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Date:  10/14/2009 12:40 PM  
From:  Joe Wrigley 
To:    scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Subject:  Universal Planning Notification Project, UPN 
 
Hi Scott 
I understand the planning department is considering changes 
to the various notification process.  I wanted to give some 
of my view (an architect doing mostly residential projects 
and and San Francisco home owner). 
 
1.  The 310/311 notification posting time is too short.  It 
is my understanding that a person only has the 30 day 
notification period to file for a discretionary review.  If 
there are any issues between neighbors and the project 
there is no way those issues will be resolved in a way that 
satisfies the neighbors, homeowner, architect and planning 
department within 30 days. 
 
2.  Avoid overlap.  I'm sure this is the point of what you 
are doing, but right now with the pre-application process 
and 310/311 there is overlap.  The pre-application process 
is a good idea, and for the reason above, I do believe it 
helps avoid discretionary review.  My problem I have is the 
overlap and inherent inefficiencies.  We are a relatively 
low fee office.  Our average addition to a house requires 
about 120 hrs labor. Of that we spend about 10 hrs on the 
pre-application process and probably another 5 on 310/311 
and another 5 on general permitting.  So any excess work is 
very expensive to us and to our clients. 
 
Thanks for you time and let me know if you have any 
questions. 
 
Best Regards 
 
Joe Wrigley 
 
 
 


 








Date:  08/19/2009 11:36 PM  
From:  Aaron Goodman 
To:   scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Subject: UPN - Issues on notification system and residents of apartment 
complexes. (A.Goodman) 
  
Mr. Sanchez 
  
The PRO organization www.parkmercedresidents.org 
is concerned about how the notification is sent regarding large scale  
projects, institutional work, sales of land, and proposed developments in  
our district. 
  
We received a 2 page notification versus the 73 page actual document for  
the Parkmerced EIR, individuals needed to request the additional info. to  
gain the diagrams, and table of proposed GSF of the project. There were no  
banner images, or large signs posted. The scoping hearing was limited, and  
not held on site, which reduced participation by residents who are seniors  
and disabled and concerned about losing there homes. 
  
The Merced Branch Cat-Ex did not go out to our group, even though we are  
listed under the notification for the district as a neighborhood  
organization. 
  
The SFSU Masterplan ignored our group in terms of neighborhood  
organizations, and the MOU drafted. So again residents were not notified  
of a major EIR, at least in writing and with sigange posted for the  
neighborhood.  
  
These are major communication concerns to residents of Parkmerced  
especially when such planning dept. items such as memos are issued  
regarding brotherhood way, and no memo is sent to our organization. 
  
We cannot as a tenants group pay for repeated mail lists, and notification  
fees, for lots, due to the over-arching costs involved. Yet basic emails,  
and notification to our organization's PO Box should be consistent. It has  
not. 
  
We would like to suggest further alterations to the method used to notify  
communities, especially one filled with disabled, blind, deaf, and other  
issues, and languages, since the majority of notifications ignore these  
segments of our population... 
  
A simple exhibit booth at a central location with information, images,  
planning documents and a planner available to discuss or get community  
addresses of those interested would be a great improvement to the system... 
  
Would like to email more later on the ideas.. 
  
Sincerely  
  
Aaron Goodman  President @ PRO 
www.parkmercedresidents.org 
  








Date:  7/16/2009 10:25 AM  
From:  Paul Wermer 
To:    scott.sanchez@sfgov.org 
Subject:  Additional UPN thoughts 
 
Scott, 
 
An additional UPN challenge that surfaced this past week:  
A number of neighbors of the 2655 Bush Street Project were 
totally unaware of what was happening from a planning 
standpoint - and a key reason why they may have lost track 
of things is that notices were sent out over a year ago (at 
least that's when it first appeared on PHRA's mailbox - yet 
the CU hearing for the PUD is only just now being held.  SO 
while the neighbors were aware of the appeal of the PMND, 
they were unaware that the final project approval was also 
scheduled for today. 
 
This highlights a problem - that the average resident is 
not aware of the process, and that while in a perfect world 
they would have an impeccable filing system and keep only 
the important records, in the real world for some reason 
this doesn’t happen.  SO one test for a successful 
notification system is how well it can help real people and 
compensate for their mistakes. 
 
A couple of suggestions: 
1) Include an explanation of the process - possibly as 
simple as a flow chart, showing what will happen 
e.g for 311, something like:  This is a notice of a 
proposed project.  If there is no opposition, the project 
will receive permits on MM/DD/YYYY, and work must commence 
before mm/dd/yyyy.  If an objection is filed through the 
Discretionary review process, a notice of the future 
hearing will be posted at the project site, and notice of 
the hearings will be sent to (Neighborhood association, 
appellant, ???) 
 
2) For projects that have a long lag time, such as a 
project noticed well over a year before any hearing, there 
needs to be some renotice to neighbors of upcoming 
hearings. 
 
Cheers, 
Paul 
 








San Francisco Neighborhood Network 
Proposal for Standardized DCP Notifications (“universal planning notification”) 
 


• 311/312 notification standards also applied to all Variances, Garage Addition 
permits, and CU applications, with modifications below. 
• 30 days response time for all notices (ie, 30 days from time of receiving notice) 
• Notice sent to all residents and non-resident property owners within designated 


radius area  
• Notice sent to Plan Area CAC if relevant for project site 
• Title Bar for notification should include: “30-Day Notice” (eg, similar to Planning’s 


15-Day Revision notice) 
• Notice identifies local neighborhood organization(s) 
• Indicate Environmental Review Determination for project 
• Indicate results of Historic Resources evaluation (if applicable) 
• Indicate relevant Plan Area for project site 
• Specifications for plans set included with Notice:  


o 1) site plan with adjacent buildings shown;  
o 2) elevations with neighboring buildings shadow-lines shown 
o 3) floor plans 
---all plans should clearly indicate existing versus proposed changes – should 
be intended for/legible to a general public audience 


 


 








Aaron Goodman 
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Attn: Scott Sanchez
650 Mission St. Su


 
1
SF CA 94103‐2479
 
October 12, 2009 


ts Regarding Universal Planning Notification Project Update 
 
RE: Commen
 
Mr. Sanchez 
 
he following issues are related to notification to the community and tenants of Parkmerced in 
ela n   to Parkmerced. 
T
r
 


tio to numerous issues I encountered in the notice on projects and issues related


a) no public notice was sent to all tenants regarding the SFSU/CSU masterplan 
 b) no notification was sent to all tenants regarding sales of parcels that consisted of prior 
amenities to residents of parkmerced. 


c) no notification was posted or sent to all tenants regarding the sale of the 700 Font prior 
SFUSD property. (the notice that was posted was illegible, and not visible from the street, 


ol size of text to small, and no notice was sent to residents regarding the sale of a public scho
site, prior amenity to parkmerced tenants.) 


d) no public notices have been sent to the parkmerced community translated, or inclusive of 
IR, visual diagrams of the size and scope of parkmerced’s proposed plans. Only notice of the E


that did not include maps, or full‐size image of the proposed changes. 
e) Scoping meetings held by the SF Planning Dept. on the SFSU Masterplan and Parkmerced 


“vision” EIR’s were both held OFF site which makes it difficult and non‐accessible to 
 residents of parkmerced, whom are seniors, and disabled. (restricted comment) on


proposals was the end result. 
f) The block book notification process is too expensive for residents or neighorhood 


organizations, and only parcels of note can be BBN listed for our group. There should be a 
simple site, or district notice level for neighborhood organizations for ALL parcels in a 
district.  


sian, g) We have minority groups and need translated documents which did not occur for the a
and Russian community now residing in parkmerced. 


 h) Repeated attempts to get the mayor’s office and representatives attending to assist in 
notification process, and assistance have been met with “no‐response”.  


i) The state CSU/SFSU process, and EIR ignored community input, and attempted to hold 
meetings outside of parkmerced on properties directly affecting residents of stonestown and 
parkmerced, on North State Drive, which was HIGHLY inaccessible to community residents 
of both neighborhoods. 


j) State institutions are still responsible for adequate notice, scoping meetings, and translated 
documents to residents. Notice and meetings occurred during off educational calendar times, 
nov‐dec. rather than when students were on site and able to actively participate. Teacher’s at 
the time of CSU EIR were engaged in negotiations with CSU which prevented public 
comment on proposal by faculty. 


k) Parkmerced vision project continues to implement changes without notification. The “mock‐
up” areas were not noticed to the community on permits issued for Crespi drive, 3 permits 
were issued and over 30 units were worked on at one time. An appeal was filed but denied 
due to lack of impact visually. This is ridiculous as Parkmerced’s character and issues of 


r, preservation were completely ignored in a district size site. Proper notification must occu
and review of character changing site work, and building finish changes of that scale. 


l) Landscape, and open space sites (800 brotherhood) were not noticed to all residents and 
community members.  







m) Open space EIR, and planning update was not adequately noticed to the entire community 
and its effects on our open space. 


  n) NC@20 was not noticed or adequately sent to the entire community and its effects on future
commercial planning in parkmerced. 


 o) Housing element EIR and update 2004‐2009 was not noticed or adequately informed on its 
impacts to rental housing and tenants in parkmerced and throughout city. 


  p) Internet communications cannot supplant notice, and public postings due to many members
of the pubic not having internet or computer direct access weekly. 


 els to q) Notice regarding projects/proposals must include display’s or boards, and visual mod
assist in ADA and physical views of proposal size and scope.  


r) Adequate information on how projects meet AB‐093 are not provided to residents on 
numerous projects. 


 s) Public scoping meetings must be held directly at or directly adjacent to project sites, to 
prevent blocking of access or restricting community involvement.  


 t) SFMTA TEP project also did not include sufficient information and notice to residents on ALL
projects and proposals cummalatively effecting the area. 


 nt u) Notice on EIRs and projects were not provided cummaltively effecting the residential tena
area of parkmerced. 


v) Cat‐Ex. Notice did not include community organizations on the Planning Dept. notice list, 
there was a separate Cat‐Ex. Notification lists of historical organizations, that did not link to 
he general planning list of organizations. This is completely unacceptable. (Merced branch t
library.) 
 
Thank you for taking these points/issues related to the UPN process, and attempting to make 
otification/communication regarding planning processes transparent and involving of 


y organizations in the future. 
n
communit
 
Sincerely  
 
Aaron Goodman (District 7 Tenant) 


  
 








David Pilpel 
 


Scott Sanchez, Planner 
City Planning Department 
1650 Mission St Ste 400 
San Francisco CA  94103 
 
Re:  Comments and Suggested Guidelines for City Planning Public Notice Streamlining Project 
 
3 July 2009 
 
Dear Scott, 
 
 As we discussed by telephone twice last week, attached are my comments and suggestions on 
your efforts to standardize and streamline public notices from your department in various areas.  I look 
forward to further discussion on this topic and hope these comments and suggestions are helpful.  As 
always, if you need to clarify or wish to discuss this matter further please call me at (415) 977-5578.  
Thanks again for your time and your work in this area. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David Pilpel 
 
attachment 







City Planning Notices / Suggested Guidelines 090620 
 
Issues 
Audiences 
Contents 
Distribution Methods 
Notice Types 
Other Concerns 
Timing 
 
Audiences 
Citywide organizations 
Interested persons 
Neighborhood organizations in or adjacent to the neighborhood of a proposed project 
Owners of property adjoining a proposed project 
Owners of property within a 150 foot radius of a proposed project 
Owners of property within a 300 foot radius of a proposed project 
Persons with a block book notation on a subject property 
Residents / tenants of property adjoining a proposed project 
Residents / tenants of property within a 150 foot radius of a proposed project 
Residents / tenants of property within a 300 foot radius of a proposed project 
 
Contents 
1.  Notices related to a document longer than 10 pages or including long or multiple attachments 
should include a cover letter, summary page, or transmittal memorandum summarizing the nature of 
the document or package and listing the contents where appropriate.  Documents larger than 1 MB 
should generally not be emailed directly but should be posted on the Internet with the link sent by 
email. 
2.  Notices related to a specific proposed project (to be added, altered, built / constructed, and / or 
demolished) should include a clear description of the subject property and proposed project, including 
the street address, cross streets, existing and proposed use if applicable, block and lot number, height 
and bulk district, zoning, and neighborhood. 
3.  Notices related to an area plan, report, survey, or other document not related to a specific proposed 
project (to be added, altered, built / constructed, and / or demolished) should include a brief but clear 
summary of the document and its purpose. 
4.  Notices should include a brief section in Chinese and Spanish about how to get more information.  
An additional sentence should refer persons with other assistance needs to the appropriate City office 
or the City’s 311 Customer Service Center. 
 
Distribution Methods 
Email attaching entire document 
Email containing link to Internet posting 
Internet posting 
Posting at subject property 
Posting on Department office clipboard 
Posting on utility poles at and / or near a subject property 
Published newspaper notice 
U.S. Mail 
 







Notice Types 
Area Plans (Long Range Planning) 
Business Process Change Proposals (Finance and Administration) 
Code Enforcement Reports (Neighborhood Planning) 
Comments and Responses on Draft Environmental Impact Reports (Environmental Review) 
Draft Environmental Impact Reports (Environmental Review) 
Environmental Exemption Determinations (Environmental Review) 
Fee Adjustment Proposals (Finance and Administration) 
General Plan Referrals (Long Range Planning) 
Historic Preservation Commission Agendas (Planning Commission) 
Historic Preservation Commission Draft Minutes (Planning Commission) 
Historic Preservation Commission Final Minutes (Planning Commission) 
Historic Preservation Surveys (Neighborhood Planning) 
Negative Declarations (Environmental Review) 
Planning Code Amendments (Long Range Planning) 
Planning Code section 311 / 312 notices (Neighborhood Planning) 
Planning Commission Agendas (Planning Commission) 
Planning Commission Draft Minutes (Planning Commission) 
Planning Commission Final Minutes (Planning Commission) 
Reports (Long Range Planning) 
Zoning Administrator Determination Letters (Director’s Office) 
Zoning Administrator Hearing Agendas (Director’s Office) 
Zoning Administrator Variance Requests (Director’s Office) 
 
Other Concerns 
1.  Certain circumstances may require special notice arrangements.  For example, notices of 
environmental exemption determinations related to a particular activity but not connected to a specific 
address or property may warrant such special arrangements. 
2.  Persons and organizations interested in receiving notices should be directed to these guidelines to 
determine the categories and notices most appropriate to their interests. 
3.  Separate lists of interested persons should be created, maintained, and used for major projects. 
4.  These guidelines should be posted and reviewed periodically.  All Department staff should be 
trained and understand the application of these guidelines. 
 
Timing 
1.  Agendas, notices, and staff reports related to hearings and meetings should be posting and sent (by 
email and U.S. Mail) at least 72 hours before the starting time of the hearing or meeting, whichever is 
earlier. 
2.  Department office clipboards should be made more prominent and include an explanation of the 
types of notices posted there and who to contact for more information. 
3.  Mailed notices sent by U.S. Mail to organizations and persons interested in multiple or related 
projects may be batched, grouped, and / or held briefly to reduce the cost and number of separate 
mailings as long as notice timeframes are adhered to.  For example, a single packet may be sent once a 
week containing all notices of variance hearings to a neighborhood organization. 
4.  Newspaper notices are normally published once a week on Friday in the City’s designated Type 1 
advertising publication.  A copy of the weekly Friday newspaper advertisement should be posted on 
the Department’s website by the close of business Thursday (the night before). 
 








David Pilpel 
 


Scott Sanchez, Planner 
City Planning Department 
1650 Mission St Ste 400 
San Francisco CA  94103 
 
Re:  More Comments and Suggested Outline for Universal Planning Notification (UPN) Project 
 
7 July 2009 
 
Dear Scott, 
 
 Further to our ongoing discussion on the subject project, attached are additional 
comments and a suggested outline for Thursday’s Universal Planning Notification (UPN) Project 
Interested Persons meeting.  I look forward to continued discussion on this topic and hope these 
additional comments and suggestions are helpful.  As always, if you need to clarify or wish to 
discuss this matter further please call me at (415) 977-5578.  Thanks again for your time and 
your work in this area. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David Pilpel 
 
attachment 







City Planning UPN Memo for Thu 9 Jul 2009 090706 
 
Outline 
1.  Context 
2.  Background 
3.  Principles 
4.  Existing Practices 
5.  Analysis 
6.  Discussion 
7.  Next Steps 
 
1.  Context 
The Universal Planning Notification (UPN) Project is part of City Planning’s Action Plan for 
2008-2010.  The Action Plan was endorsed by the Planning Commission in _ 2008 and contains 
a number of elements to improve the Department’s operations.  The UPN Project is intended to 
review existing practices and recommend a more consistent, simple, and less costly approach to 
notifying various audiences of applications, approvals, and other projects underway at City 
Planning.  Department staff members are endeavoring to include a variety of constructive input 
from different sources into the UPN Project. 
 
2.  Background 
The Department has already begun by cataloguing existing notification requirements driven by 
the Planning Code.  A chart dated 5/5/09 listing 49 types of projects is available and on the 
website set up for the project, upn.sfplanning.org.  A previous Interested Persons workshop was 
held Tue 19 May 2009 and attended by _ people.  The Department sent out _ invitations for the 
second meeting on Thu 9 Jul 2009. 
 
3.  Principles 
Again, the UPN Project is intended to review existing practices and recommend a more 
consistent, simple, and less costly approach to notifying various audiences of applications, 
approvals, and other projects underway at City Planning.  It is connected to other activities 
underway, including Discretionary Review (DR) Reform and the new Integrated Permit Tracking 
System, but the UPN Project is also intended to have its own stand-alone benefits.  It is not, 
however, intended to resolve or solve all issues that involve public process at City Planning.  It 
will neither strengthen nor weaken Block Book Notations or section 311 requirements.  It may, 
however, recommend clarifying or modifying Planning Code requirements and department 
procedures to make required notices more consistent, simple, and less costly. 
 
There are various interests (property owners, project sponsors, neighbors, neighborhood 
organizations, citywide organizations, and others) that have perspectives on land use planning in 
San Francisco.  They will not always agree on overall plans or specific projects.  In fact, 
vigorous debate about the merits of a plan or project, the methods of analysis, and the desires of 
communities large and small makes for good city planning.  To that end, meaningful public 
input, timely provided and informed by accurate and useful information about plans and projects, 
should be the shared goal and the process expectations of the various interests should be 
reasonably related to the complexity of a plan or project. 







 
If people can get more easily the information they need to either understand the status of a plan 
or project and be satisfied or be able to advocate and articulate their specific concerns about that 
plan or project then the public interest is best served.  For example, the Department would like to 
hear fewer expressions of frustration and requests for continuance and more expressions of 
concern about fenestration design and requests for data about traffic impacts. 
 
4.  Existing Practices 
Again, the Department has already catalogued existing notification requirements driven by the 
Planning Code.  Although this initial effort did not list the number of notices given annually by 
type staff intends to research approximate numbers and have that information available soon.  
The Department also publishes certain other notices in newspapers and on its website.  While 
these practices currently vary, they all either meet or exceed applicable law and typically exceed 
notice practices in other communities.  However, not all Department notice practices are codified 
and some lack documentation in Department training materials and checklists. 
 
5.  Analysis 
Existing notice practices have evolved over time, often in response to perceived weaknesses in 
the Department’s objectivity and neighborhood concerns about and opposition to change.  This 
reactive approach to public notice has not fostered efforts towards collaboration and building 
consensus on contentious issues but has instead reinforced a culture of confrontation and 
mistrust.  Instead of encouraging early and meaningful discussion about points of disagreement 
the trend has been toward increasing process, expanding and widening notice types and 
boundaries, and generally delaying decision-making without making efforts to bridge concerns.  
Further, while there is a desire to better use technology to post documents to the Department’s 
web site and increase use of email there are copyright, privacy, public records, and technology 
issues that require further review and analysis. 
 
6.  Discussion 
Areas to consider include the needs of various interests mentioned earlier, how to consider and 
balance those interests, how to get the most useful and accurate information to the correct 
audience at the earliest time, how to avoid getting too many notices that are not wanted, and how 
to best use technology to minimize overall costs while understanding that cost, familiarity with 
City Planning, and language, among other barriers, can limit the reach of technology.  The 
Department is open to constructive input on all of these, and related, areas of discussion. 
 
7.  Next Steps 
Department staff will review the issues discussed, further analyze existing practices, research the 
approximate number of notices given annually by type to further inform the discussion, revise 
the staff recommendation, discuss the revised staff recommendation internally, prepare further 
questions to focus future discussions on trade-offs, review technology issues, and plan on 
another Interested Persons meeting in 6-8 weeks.  Notes from the Interested Persons meetings 
will be added to the UPN Project website soon.  Anyone else interested in joining this discussion 
should contact Maria Oropeza to be added to the distribution list.  Thank you all very much. 
 








 
 
 
August 13, 2009 
 
 
Comments/Recommendations on “Universal Planning Notification” Draft Proposal 
(7/9/09) 
 
Contact: DTNA Land Use Committee: Lynn Bayer <lbayer5@yahoo.com>, Tom McElroy 
tommcelroy@gmail.com, and co-chair Peter Cohen <pcohen_sf@yahoo.com> 
 
 
Building Permit Application/Discretionary Review 


�Section 311/312: Final comments TBD. Transition to online plans may be okay as a long term 
goal, but there is concern that for many people and even some organizations this may be 
technically/logistically difficult and may be dis-incentivizing for public awareness and 
participation. Instead we recommend an initial “opt in” system that allows organizations and 
individuals to choose to receive on-line plans. There should still be an explicit allowance for 
hard copy plans upon request. There should also be clear procedure for a household to opt 
out again, for example if the occupancy changes and the new occupants do not prefer the 
on-line option.  This opt-in approach will allow the transition to on-line plans as a standard 
to be gradual and un-intimidating for the general public. 


�Section 311/312: add to the notification the identification of local Neighborhood Associations 
and relevant Community Advisory Committees (if applicable to site). 


�Section 311/312: final comments on the question of whether garage permit applications 
warrant 311/312 notification is still TBD and at this time should be left open as the UPN 
proposal continues to be drafted. (Planning Dept is supposed to review garage additions if 
the building is historic but no public review or notification standards are currently applied). 
At minimum garage additions should be subject to the department's new Pre-Application 
requirement.  


�Public Initiated Discretionary Review Hearings: add to the notification the identification of 
local Neighborhood Associations and relevant Community Advisory Committees (if 
applicable to site). 


�Reduced 311/312: These are new. Concept makes sense, need to see detailed definition of 
"minor projects" before supporting; 10 day short-notice period may be too short (final 
comments TBD pending more detailed proposal from Planning Dept) 


 
Public Hearings for Entitlements 


�Notices should have all the same content and format standards as for 311/312 notices 
(consistency--a project is a project from the community's perspective regardless of how it is 
permitted/approved within the system) 


DTNA – Comments on UPN draft proposal. August 10, 2009 1
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�Final comments on 20 days notice period or 30 days (which would be same as for 311/312 
notices) is TBD; if project is subject to department’s new Pre-Application requirement, then 
that may be a case for the shorter (20 day) hearing notice period. If not, then 30 days notice 
for hearing should be the standard. 


 
Other Notifications 


�BBN: The BBN option should be retained. It is an important tool to track activity for specific 
sites/areas that are outside someone’s or an organization’s immediate radius of notification.  


 
General Standards 


�Basics: "Basics" info about a project should follow same general format and content standards 
as current 311/312 notices, with modifications and improvements as already noted in the 
department's draft proposal and recommendations/comments here. The General Standards 
should also aim to improve consistency in the completeness and clarity of the project 
descriptions provided in the notices, particularly the description of proposed changes. 


�Specifications for project plans, both content and quality--department's intake checklist should 
be carefully scrutinized for each project application to ensure compliance with plans 
specifications. (Goal is to make the plans legible, understandable and consistent for general 
public on receiving end.) 


�Online Plans: Floor plans should continue to be available for all projects which currently 
require floor plans, either upon request and/or available through on-line access.  





