The Verdi Building 
 
 
I am writing to bring to your immediate attention a serious structural hazard present in the 
building located at the above address. Specifically, there are brick walls that are out of plane 
on Powell St and appears to be getting more out of plane since my last observation. The  
eyebrow canopy that remains unsupported at the and 3 stories of unreinforced brick walls as 
well as severe foundation cracks and compromised load-bearing walls. These issues indicate 
that the building is at risk of COLLAPSE  particularly during a MINOR SEISMIC EVENT. 
 
 
On March 17, 2018, a four-alarm fire erupted in San Francisco's North Beach neighborhood at 
659 Union Street, between Powell and Columbus Streets 
 
The fire required a substantial response from the fire department due to its severity and size, 
resulting in a four-alarm designation. 
 
As a licensed civil engineer with 25 years of experience in structural engineering, I have 
conducted a comprehensive assessment of the building and have determined that it poses an 
imminent threat to the safety of its occupants and the public.  Numerous permit applications 
have been filed and executed for the building shoring (See below) These are all now expired 
and do not serve to protect the public 
 
201804126159 Emergency shoring to reinforce fire damaged mix use 3 story plus basement urm bld. Shoring to be both ext 
and interor. 
 
201805048295 Revision to 201804126159 change in site conditions per site inspection; add more shoring to the interior from 
3rd floor braced to 2nd flr 
 
201805159126 Revision #2 to pa #201804126159. Additional shoring to the rear walls of the building throughout 2nd & 3rd 
levels 
 
201807205052 Rev to pa# 201804126159 & 201805048295; change timeline of completion of phase 1&2 to october 15,2018. 
Maximum duration of phase i & ii temporary shoring until april 12, 2019. No construction under this permit. Maximum duration 
of shoring: phas i & phase ii until 4/12/2019 - temporaru [sic] shoring. 
 
My findings are corroborated by an independent evaluation performed by KCE Matrix, a  
structural engineering firm based in Los Angeles, which specializes in assessing structural 
integrity and hazards. Both assessments have identified critical deficiencies that necessitate 
urgent intervention.   
 
 

 
1663 Mission St, Suite 501, San Francisco, CA 94103                   PH: (415) 531-1009​                     info@shore-cal.com 

 
​ ​  
 



SHORECAL ENGINEERING INC. 
 

CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING​  SHORING DESIGN​ DEMOLITION CONSULTATION 

Enclosed with this letter are the detailed assessment reports from both my evaluation and that 
of KCE Matrix. These reports provide in-depth documentation of the demolition permit 
application and the risk abatement.   
 
Given the gravity of these findings, I earnestly request that the Department of Building 
Inspection issue an emergency demolition permit in accordance with the code section  
102A.16 Serious and Imminent Hazards – Emergency Orders.   
 
I am available to provide any additional information or assistance required to address this 
matter promptly. Please feel free to contact me at 415 531 1009 or via email at 
erwin@shore-cal.com 
 
Thank you for your prompt attention to this critical issue.   
 
 

 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
Erwin O’Toole, PE 
ShoreCal Engineering Inc. 
 

 
1663 Mission St, Suite 501, San Francisco, CA 94103                   PH: (415) 531-1009​                     info@shore-cal.com 
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BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



 

 

Board of Appeals Brief 
HEARING DATE: April 22, 2026 

 
April 16, 2026 
 
Appeal No.:  26-019 
Project Address:  659 Union Street 
Block/Lot:  0117/016 
Zoning District:  NCD (North Beach Neighborhood Commercial) 
           Group Housing SUD 
                                             Priority Equity Geographies SUD 
Height/Bulk:         40-X 
Staff Contact:  Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator – (628) 652-7328 
  corey.teague@sfgov.org  

 

Background & Analysis 
 The appealed permit (No. 2026.03.27.8418) is an emergency demolition permit for the remains of 

the fire-damaged building at 659 Union Street. The associated emergency demolition order (111280-E) 

was issued by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) on March 24, 2026. The order required the 

property owner to take specific actions within 72 hours, including obtaining a demolition permit. To be 

clear, the emergency order required the demolition of the entire building.  

 On Friday, March 27, the Permit Holder filed the demolition permit. The Planning Department 

correctly approved the demolition permit that day pursuant to the following: 

1. California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15269, which provides a statutory exemption from 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for emergency demolitions to address an 
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imminent safety hazard.  

2. The subject building contained 38 dwelling units. Planning Code Section 317 typically requires a 

Conditional Use Authorization from the Planning Commission to demolish a residential building. 

However, Section 317(i)(4) exempts such demolitions when they are deemed necessary to comply 

with a City order that directs the owner to demolish the building due to conditions that present an 

imminent safety threat. 

3. Planning Code Section 311 requires neighborhood notice for an application to demolish a 

residential building within certain zoning districts, including the North Beach Neighborhood 

Commercial District. However, Section 311(c)(4) states that the “demolition of any building, 

including but not limited to historically and architecturally important buildings, may be approved 

administratively when the Director of the Department of Building Inspection, the Chief of the 

Bureau of Fire Prevention and Investigation, or the Director of Public Works determines, after 

consultation with the Zoning Administrator, that an imminent safety hazard exists, and the 

Director of the Department of Building Inspection determines that demolition or extensive 

alteration of the structure is the only feasible means to secure the public safety 

 

 The Appellant raises the issue that the scope of work described for the demolition permit on the 

Planning Department’s Property Information Map (PIM) under Project No. 2026-002687PRL states that the 

permit authorizes the demolition of an approximately 50-foot section of brick wall at the rear (south) of 

the building. This description is an unfortunate quirk that resulted from an errant note on the cover sheet 
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of the plans provided by the Permit Holder. However, it is clear the scope of work proposed by the 

demolition permit was for the entire building, based on the following:  

1. The emergency demolition order predicating the demolition permit required that the entire 

building be demolished.  

2. The Building Code defines and requires different types of permits, such as alteration permits, new 

construction permits, and demolition permits. The subject permit was a demolition permit (Form 

6), which is only required if the scope of work is a full demolition. If the scope of work was instead 

to only remove a portion of a wall, that would require an alteration permit with plans (Form 8).  

3. The Planning Department’s written approval on the back of the paper permit does not include any 

language limiting the scope to only a 50-foot section of the rear wall. Instead, it references the 

Planning Code sections listed above and consultation with the Deputy Director of Current 

Planning and the Zoning Administrator. When consulted, both of those staff members understood 

the proposal to be a full demolition of the building, consistent with the emergency demolition 

order.  

4. Notwithstanding the errant note on the cover sheet, the actual plans clearly propose to demolish 

the entire building.  

5. DBI caught the errant note on the cover sheet referencing the 50-foot section of the rear wall after 

Planning approved the permit. Prior to permit issuance, that note was crossed out, initialed, and 

dated by the Permit Holder. The fact that the Planning Department language on PIM was not also 
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updated prior to the permit issuance was an unfortunate oversight.  

Conclusion 
The subject permit under appeal is a Form 6 demolition permit for the full demolition of the 

existing building. The permit was filed, approved, and issued pursuant to the emergency demolition order 

that determined the demolition was necessary to address an imminent safety hazard. While the Planning 

Department language describing the project on PIM was unfortunate, it does not negate the fact that the 

demolition permit and associated plans clearly proposed the full demolition of the building, nor the fact 

that the demolition permit was issued in full compliance with the Planning Code. Therefore, the Planning 

Department respectfully requests that the Board deny the appeal and uphold the demolition permit to 

address the imminent safety hazard.  

 

 

cc: John Kevlin (Attorney for Permit Holder)  

                 Theresa Flandrich (Agent for Appellant) 

 Carey McElroy (Department of Building Inspection) 
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                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Pete Epstein
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: "tflandrich@yahoo.com"
Subject: Appeal Nr.26-019 @659 Union
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2026 3:22:36 PM

 

Appeal Nr.26-019 @659 Union
 
 
Dear President Trasvina & Commissioners,
 
I am a former tenant of the Verdi Apartments, 1656 Powell, Apt. #209.  I lived in my rent-
controlled apartment for 25 years. I was displaced by the 2013 fire.  The only damage to my
unit was some plaster and smoke damage.  I intended to return once the building was repaired.
Repair work was in progress when a subsequent fire left only the historic façade. Until 2023 I
was never contacted by the former or current owner/developer about the status of my rent
controlled tenancy and have received no compensation for being displaced from my
apartment. In response to a communication from the current owner/developer, I filed a formal
Notice of Intention to Return in 2023. In 2024, the owner/developer approached me with,
based on the rent control ordinance and my economic losses, an inadequate offer to buy out
my right to return: I declined.  I currently live in a friend’s basement in Novato as I cannot
find a similar rent controlled apartment in San Francisco.
 
I have followed the several proposals for replacement of the apartments over the years and
have been repeatedly disappointed that the owner/developer has proposed projects that had no
hope of being approved, and which did not allow for the displaced residents to return to the
building, with payments required by ordinance and continued rent control. 
 
I understand that the owner/developer received a limited emergency demolition permit in late
March without prior notice to any of the interested persons entitled to notice of the
application.  I also understand that the emergency demolition was going forward until an
appeal was filed, but was not stopped in time to prevent demolition beyond the permitted
scope of demolition. I have seen on-line that the owner/developer has taken the position that
the emergency demolition permit allows him to demolish the building’s entire façade.  If
successful, I believe that he intends to present construction plans which will allow him to build
an oversized building and revoke the tenants’ right to return to the rebuilt building under rent
control.
 
I am writing in support of the appeal related to the emergency demolition of the building as
unsafe. If the scope of the demolition has already been completed or has gone beyond the
permit, it should be stopped permanently.  Nothing that has been done regarding the
emergency permit should extend the demolition beyond what was permitted.  The
owner/developer should not be able to obtain further demolition because the emergency work
has now created a need for further demolition. He should be ordered, to the extent possible, to
return the condition of the building to its condition had he limited the demolition to the scope
of the emergency permit.  And the building should be monitored to prevent the façade from



being demolished while everyone’s back is turned, or in the middle of night.  I urge the Board
of Appeals keep my rights, the rights of my co-tenants, as well as the rights of the citizens of
San Francisco, as established by current building codes and rent control ordinances, in mind
when dealing with the emergency permit.
 
Very truly yours,

Pete Epstein 
448 Ignacio Blvd. #117
Novato, CA 94949

415-385-9936

pete@weinberg-hoffman.com
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Paul Taft
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: tflandrich@yahoo.com
Subject: Appeal Nr.26-019 @659 Union
Date: Friday, April 17, 2026 5:54:03 AM

 

Dear President Trasvina & Commissioners,
 
I am a former tenant of Verdi Apartments,1656 Powell, Apt. #207. I was displaced by
the 2013 fire and intended to return when the building was repaired.  The repairs
were never done, and the subsequent fire in 2018 left essentially just the historical
façade. When owners filed plans for reconstructing our homes in 2023, I emailed
Planner Feeney, sending my occupancy declaration from Hanford Freund Co. &
Powell Partners, LLC, Superior Court Case No. CGC-18-568623, restating my right
to return & notice of intention to return. In 2024, I was approached by the owner to
buyout my tenancy, and I declined the offer. To be clear, I never terminated my
tenancy and have consistently and repeatedly confirmed my intention to return to my
former residence whenever it is ready. 
 
I understand that the demolition has already gone beyond the filed 2023 plan for
"partial demolition" only, and that the owner’s intent is to demolish the entire façade.
Since 2013, it has always been my understanding that repairs, alterations, would take
place in reconstructing my home in the Verdi apartments and that I would return. I
want to make sure my rights, and the right of return of my co-tenants are preserved.  

I urge the Board of Appeals to condition the demolition upon allowing us to return to
any housing built on this site. 
 
Respectfully,
 
Paul Taft
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