
Page Section Figure Comment Commentor Project Response to 

N/A All N/A
Suggest center justified (even columns) text for entire 
document

Planning
We looked at formatting with even columns (center justified). However, the 
spacing between words looks random and seemed to be harder to read. We 
continue to retain the right justified columns

N/A All N/A
Note the need to reconcile Infrastructure Master Plan and D4D 
comments. 

Planning
Yes, we compared notes on the IP and revised text/graphics where 
appropriate.

N/A All N/A
Check that references to other sections and section #'s are 
accurate.

Planning We updated most of the section references to match accurately.

N/A All N/A

There are many references to placeholder diagrams, figures, 
standards, and guidelines ("X.X.X") that need to be completed 
for us to provide a complete review. Please be sure there are 
no placeholders in next draft.

Planning Yes, we added the section references identified in the document.

N/A All N/A

Grammar consistency suggestions:
/ 1 space btwn sentences/words
/ Oxford comma (or not)
/ En Dash btwn number ranges
/ adverbs are not hyphenated (privately-owned)
/ run-on sentences (example: page 94, paragraph 1)

Planning
Ok, we provided a second round of editorial review to ensure grammar 
consistency. 

N/A All N/A

Use consistent naming and use of Baytrail and Blue Greenway 
(instead of vague "multi-use trail references) -- explaining up-
front that it's a multi-use trail, connects beyond the site, etc. 
(page 80)

Planning
Ok, updated naming and use with Blue Greenway when referencing multi-
use trail along the Bay.

N/A All N/A

Throughout the document, the text discusses providing 
amenities for and connections to "the Dogpatch", which is in 
reality a subset of the overall Central Waterfront 
neighborhood. The document should be more inclusive of the 
entire Central Waterfront (and Eastern Neighborhoods) 
planning area. In other words, be purposeful when referring to 
the Dogpatch vs. Central Waterfront vis-a-vis the project site.   

Planning
Thank you for this comment. Throughout the document, we have made 
revisions so that we're more inclusive, referencing the Central Waterfront 
and nearby neighborhoods more generally.

N/A General 3-D Renderings
Please update 3D renderings so that they are more illustrative 
and not just color blocks.

Planning
We will be adding photo realistic 3D renderings to provide a sense of 
architectural details envisioned for the site in the next D4D draft. Renderings 
are still being refined and will be ready to be included in the next draft.

N/A General N/A

Need list of important definitions, especially in the Land Use 
and Building chapters. Clarify which items are defined as in the 
Planning Code and where you are develping custom definitions. 
Include definition of height, active use, etc. Could be an 
appendix?

Planning
A Glossary of terms has been included as Appendix G. We will add a section 
on "Applicable Planning Code Sections" in the next D4D draft in July/August.

Please improve layout to feel more like a reference guide than 
a narrative. Chapter 5 description misses a lot of important 
content.

Planning
We revised the text in this section as suggested, and removed much of the 
narrative so that it serves as more of a guide
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Please use accepted city terms as available: i.e., "sustainable 
transportation choices/modes" instead of "alternative" -- 
makes it easier to point to the project's support of the City's 0-
80-100-roots climate goals

Planning
Updated to refer to "sustainable transportation modes" where appropriate.  
We also use "urban forest", "native plants", and "pollinator habitat". 

Definitions and use of guidelines vs standards are confusing 
and not consistently used throughout the D4D; for example, 
both standards and guidelines are required, it is also not clear 
that guidelines inform standards as stated on page 7, hardly 
any have quantitative measures.

Planning
Updated text to define Standards and Guidelines. Standards are mandatory 
requirements, whereas, Guidelines are advisory. Good faith effort should be 
made to comply with Guidelines, however, street adherence is not required. 

Please add explanation on how the document and its 
standards/guidelines function over time as the Planning Code 
and other City regs change, strengthen, etc.

Planning This will be discussed as part of the Development Agreement

There seem to be many things in the sustainable neighborhood 
framework that do not have corresponding standards or 
guidelines in the D4D. Will take more analysis to totally 
understand how the aims will be realized through the project. 

Planning

All sustainability information, Standards, and Guidelines have been 
integrated into the D4D, and highlighted with a green leaf icon. The 
sustainable neighborhood framework includes a column referencing all 
relevant D4D sections. The framework is being updated and will be re-
included in the next D4D submittal.

The green dot application is hap-hazard, not explained, and not 
that noticeable. Suggest introducing a more visible icon, 
explaining in the beginning of the document, and applying 
consistently -- there are many stds and guidelines supporting 
environmental sustainability that are not called out (example 
3.7.5).

Planning
Replaced with a green leaf that is more visible and added more globally to 
sections supporting sustainability.

Add RPD as reviewing/approving agency for D4D and IMP Open 
Space components. Add Planning as reviewing agency for IMP 
Site Resilience. 

Planning; RPD

We have included RPD as a reviewing agency for the D4D and IP.  During 
implementation, Planning Department should remain the reviewing agency. 
However, input from other agencies as appropriate may be requested and 
incorporated into Planning's review as desired. (discussed at 4.26 City 
meeting). Planning has been added as a reviewing agency to site resilience 
for the Infrastructure Plan 

SF Environment would be helpful in reviewing some aspects of 
the D4D, as they have done in other waterfront projects. Let's 
discuss/coordinate what sections should be sent to SFE and 
which staff there is most appropriate.

Planning

We clarified that the table in the D4D was intended as a guide for use during 
implementation. During implementation, Planning Department should 
remain the reviewing agency, however, input from other agencies as 
appropriate may be requested and incorporated into Planning's review as 
desired. (discussed at 4.26 City meeting)

11
1.1 Site 

Location
Figure 1-1-1 Make labels legible. Planning Updated

11
1.1 Site 

Location
Figure 1-1-2

Clarify what different colors of green on figure signify. More 
clearly outline project area.

Planning Updated

Rename this section "Site Context" and include more 
information on existing environmental conditions on and 
adjacent to the site; e.g. site grade, switchyards, land use map 
that includes surrounding uses (including P70 program). 

Planning Updated
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Move historic content from pages 21-23 to this section. 
Content should include: existing buildings, Third Street 
Industrial District description and boundary, Union Iron Works 
District description and boundary, and Dogpatch District 
description and boundary. Summarize character-defining 
features of these districts and reference how those are being 
used to influence design later in the document. Site history 
should also be included in this section. 

Planning

We have reorganized our Project Overview chapter so that we discuss site 
history, after site context. Planning context follows site history and includes 
discussion of Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, Central Waterfront Area Plan, 
Better Streets Plan, the Pier 70 SUD, BCDC, Public Trust Doctrine, Army Corps 
of Engineers, and the Third Street Industrial District. The section on the Third 
Street Industrial District includes a description, boundary, and character 
defining features as discussed. Currently, there's no official Dogpatch 
neighborhood boundary, however, we're looking to define that boundary 
and plan to include this boundary in a later draft. Dogpatch has been 
described in the text.

Public Trust Doctrine: "Although on the Bay waterfront, most of 
the project site is not Port property and therefore, not subject 
to the Public Trust."  Will there be a land swap for those areas 
that are under the public trust?  Where is this addressed?

Planning
Clarified in the text that Public Trust does apply to Port property within the 
site

Please note in text that Better Streets Plan also supports 
complete streets, bikes, etc.

Planning Updated

Mention Pier 70 adoption and SUD, numbers of housing units 
planned/built in neighborhood, total new acreage of open 
spaces

Planning Updated

Cite source Planning Updated
Can you make key map larger/more legible? Make project site 
label more prominent/legible?

Planning Updated

Feels long for a Vision. Please consider better linking the bullet 
points and the principles -- otherwise it feels like too many lists 
of things. First bullet seems to exclude everyone who doesn't 
live in the Dogpatch? 

Planning

We have reorganized the Vision / Project Overview section of our D4D and 
rewrote our vision to be more of a narrative rather than a list of bullets. The 
vision is also now rewritten to be more inclusive, which was always our 
intent. 

Please highlight resilience in the vision for your waterfront 
project in the era of climate change. Something about PPS's 
role in supporting and fulfilling other core SF values like equity, 
sustainability, health, etc.? Setting for "new job CREATION" or 
new jobs?

Planning

The vision has been shortened and reworded, though we continue to 
highlight the transformation of the site from "a polluting power plant to a 
sustainable, resilient
neighborhood that embraces wellness".

Text for Principles and Objectives does not match the most 
recent draft workshoped between project sponsor and 
Planning staff. Please update. Holding off on providing more 
substantive comments on Principles until correct version is 
inserted in the document.

Planning
Updated (added "unique" to principle 1; principle 2: "create" becomes 
"establish")

Would be helpful to have some narrative about how the vision 
and principles function in this document and for the project -- 
there is no intro to explain what they are or should mean to the 
reader. 

Planning
We reorganized the Vision / Project Overview section and state that the 
principles form the foundation to how we've approached design on our site. 

8 principles and 35+ objectives is a lot to track on top of 
separate vision statement bullets...How will all of these 
statements be achieved, tracked, measured?

Planning
Agreed. We reorganized the Vision / Project Overview section to be more 
succinct. The objectives have been removed. 

Label what waterfront destinations are. Planning
Updated diagram to convey potential waterfront and open space 
destinations on the site.
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What are "existing active uses" that are mentioned in Planning References to existing active uses have been removed
Inherent tension in calling out Unit 3 as an iconic destination in 
the Principles if there's a chance it may not be preserved…

Planning Unit 3 is no longer identified in the figure as an iconic destination

Principle 3 "Celebrate the site's rich industrial history" is very 
much absent from most of the document. This should be much 
more present. Would like to see a stronger set of standards and 
guidelines that ensure architecture is true to industrial history 
of the site. 

Planning

The document's standards and guidelines include controls to celebrate the 
site's industrial history, such as the choice of color and materials, ground 
floor ceiling height on frontages where PDR use is required, and streetwall 
requirements. To more specifically address this issue, we have included a set 
of controls to address compatibility with the Third Street Industrial District as 
Appendix I. As mentioned in the Appendix, we fully intent to incorporate all 
of the controls throughout the D4D rather than have these controls live as 
their own separate section. Additionally, we have included an Interpretive 
Master Plan as Appendix D. 

We support using the clean up of the site as part of telling the 
story of the site's industrial history. However, the Project team 
needs to explain how this will be done and how they will 
showcase the site's industrial history per this principle. 
Encourage a creative approach to connecting the industrial 
history of the site to the sustainable design and practices used 
for this project. Consider some of the following: including the 
changing historical shoreline as an interpretative element in 
the open space design; design an open space element that 
shows historical cutting and filling at the site and connect it to 
the sea level rise mitigation methods use for this project; 
expose electrical or water infrastructure systems and use new 
sustainable technology to help tell the power generation 
history of the site; highlight new lighting technology and use 
light design to tell the story of electrical generation for lighting 
as part of the  history of the site. 

Thank you for this comment. It was always our intention to tell our story. As 
mentioned above, we are working on an interpretive masterplan to tell the 
multiple stories of our site's history. Please see Appendix I, which includes an 
outline and brief description of our historic narrative. The narrative included 
in Appendix I will be more fully flushed out for the next draft submittal of the 
D4D, as well as concepts for what our consultant is referring to "interpretive 
experiences". We believe this will address this comment more globally, and 
may also include some of the listed suggestions, specifically. 

What era are 220' tanks from? Also highlight Spreckles 
warehouses across 23rd Street?

Planning
The 220' tall tanks are from the Power Station Era. The figure has been 
updated to include a legend depicting appropriate eras + Spreckels sugar 
warehouses

Unclear what the point of diagram is when hardly anything is 
being preserved/re-used - makes transition to Fig 1-4-4 even 
more jarring. As noted above, this shold be moved to site 
context/history section earlier in Chapter 1.

Planning
Agreed. We moved the figure to site history, made edits as described in the 
previous comment, and consolidated with the timeline.

This figure seems too detailed to be included with Principles. In 
the interest of brevity, suggest deleting. Or it could be an intro 
to the streets chapter.

Planning
Agreed. We removed what was previously Figure 1-4-5 in the previous draft 
as part of the Project Overview reorganization.

"The private drives or alleys (such as Louisiana Street, Delaware 
Street north of Humboldt Street, and Craig Lane)…" Are these 
currently public streets. If so a street vacation will have to take 
place in order to make them private.

Public Works Aside from 23rd Street, none are currently public streets.

26-27
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28

"Well designed" is really general-- is there a more specific 
ambition? Supporting connectivity? Access to natural 
elements? Creating active recreation opportunities in the 
Central Waterfront? Etc? 

Planning Noted. These principles were prepared collaboratively with Planning Staff. 

Consider adding historical interpretation as an objective to this 
principle.

Planning

In response to the earlier comment regarding overwhelming number of 
objectives in the vision chapter, objectives have been removed. However, 
the Project Team is including an interpretive program for the project; See 
Appendix I.

Remove the words "already robust" - they make it sound like 
the Dogpatch has a great existing open space network, which is 
not necessarily the case. Or acknowledge that while the open 
space system in the Dogpatch is lacking now, all the planned 
open spaces that are slated to come online in the next few 
years will make it robust. (1st paragraph, 5th row)

Planning; RPD Text has been removed.

Change to "a  soccer field, a  playground" -  there are only one 
actual soccer field (the others are multi-purpose grassy areas) 
and one actual playground planned. (2nd paragraph, 5th row)

RPD
There are a total of 3 soccer fields planned. One U10 (roof top) and two U6 
fields on Power Station Park. Additionally, there are two playgrounds 
planned: 1.) on Power Station Park (west) and 2.) the Point.

28
1.4 Principles 

and 
Frameworks

Figure 1-4-6
Is there an intended connection between the Power station 
park and the Rec pier, as shown in Figure?

Planning
This figure has been updated, but yes - Unit 3 is meant to be permeable at 
the base to facilitate connections around and through it to the waterfront

30
1.4 Principles 

and 
Frameworks

Principle 6
Building guidelines should speak to building character of 
Dogpatch/Central Waterfront as well as the Third Street and 
Union Iron Works districts. 

Planning
Language has been revised to refer to Central Waterfront more globally; see 
"Urban Form and Architecture"

Rename "Found Industrial" and "Urban Streetwall"; both are 
somewhat vague and jargonny without expressing much 
meaning. These "character room" designations are not really 
discussed/manifest anywhere else it the document. If you are 
going to introduce them here they should be 
referenced/expanded upon elsewhere in the document. 

Planning
This figure has been removed. In the Buildings Section, we provide guidelines 
for specific corners, facades, and frontages which, we believe, address this 
comment. 

This is the biggest missing component in the project from 
principle into practice: assuming only Unit 3 remains, what IS 
the heritage of the past uses and structures in the future ones?

Planning
We will be implementing an interpretive program on our site to address the 
site's heritage. See Appendix I

32
1.4 Principles 

and 
Frameworks

Photos
Beware of showing very dark/black facades; consider showing 
types of context that the project would draw from and reflect.

Planning

Character images have been updated to reflect a variety of facade 
treatments that reflect to the project context, without over-emphasizing dark 
facades. However, dark brick and metal finishes are characteristic of the 
industrial aesthetic; accordingly, we have chosen to keep some images of 
dark facades in the document. 

On height drawing-- stack would be rezoned to 300? In some 
future scenario when it is removed we would probably not be 
ok with a new 300' tower here...

Planning

This specific figure has been removed. However, the comment about the 
height for the Stack is addressed in Section 5.2.3. We state that "In the event 
that the stack collapses or is otherwise damaged beyond repair, the 300 foot 
height limit shall not be applied to any new structure and this parcel will be 
used as open space."

Seems odd that the urban form framework is expressed in 2-
D…

Planning
This figure has been replaced with Figure 1.6.4, which now expresses urban 
form in 3-D as suggested.

1.4 Principles 
and 

Frameworks
Figure 1-4-731
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and 
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Too much detail for the principles…suggest 2 pages like 
everything else with complete table and GHG analysis in the 
appendix or another later section. Seems also that it provides 
an important lens for many of the principles and should come 
earlier in the list? Graphs are too small.

Planning
This framework has been moved to the Appendix. In this draft, we have a 
placeholder for this framework as we further refine and update. We will also 
include the GHG Analysis once fully updated.

Please connect with Lisa Fisher to discuss detailed feedback on 
the Sustainabile Neighborhood Framework.

Planning
We have connected with Lisa Fisher, and as discussed, will work with her as 
we continue to update this framework.

42
1.4 Principles 

and 
Frameworks

Photos
Several photos are not inspiring (grocery, playground, dock) 
and unrealistic.

Planning Removed

44
Land Use 

Intro
Photo

Cannot see commercial or ground floor retail interface with 
park.

Planning
Thank you for this comment; we will provide an updated photo in the next 
draft of the D4D

Bold Text at top of page; reword to the following or something 
similar: "The Power Station will provide a mix of uses that 
supports the Central Waterfront neighborhood identity and a 
place to live, work, and create." The Dogpatch already has its 
own identity and the goal of this project is to complement that 
identity.

Planning
Updated section format and added bold text at the beginning of the Land 
Use section.

Will the soil analysis and what types of bldgs are feasible be 
determined before this is published? (see 2nd column, 1st 
paragraph)

Planning

Should be: no less than 35% of the total number of units shall 
contain two bedrooms, since this percentage would be 
inclusive of the required 10% of three bedroom units. At 35 % it 
would be consistent with the EN requirements. If request is to 
deviate from City Standard then need a justification.

Planning
Our D4D is consistent with the Dwelling Unit Mix requirements pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 207.7. We discussed this issue during an April 
meeting; Planning mentioned it would get back to us.

Dwelling Unit vs Group Housing – Remember, we distinguish 
these two elements are separate and distinct. Lots of 
references to dwelling units throughout (which means that 
these standards would not apply to Group Housing). See 
Planning Code Section 102

Noted. This will be addressed in the next draft of the D4D.

Define "Mobile Cart" and "Semi-Permanent Kiosk". Planning We have provided definitions for both. See glossary.
There should be some guidance/standards for the location of 
semi-permanent kiosks in public spaces. (e.g. minimum 
separatation from building, outside of the playing 
fields/playgrounds, setback from street/sidewalk/trail)

Planning
Agreed. We have added some standards in the Open Space section; see 
Section 3.14, Mobile Carts and Semi-Permanent Kiosks in Open Space

Let's further discuss the appropriate number and location of 
mobile carts and kiosks. Open to having these amenities, but 
overall number and locations need refinement, particularly 
given adjacent brick and mortar retail.

Planning Updated text and table to show location and number.

Reaching out to RPD Permits & Reservations for 
comment/input.

RPD
In conversations with RPD, they seemed open to have mobile cars / kiosks in 
open spaces.

46
2.1 Land Use 

Plan
Standard 2.1.6

What about also including tree nursery for on-site planting as 
permitted interim use?

Planning This has been added to the list of permitted interim uses.

46
2.1 Land Use 

Plan
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46-47
2.1 Land Use 

Plan
Table 2-1-1 Three tables with same number (2-1-1) Planning Updated numbering. 

Parking needs not to be just screened, but lined with active 
uses to min 25’.

Planning

Updated language to "With the exception of the above-grade District Parking 
Garage provided on either Block 1, 5, or 13, parking at or above the ground 
level shall be entirely screened from all public rights-of-way in a manner that 
accentuates ground floor uses, minimizes mechanical features and is in 
keeping with the overall massing and architectural vocabulary of the 
building.  Along active use frontages, as shown in Figure 2.2.1 parking 
facilities must also be lined with active uses to a depth of at least 25 feet."

Would it make more sense to have vehicle and bike parking 
standards in parking section instead of land use section?

Planning Moved to Buildings section.

Plan should indicate that Block 5 would have district parking 
structure AND residential--currently only shows parking. 
Update figure key.

Planning
Updated Land Use Plan figure key to acknowledge that Block 5 is allowed to 
have residential. Used a symbol on Block 1, 5 and 13 to show any (one) of 
those blocks may have the District Parking Garage.

Please also show the rooftop soccer field as "Publicly Accessible 
Open Space" in the land use plan.

RPD
Added note in Land Use Plan - "Potential District 
Parking Garage and Rooftop Soccer Field Location"

Plan should indicate locations of permitted PDR. Planning
The Land Use Plan identifies the predominant land use within in each block. 
PDR Frontages are identified in Figure 2.2.1 Ground Floor Uses.

Nighttime Entertainment (subcategory of Entertainment, Arts, 
and Recreation) should be limited on rooftops, if allowed at all. 
We should discuss.

Planning
We envision two locations where nighttime entertainment could potentially 
occur: Blocks 9 (hotel) and 12 (assembly space / venue). 

Why is Insitutional Use not permitted on all floors in 
commercial buildings?

Planning Institutional Use is now permitted on all floors in commercial buildings

Note 10: references ground floor and 1st floor--are these not 
the same? Do you mean ground floor and 2nd floor? Please 

Planning
Updated to be consistent with the use of terms ground floor and second 
floor (floor above ground floor). Deleted references to first floor.

If Note 10 is actually referring to 2nd floor, do we want retail 
on the second floor?

Planning
Yes, we wanted to provide flexibility for retail to occupy second floor, 
recognizing that this may occur in few select locations if at all.

Blocks 4, 12, 14 Non-Retail Sales & Service: P only if non-
residential, otherwise P(11)?

Planning

Blocks 4, 10, 11, and 12 are our non-residential buildings where Non-Retail 
Sales and Service uses are permitted on all floors (except where specific 
ground floor uses are required, i.e. Retail, PDR, etc.) On all other buildings, 
Non-Retail Sales and Service uses are permitted in the basement, ground 
floor, mezzanine and second floors only, provided that they meet other 
standards (i.e. Transparent Frontages requirements). 

PDR is  industrial--need to use different terms to better 
differentiate these uses. Heavy industrial? Light industrial?

Planning
Noted. The definitions of PDR and Industrial are slightly different. However, 
we will reconcile in next draft. 

Suggest NOT allowing automobile assembly for human health 
and general optics

Planning Noted. 

Please explain/clarify footnote 8. Planning

Updated footnote 8 to explain  - "In the event that the Unit 3 power block is 
maintained, Residential Uses would be P for a maximum of 25 percent of the 
gross square footage of the buildings on block 9. In such event, the remaining 
75 percent of the gross square footage of the buildings on block 9 shall be 
Tourist Hotel."

Figure 2-1-2

Standard 2.1.8

Table 2-1-1

47
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District parking should not have a frontage on Humboldt Street. 
Remove from Block 1. Is Block 13 being studied in EIR to ensure 
location does not have major impacts relative to traffic flow, 
transit, and district parking on Pier 70? Block 5 should be noted 
as the preferred location for district parking and Block 13 noted 
as an alternative.

Planning

Our preference is for the district parking garage to occur on Block 5. 
However, this may not be feasible. Accordingly, we are studying alternative 
locations for the garage, including Blocks 13 and 1. We state our preference 
for locating the district parking garage on Block 5 in Section 5.21, District 
Parking Garage.

Please indicate priority retail minimum depth. Planning Minimum retail depth is 40-feet. Text has been updated accordingly.
Why are the Priority Retail list of uses and Active Corner list of 
uses not exactly the same? Conflicting.

Planning
Language added to clarify that active use list encompass a broader range of 
uses, beyond retail.

No office or bike rooms as active use. Limit leasing offices. 
Define "transparent" frontage. Any allowable non-active uses 
are permitted beyond the first 25'. 40' is too big for residential 
lobbies. 

Planning

Planning Code currently allows lobbies to be 40 feet or 25% of building 
frontage. Lobbies are becoming more important in buildings as community 
spaces and active uses. We would like for space permitted for lobbies to be 
consistent with current Planning Code. As discussed during our April meeting, 
bike rooms and offices, including leasing offices, are permitted as an Active 
Use, but may not exceed 50 percent of the required Active Use frontage.

Mail rooms and bicycle parking should not be listed as distinct 
and independent 'active uses'. They should be permitted as 
part of the lobby use, and included in the size restrictions for 
the lobby. 

Planning See comment above

Rather than combine office and retail, the retail should be 
within the first 25 feet of building depth, and the office located 
on the ground floor should be behind the retail, or utlizing the 
percentage of the frontage that is not required to be active. 
The proposed 'active' office with a retail kiosk would be hard to 
apply during development review and hard to enforce (how big 
does the kiosk have to be?, compared to how much office?, 
how public does it need to be?, rules on operation? etc.). 

Planning See comment two rows above 

Requiring 50% of the frontages to be an active use seems too 
low, especially if non-retail/ofices uses, residences and bike 
parking and mail rooms are counted as "active use."  Consider 
requiring 2/3 of the frontage be active. 

Planning Updated text to require 100% of active use frontages.

If Office and Institutional uses are counted as "Active Uses," 
then there should be a guideline (or standard?) that 
encourages (requires?) them to locate social spaces (e.g. 
conference rooms, waiting areas/reception, kitchens, etc.) 

Planning
Language stating that social spaces should be located along building 
frontages has been added for Non-Retail Sales and Services uses. See also 
Guideline 2.2.9. 

Provide definition of  'transparent frontage' Planning Defined. See glossary.

50
2.2 Ground 
Floor Uses

Standard 2.2.6 Provide definition of an accessory office. Planning Defined. See glossary for Accessory Use.

Laboratory Use should be excluded Planning Laboratory Use is excluded from what is permitted within PDR Frontages
We should specify PDR height minimum. Standard is 17' floor 
to ceiling.

Planning Minimum height for PDR is 17'. See Ground Floor Height, Section 5.6.1

Standard 2.2.4

Standard 2.2.3
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50
2.2 Ground 
Floor Uses

N/A

Clarify transformer requirements-- general policy is that 
buildings with a frontage shorter than 75', Planning will support 
transformer in the sidewalk; 75-125' range is discretionary; 
above 125' transformer should be in the frontage. There are 
exceptions for 50-100% affordable housing projects where it 
impacts a housing unit at grade. 

Planning See Standard 2.2.7

Recommendation: Require active use on Unit 3 proper facing 
the waterfront.

Planning Updated graphic to show active use on Unit 3 proper facing the waterfront.

"*" is referenced on the figure but doesn't lead to any 
additional info

Planning Updated note.

Provide relevant precedent imagery for all proposed open 
spaces. They should be inspiring but also be realistic with what 
the project will be providing, i.e. no huge fields of native 
grasslands or full soccer pitches.

Planning; RPD
Noted. Precedent images for all spaces and features have been added 
throughout the chapter.

D4D should include 3D renderings (with keys to understand 
perspective) and dimensioned cross-sections (with adjacent 
buildings at scale) of all open spaces. 

Planning
Renderings are being developed; we anticipate that they'll be ready by 
publication of the DEIR and D4D. We added illustrative sections for each 
open space area. 

N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General

Regarding the public realm, the Pier 70 and Potrero 
developments should connect and be cohesive, but should 
read distinctly different so when you enter Pier 70 you 
recognize you are in the Union Iron Works district and have the 
availability to sense a difference and learn about the District.

Port See Appendix B, included as part of the Interpretive Program for the site.

N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General

There needs to be accommodation in/adjacent to open spaces 
for easy and public access to restrooms--at waterfront, Power 
Station Park, and Rooftop field. Water fountains also 
recommended, particularly adjacent to active recreation 
facilities.

Planning; RPD
Added water fountain Standard to Power Station Parks East and West. 
Publicly accessible restrooms will be located in Block 9 and Block 6 near 
rooftop soccer field - see building controls.

N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General Need to see and/or incorporate shadow studies into plans Planning The plans have been informed by shadow studies.  

N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General Include provision for a public art program. Planning We added a public art section showing potential locations for public art.

N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General

There are no designated dog areas. While designated dog play 
areas are not the panacea for dog issues, they do provide a 
needed space and allow park managers to encourage use in 
designated areas.

RPD; Planning
A guideline has been added to the Buildings section to provide dog 
amenities.

N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General

Seems like there are a lot of similar or nearly identical 
standards and guidelines for planting, stormwater, amenities, 
paving, furnishing, lighting, etc, for all the parks. Possible to 
further consolidate them to create a basic set of park standards 
and guidelines that immediately follow the pages of palettes? 
And then for each park standards/guidelines would only refer 
to unique elements.

Planning

Noted. We agree that there are many similar standards and guidelines 
throughout our spaces and have consolidated where it makes sense, but find 
that there are enough differences in within each open space to replicate 
these Standards and Guidelines. We will explore further consolidating. 

Chapter 3 
Open Space

N/A General

PARKS/OPEN SPACE

51
2.2 Ground 
Floor Uses

Figure 2-2-1



N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General

Show proposed kiosk locations to scale in illustrative plans for 
various open spaces.

Planning
We Added a new section on kiosks, including a  diagram showing proposed 
allowed locations for kiosks in Open Space. The diagram includes zones 
where kiosks are allowed, as well as to-scale symbols in potential kiosk 

N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General

The open space layout is very fragmented. I thought we were 
going to take advantage of the non-Port/non-trust flexibility of 
this land to accommodate active play; one rooftop filed does 
not seem to address that need. Should we consider a layout 
that groups the open spaces to create large more flexible open 
spaces?

Port

Active play is included on the rooftop field as well as in both blocks of Power 
station Park. Power Station Park East has a turf area that may be used for 
youth soccer and other active recreation, both organized and informal. 
Power Station Park West includes fitness and play features for all ages, 
including adult fitness features. Part of the planned program for the Point is 
an informal nature and discovery play concept - including natural features 
such as boulders, logs, and potentially salvaged objects and materials from 
the site. Additionally, a portion on the east side of the Blue Greenway also 
includes a flexible use lawn, that can be used for active or passive recreation.

N/A
Chapter 3 

Open Space
General

The D4D should include details on how the interpretative 
program will be integrated into the open space design and 
programming. This should include opportunities for reuse of 
salvaged materials, interpretative displays, and public art that 
helps convey the industrial history of the site. Consider also the 
possibility of displaying artifacts and features that are 
recovered through the archeological program. 

Planning

See Appendix B, included as part of the Interpretive Program for the site.
Add the words "and surrounding neighborhoods" at the end of 
the sentence, after "Dogpatch neighborhood". (1st paragraph, 
3rd row)

RPD Revised as proposed

"...will build on adjacent active ground floor uses". Makes it 
sounds like spaces will be privatized/reserved for adjacent 
uses. Either strike or revise to acknowledge that these will be 
public spaces designed to have positive relationships with 
interior, private spaces. 

RPD Revised as proposed

Paragraph 4, please specify that the Block 5 soccer field is 
publicly accessible

Planning Revised as proposed
Paragraph 5, "landscape-based" destinations is an awkward 
term, consider "amenity-based" or "active"

Planning Revised as proposed
As previously discussed, provide details on how the open space 
will "acknowledge the site's industrial past" beyond retention 
of the Stack. 

Planning
See Appendix B, included as part of the Interpretive Program for the site.

It's great to talk about the multi-use trail linking to Pier 70 to 
the north, but add something about linking to the greater Bay 
Trail system as a whole.

Planning Added language similar to that recommended in comment.

Paragraph 4, Power Station park should be connected by 
common features AND  materials

Planning Revised as proposed

Indicate how large each of the parks is. In text, indicate the 
total acres of open space as a percentage of total land area.

Planning
Updated text to add acres of  Open Spaces and total acres as a percentage of 
total land area.

Add block numbers for reference Planning Added Block numbers to all graphics
We're looking forward to more conversation on management 
and permitting of PPS open spaces. We're particularly 
interested in insuring equal access for permitted spaces.

RPD We are happy to continue the discussion.

3.1 Open 
Space 

Network

3.1 Open 
Space 

Network

3.2 Open 
Space 

  

Text

Figure 3-1-1

Text & Figure 3-
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Open Space 

Network 
Intro
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57



Let's discuss whether this information is appropriate for the 
D4D. Public access and mgmt rules will be set in the DA, not the 
D4D. If included, needs definitions/explanation for various 
owners.

Planning Removed this diagram from the D4D 

60
3.3 Open 

Space 
Systems

Text
Incorrectly references Section 3.3 Waterfront Park as the 
section for sea level rise; it's actually 3.14.

Planning Section and Figure numbers have been updated 

60
3.3 Open 

Space 
Systems

General

Recommend including a pedestrian circulation diagram that 
shows ped network for entire open space system at a glance 
(separate from more detailed diagrams for waterfront and 
upland parks).

Planning Added overall Open Space Pedestrian Circulation Diagram

62
3.4 Urban 

Forest
Text

Introductory text reference tree species selection criteria. If 
they are criteria, should they be standards?

Planning Moved these criteria to standards, as recommended.

Trees should be non-invasive, drought resistant and climate-
resilient/climate-adaptable (trees that do well in climates 
hotter and  drier than San Francsico). For street trees, we 
recommend consulting Public Works' list of approved street 
trees and plants, which can be found here: 
http://sfpublicworks.org/services/approved-street-tree-and-
plant-list. For Park trees, please review the potential parks and 
open space tree species list attached as a seperate Word 
document.

RPD; Planning
Tree selection criteria, as written, meet these standards. These standards 
and guidelines cover trees in Open Space. See Streets chapter for tree criteria 
for streets.

Tree selection criteria should also include shading, especially in 
the sunnier areas of the proposed open spaces. 

RPD Added standard for providing shading in exposed areas.

Tree species, etc. shall also consult with SFPW-Bureau of Urban 
Forestry and gain approval for those trees to be placed within 
the public right-of-way.

Public Works
Open Space Chapter covers tree criteria for trees outside of the public right-
of-way. 

62
3.4 Urban 

Forest
Standard 3.4.3

Agreed; this area is very windy and tree selections should have 
high wind tolerance.

RPD Standards include requirement for species with wind tolerance.

Please see the following link from Urban Forestry for tree 
planting requirment as to size, minimum vertical clearance 
from sidewalk and roadway.  
http://www.sfpublicworks.org/plant-street-tree

Public Works Noted

36-inch box trees are not necessary unless very large trees are 
needed at planting. 24-inch box trees will establish more 
quickly and suffer less mortality than 36" box. Is there a 
minimum trunk size?

RPD; Planning Changed minimum box size to 24" box.

Please reference to non-potable water for irrigation (Standards 3     Planning Added reference to non-potable water in water application guideline
Is the proposal for the HOA to maintain the trees or is the 
proposal for City to maintain the street trees after the 
establishment period?

Public Works
Open spaces will be owned by the master association / Port and maintained 
by the master association, and will be publicly accessible.  Master association 
maintenance includes tree maintenance within the open spaces.

Pruning should be performed by an ISA Certified Arborists 
according to ISA standards. We do not recommend regular 
fertilizer applications.

RPD Noted.

Standard 3.4.4

Standard 3.4.6

  
Space 

Ownership & 
Access

Standard 3.4.2

Text & Figure 3-
2-1

3.4 Urban 
Forest

3.4 Urban 
Forest

3.4 Urban 
Forest
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58



Plan for possible future recycled water irrigation with higher 
salinity.

RPD Noted.

63-65
3.4 Urban 

Forest
Figure 3-4-2

Not a huge amount of variation among criteria in various 
spaces (particularly Humboldt, PSPE and Louisiana)--can these 
be consolidated and any location-specific criteria called out? 
What the idea behind having PSPE and PSPW having different 
performance criteria? Would it make sense to just have them 
be one zone?

Planning
We consolidated these criteria. PSPE and PSPW have been consolidated into 
one zone. 

64
3.4 Urban 

Forest

Figure 3-4-2: 
Waterfront Park 

and The Point

Metrosideros should do well here but will get nowhere near 60-
feet at maturity. Additional suggestions:
Corymbia citriodora
Lophostemon confertus 
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus suber

RPD Added these to recommended species

Quercus rubra is not well adapted to dry summer / mild winter 
climate. Malaleuca is a good choice. Also consider:
Afrocarpus gracilior
Koelreuteria bipinnata
Lyonothamnus floribundus 
Quercus ilex
Quercus suber
Quillaja saponaria

RPD Added these to recommended species

Large specimen trees in the waterfront park and 'The Point' are 
great, but consider punctuating the inner spaces with specimen 
tree(s) as well to serve as a landmark feature.

Planning
Added recommendation to punctuate Power Station Park and Louisiana 
Plaza with larger specimen trees

65
3.4 Urban 

Forest

Figure 3-4-2: 
Power Station 

Park East

Quercus rubra is not well adapted to dry summer / mild winter 
climate. Malaleuca is a good choice. Also consider:
Afrocarpus gracilior
Koelreuteria bipinnata
Lyonothamnus floribundus 
Quercus ilex
Quercus suber
Quillaja saponaria

RPD Added these to recommended species

65
3.4 Urban 

Forest

Figure 3-4-2: 
Power Station 

Park West

Ginkgo and Acer Freemand have minimal wind tolerance - not 
recommended. Alternative suggestions:
Abutus x Marina
Agonis flexuosa
Ceratonia siliqua (male)
Geijera parviflora
Hakea suaveolens
Olea europaea (fruitless)
Quillaja saponaria
Tristaniopsis laurina

RPD Added these to recommended species

3.4 Urban 
Forest

Figure 3-4-2: 
Humboldt Plaza

 
  

64



65
3.4 Urban 

Forest
Figure 3-4-2: 

Louisiana Paseo

Quercus ruber not well adapted to dry summer / mild winter 
climate. Alternative suggestions:
Corymbia citriodora 
Lagunaria patersonii
Lyonothamnus floribundus 
Quercus ilex

RPD Added these to recommended species

66

3.5 
Stormwater 
Treatment, 

Site 
Hydrology & 

Irrigation

General

Consider stormwater treatment gardens as location to highlight 
new sustainable infrastructure at the project site and connect 
that back with the site's industrial history, such electrical 
distribution systems and water management in relations to the 
power plant. Consider use of salvaged historical infrastructure 
elements in these gardens, specifically the garden located near 
the Stack. 

Planning
Noted. We are in the process of developing an Interpretive Masterplan and 
will explore these ideas as suggested

The D4D references IMP for Stormwater Magement Measure.  
However, IMP states existing 23rd St is exempt from SMR.  Can 
you clarify why 23rd St is exempt?

Public Works
The portion of 23rd Street that is existing public right of way is not subject to 
Stormwater Management Requirements. The remainder of 23rd Street is 
subject to SMR's.

Standard 3.5.1A: aren't all "standards" requirements? 
confusing as sub-head 

Planning Updated the sub-headings to clarify.

Recommend specifying that trees will receive a min of 3 years 
establishment irrigation as you say in 4.13.2

Planning Updated as recommended

Can pressurized drip irrigation tubing underneath turf be used 
instead of spraying?

Planning Added language to consider this kind of turf irrigation.

Are any of the green infrastructure features inter-connected to 
mimic ecological systems and provide a source of non-potable 
water?

Planning Will need to follow up for clarification.

Much of this info seems missing from the infrastructure plan. 
Unclear how an approving staff person would use/refer to both 
documents.

Planning

The Infrastructure Plan provides technical descriptions for how these 
elements are planned and identifies the responsible parties for design, 
construction and operation of the infrastructue.  The Infrastructure Plan 
includes technical criteria as it relates to the utilities and SMR compliance. 
The D4D sets forth design parameters for these elements within open spaces, 
streets and buildings. 

Need to define and confirm some terms with SFPUC -- 
stormwater treatment gardens? Please add mention of green 
infrastructure as umbrella term and call out specific tools like 
bioswales and rain gardens.

Planning
Noted. Green infrastructure has been added as a term, with specific features, 
such as rain gardens and bioretention areas added.

Standards do not have many metrics/quantitative 
requirements...

Planning
Noted. We have added metrics and quantitative requirements to standards, 
and will continue refining standards moving forward.

Is it confusing to have a separate green infrastructure section 
and palettes on just open space when they'll be in the streets 
to? This is one of a few similar comments where we'd like you 
to consider consolidating various palettes, if possible.

Planning
Noted. We felt that it would be easier for the implementer to repeat the 
stormwater treatments in both sections, but are happy to consolidate if you 
feel otherwise.

Interpretive public signage would be valuable Planning See Appendix B, included as part of the Interpretive Program for the site.
sfplantfinder.org also contains SFPUC approved list of 
stormwater plants, please mention

Planning Added mention of website under plant palette.

3.5 
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Treatment, 

Site 
Hydrology & 

Irrigation
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67

3.5 
Stormwater 
Treatment, 

Site 
Hydrology & 

Irrigation

Figure 3-5-1
Sizing seems insufficient for the amount of land area being 
managed

Planning

Preliminary calculations have been completed to confirm the required 
amount of stormwater treatment measures to achieve compliance with the 
SMRs within the streets and open space areas. These areas are reflected in 
the streetscape and open space figures. The required stormwater areas 
within each parcel are to be determined with each parcel design.

Add guideline that calls for coordination with Pier 70 on 
waterfront furnishing and fixture design/selection. Furnishing 
need not be identical on both sites, but should feel cohesive 
and coordinated.

Planning Added guideline

Add standard for BBQ grills/pits. Show on Figure 3-6-1 where 
they would be located. Definitely on the Point, perhaps also in 
Louisiana Paseo adjacent to residential uses as well.

Planning Added Standard for outdoor grills

There should be public bike parking in waterfront park along 
Bay Trail. Cyclists will want to lock up to enjoy the numerous 
waterfront amenities. Please add and indicate on Figure 3-6-1 
(or wherever appropriate). Consider bike corrals in open spaces 
where space allows. Class II bike parking in other open spaces 
as well?

Planning Added section and diagram for bike parking in open spaces

70
3.6 Site 

Furnishings
Standard 3.6.2 Seating should also be concentrated near children's play areas RPD Added to Standard 3.7.2

70
3.6 Site 

Furnishings
Standard 3.6.5

Waste recepticles should also be located near seating areas 
and picnic/bbq areas

RPD Added to Standard 3.7.6

70
3.6 Site 

Furnishings
Guidelines

Consider reuse of salvaged materials as site furnishings, such as 
for benches or bollards. 

Planning
Note. See Appendix B, included as part of the Interpretive Program for the 
site.

It is unclear exactly what is being represented here as all the 
bars are the same size and have seemingly little scale reference 
to the types of furnishing; e.g. is one rectangle one picnic 
table? Same size as a bench? Please clarify this diagram.

Planning Revised Diagram 

Please include more community use picnic tables in the interior 
parks to support birthday parties, friend gatherings, etc. and 
not having more than 3 clustered in one area.

Planning Added more community use picnic tables in Power Station Park West

Appreciate showing precedent images (would recommend this 
is done for all palettes and diagrams), but the images are too 
small and show things not included in the diagram. Images that 
only reference the stds and guidelines should go on page 70.

Planning Increased size of images

Add permeable paving where appropriate as long as it is 
permitted; permeable paving may provide opportunities for 
stormwater capture & reuse.

RPD Added guideline recommending use of permeable paving

Please add standard and/or guidelines about responsible 
material use; e.g. recycled, local, sustainably sourced -- similar 
sentiments should be included about furnishings.

Planning Guideline will be added in next Draft of D4D.

Confusing why "paving" is included in std/guideline titles when 
whole section is about paving

Planning deleted redundant "paving" text

Figure 3-6-1

Text and Figure 
3-6-1

General
3.7 Paving & 

Materials

3.6 Site 
Furnishings

3.6 Site 
Furnishings

70

72

71



72
3.7 Paving & 

Materials
Standard 3.7.1 Doesn't all paving need to work for pedestrians and ADA? Planning changed text to reflect comment

72
3.7 Paving & 

Materials
Standard 3.7.5 Heat island metrics are quantitative, so why not a "standard"? Planning Moved to Standard

The way these guidelines are written, it would eliminate the 
opportunity for durable hardwood applications as illustrated in 
Figure 3-7-1

Planning Added guideline for wood decking

Provide guidance on where wood decking would be 
envisioned/appropriate.

Planning
Guideline includes recommendation for decking at bay overlooks and 
waterfront terraces.

It might be prudent to indicate minimum soil depth 
requirements rather than a range. Structures will likely be 
designed prior-to, or in tandem with the landscape so it would 
be hard to determine structural requirements if landscape 
details havent been finalized (where a tree vs groundcover 
goes, for example). Recommend also changing min tree soil 
depth to 36".

Planning revised to indicate a minimum soil depth

I believe the EVA requirement would apply to all on-structure 
access routes, not just Humboldt Street Plaza and Power 
Station Park West

Planning Added more general language to indicate recommendation in comment.

74

3.8 On-
Structure 

Open Space 
Design

General Please clarify if "on-structure open spaces" are still at grade Planning
Section title revised to reflect intent of section to cover ground level, at-
grade on structure spaces.

Provide precedent photos of lighing zone character concepts 
and fixture types.

Planning Added character/precedent images to lighting section

Rooftop soccer field lighting--unlikely to be programmed at 
night given adjacent residential, but should be discussed here 
and as part of DA.

Planning
Rooftop lighting has been permitted in the Buildings section, though it may 
ultimately not be provided

Lighting has the potential to be interactive and artistic. 
Recommend this be listed as a guideline for applicable spaces.

Planning Added Guideline for interactive and artistic lighting

This section is under review by the PUC streetlights group. No 
specific comments at this time.

SFPUC Ok.

Possible to streamline/combine some standards and Planning We made limited revisions to these standards and guidelines. 

76
3.9 Site 
Lighting

Standard 3.9.2

Utilizing fixtures from the SFPUC catalog is limiting, especially if 
this is on private property outside of SFPUC jurisdiction. 
Thematically, fixtures should all be consistent between streets 
and open spaces so the district reads as a cohesive whole.

Planning Removed this reference to the SFPUC catalogue

76
3.9 Site 
Lighting

Standard 3.9.4

Consider calling out façade lighting as a standard, especially for 
key landmark buildings/structures such as the Stack, Turbine 
Plaza, Unit 3, etc. This will come as the building designs are 
developed, but it might be worth including here in a general 
way. This is already present in each space's design section 
(3.17, 3.18)

Planning
Add as a guideline in the block by block chapter for each of these buildings 
(not in Open Space chapter)

76
3.9 Site 
Lighting

Guideline 3.9.8
Text says there are three character zones but Figure 3-9-1 
shows four zones. Clarify.

Planning Corrected this text.

Text and 
Figures

Standard 3.8.1

Guideline 3.7.4 
& Figure 3-7-1
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The dock and overlooks should have some lighting. Part of 
waterfront zone? Please clarify. What about lighting for Unit 3 
entry plaza and Turbine Plaza? While part of private 
development, they should be included here. 

Planning Revised diagram to include dock and overlooks.

Would be helpful if the lighting "zones" were coordinated with 
the park names and the tree planting zones, then someone 
could more easily cross reference everything they need to 
know across palettes for a particular open space -- could be 
showcased in the park-by-park pages and/or an appendix 

Planning
Overall lighting and tree zones may not align perfectly with  each individual 
open space, as considerations for each may differ. Further discussion for how 
best to organize tree and lighting zones may be considered

In text on page 78 and figure, don't call it a "yoga" lawn. Just 
call it a fitness and picnicking lawn.

Planning revised as suggested

Let's be clear in the terminology used to describe the soccer 
fields in text and figures. Wherever noted they should be 
described using age-specific adjective (i.e. "Under-10 soccer 
field"). That said, it should be noted that the rooftop field and 
Power Station Park field--if entire space is used--can be utilized 
for small sided adult play (e.g. 6v6). Overall the important point 
here is not to make it sound like full-sized adult soccer pitches 
are being proposed.

RPD; Planning Under 10 size field fits on rooftop - minimum dimensions per AYSO

80
3.11 

Waterfront 
Park

Text

Again, "outdoor seating areas associated with ground floor 
uses of adjacent buildings" makes it sounds like privatized 
spaces. Please rephrase to clarify the public nature of the 
space. (2nd paragraph,  last 2 rows)

RPD Removed  "associated with ground floor uses"

80
3.11 

Waterfront 
Park

Standard 3.11.4

Are there additional opportunities to provide visual 
access/interest looking down 23rd street toward the water? 
This strong axis is not really punctuated in any meaningful way 
aside from the Bay Viewing Platform.

Planning
We wanted to be intentional about opening views to the water; don’t want 
objects to compete with the stack as the destination

80
3.12 

Waterfront 
Park

Standard 3.11.8 Probably fine to simply say it's fully ADA compliant Planning text revised per comment.

80-111 3.11-3.25 N/A

For all open spaces, paving is always included as a guideline, 
not a standard; strongly recommend paving be made a 
standard in order to retain high quality. This is especially 
important given Standard 4.7.3 (All pathways provided for 
emergency vehicles, whether or roadways or throughpublic 
parks or passageways, shall support a minimum of 75,000 lbs").  
Very important to be sure here that desired paving for open 
spaces is high-quality AND holds up to standard 4.7.3

Planning
We have left paving as a guideline. We want to allow for final design to 
determine the paving type. Guidelines recommend a range of high quality 
and durable materials. 

North arrow facing wrong direction. Planning Corrected
Figure 3-12-1 indicates that there is a pedestrian walkway 
between the Stack and Unit 3. As rendered it looks very 
narrow. Is it ADA accessible? Please be sure it meets 
accessibility standards and provide some detail on overall 
design/function. Could there be an entrace to Unit 3?

Planning Design of Plaza revised. Wider walkway added at this location.

3.11 
Waterfront 

Park

Figure 3-9-1

Figure 3-10-1

Figure 3-11-2

3.10 
Wellness

3.9 Site 
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82

3.12 
Waterfront 

Park 
Circulation

Standards Incorrectly numbered (should be 3.12.X not 3.11.X) Planning Reformatted to correct numbering.

82

3.12 
Waterfront 

Park 
Circulation

Standard 3.11.7
Standard mentions minimum 20 feet, but there are places 
where the document says 16'

Planning All dimensions now state 20' min.

N/A

3.11 
Waterfront 
Park; 3.17 

Stack Plaza & 
Garden; 3.18 
Turbine Plaza

N/A

Given their adjacency to Unit 3 and the Stack (the only historic 
structures to remain in the project), these spaces should have a 
strong focus on historic inpterpretation of the site. We agree 
that green areas are not necessarily incompatible with an 
industrial aesthetic, but disagree that industrial materials 
salvaged from the site would "clutter" the open spaces, if 
thoughtfully sited. We would like to see a list of potential 
salvagable items and possible locations for their installation.

Planning

See Appendix B, included as part of the Interpretive Program for the site.
Label Spreckles Warehouse referenced in 3.11.6 text. Planning Labeled.
Refer to multi-use trail as Blue Greenway Planning Updated
Legend does not show what dashed blue line means Planning Updated
Make sure all areas depicted in Figure 3-13-1 have a text 
description on page 84. Use the same naming convention. 
Currently it is difficult to to understand what the 
standards/guidelines are referring to on the map. For example, 
want to know more about areas 5 and 9 on the map. Is area 5 
just a planting area, or is there a public access component? If 
accessible, what is the relationship to areas 11 and 2?

Planning
Many of the spaces indicated on the Waterfront Park Overview Program 
Diagram are given more detailed coverage in following sections on individual 
waterfront open space sections. There is a note on this spread indicating this. 

It is unclear where, aside from the recreational dock, the public 
would be able to physically access the Bay. Please call this out 
on the program or circulation plan if there are other 
opportunities to touch the water.

Planning Physical access to water is limited to recreational dock.

The shoreline park seems very fragmented in the design; 
maybe too much programing?

Port

The waterfront area will have many elements that unify the spaces. For 
example, the Blue Greenway and the Bay shore planting will be unifying 
elements along the length of the waterfront. Paving at Stack Plaza, Unit 3 
entry and dining areas, and Turbine Plaza will be unified. Diverse 
programming does not necessarily mean the spaces will be disjointed. We 
would like to maintain a diverse and interesting set of spaces and programs 
within a unified physical design.

N/A

3.12 
Waterfront 

Park 

3.13 
Waterfront 
Park Program 
& Design

Figure 3-12-183
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While understanding that the detailed design of the Unit 3 
welcome plaza will occur as part of Unit 3 development, there 
should be some concept described for this space. It will act as 
an important and highly visible gateway to the waterfront, so 
we should set some basic parameters around what it will be, 
besides just an EVA area.

As noted in 4/13 meeting between project sponsor, Planning, 
and SFMTA staff, this space will need additional design 
consideration to provide passenger and service loading for 

Planning
We collaboratively worked on the design of this space with Planning and 
have added a new section describing and illustrating the Unit 3 Welcome 
Plaza /Passenger Loading/EVA zone.

84

3.13 
Waterfront 

Park Program 
& Design

Standard 3.13.1
Dock "shall" or "may"? What is process/timeline for 
establishing feasibility? 

Planning Updated text to "shall".

84

3.13 
Waterfront 

Park Program 
& Design

Standard 3.13.4
We recommend some of the seating options be shaded, and 
around nature play/day care zone 

RPD Added to Furnishing Guideline in the section that covers The Point

84

3.13 
Waterfront 

Park Program 
& Design

Standard 3.13.5

There needs to be clarity about the public-ness of waterfront 
cafe seating areas adjacent to buildings. Figure on p.63 shows it 
as part of open space, but other graphics do not depict it as 
very public. If it will be reserved exclusively for retail uses for 
the majority of business hours, then it should not be included 
in project open space acreage. Will people have to buy 
something in order to use those spaces during business hours? 
Consider a design concept similar to Epic and Water 
restaurants on the Embarcadero, which offer a feeling of 
connection between the Bay Trail and the patio. Include in 
standard requirement for spaces to be designed such that they 
are not empty patios after hours and can still be used by 

Planning
Added Section in Waterfront Park section (3.19 Waterfront Outdoor Food 
Service Areas) to clarify this question. Added Standard requiring spaces to be 
designed to function and be attractive in absence of food service.

84

3.13 
Waterfront 

Park Program 
& Design

Standard 
3.13.10

Is the material palette open to the engineered planks that look 
like wood but are made from recycled plastic for durability and 
0-waste life cycle narrative?

Planning
We are not currently including recycled plastic planks in the standards and 
guidelines but are open to considering these products.

Recommend labeling color areas directly on the map rather 
than using a numbered legend. Easier and quicker to read.

Planning Added labels directly on map instead of legend

Is there a reason that the riprap edge between #8 (bay 
overlook) and #10 (rec dock) is not colored and not designated 
for coastal habitat?

Planning
There will be coastal planting at top of riprap here - updated diagram. 
planting may not be continuous to allow for seating areas.

Make sure color palette generally matches palette used in 
Figure on page 101.

Planning
Matched palette, but spaces in two diagrams are not always equivalent in 
character/program

We have discussed the ground floor of Unit 3 being publicly 
accessible and visually permeable to the waterfront. There 
should be standards/guidelines that describe this vision.

Planning

Agreed. Standards and guidelines implement this vision by requiring a visual 
and physical access corridor through Turbine Plaza. Guidelines require 
transparency at the ground floor of Unit 3 spaces, further reinforcing the 
permeability through the building.

3.13 
Waterfront 

Park Program 
& Design

 
 

  
 

Figure 3-13-185



Not to show in the D4D, but has the project reviewed scale 
comparisons of successful waterfront parks to confirm these 
dimensions? Some look very narrow.

Planning We have shared some scale studies and can share more if needed.

Standards incorrectly numbered (should be 3.14.X not 3.13.X) Planning Corrected  numbers.
Given the importance of this topic, recommend frontloading 
this section. Consider introducing as part of 3.3 Open Space 
Systems and then getting into the details when talking about 
waterfront park. 

Planning Moved Section to "Open Space Systems" in front.

Please specify coastal or urban flooding when referring to flood 
events (and clarify that coastal 100-year flooding includes King 
Tides and is 42")

Planning Specified Coastal and Urban Flooding 

Infrastructure plan states that the parks will be safe from end-
of-century SLR + coastal storm, the text on page 86 contradicts -
- all "major paths of travel and major program areas" are 
showing in the sections to be the same elevations as the streets 
and finished floors (or higher), so what would this statement be 
saying about bldg. flooding during extreme storm events?

Planning
Primary program areas and paths of travel, buildings and streets will be 
protected from SLR-related coastal flooding. 

On Section C, the area directly adjacent to the waterfront 
appears to be mislabelled as "planting". On all other plans it is 
depicted as a flexible, paved outlook area.  

Planning
Updated these sections to by typical diagrammatic sections of shoreline 
adaptation at riprap and at seawall. Specific site sections have been moved 
to individual open space sections.

Please use MHHW (instead of MHW) as with other waterfront prPlanning Changed to MHHW level
The water bands in Sections B and C are not to the same scale: d     Planning Corrected water bands
Waterfront planting seems supportive of biodiversity, etc. (TBC 
by SF Environment), so please use these requirements and 
plant palette for the whole site (page 69, for example) -- and 
mention biodiversity as a priority.

Planning
Biodiversity is mentioned in the Plant Selection Standard for Waterfront Park. 
We will add biodiversity as a goal for the stormwater  planting as well.

Please label CA and SF native plants as such in the palette and 
mention www.sfplantfinder.org

Planning Added labels per recommendation.

We do not use "naturalized" in our city biodiversity speak, 
instead we talk about native, climate-appropriate, habitat-
supportive, non-native/non-invasives; please see new citywide 
biodiversity resolution for assistance.

Planning Updated language in section introduction per this comment.

Low or no-water plants should be used everywhere, not 
"wherever feasible"

Planning Updated language per this comment

Include BBQ grills/pits in this area. Planning Added grills to amenities and furnishings
Consider this naturalistic area as a place for 
education/interpretation of the natural shoreline systems, 
habitat and bay wildlife through signage and design elements

Planning To be included in Interpretive plan, Appendix B

90
3.16 The 

Point
Standard 3.16.2

Explain "future Blue Greenway" is to connect to Warm Water 
Cove south of the Spreckles warehouses.

Planning Added language to intro to clarify connection to Warm Water Cove

90
3.16 The 

Point
Standard 3.16.4

Note: we anticipate more details on public access, hours and 
permitting ability / when space is blocked off for public use as 
conversations develop around the DA.

RPD Noted.

Text and Figure 
(no figure 
number)

3.14 
Waterfront 

Park 
Resilience & 
Adaptation

 
 

  
 

3.14 
Waterfront 

Park 
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3.16 The 
Point

3.15 
Waterfront 

Park 
Planting, 

Ecology & 
Habitat

Figure 3-14-3

General
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90
3.16 The 

Point
Standards & 
Guidlelines

Consider interpretation of the adjacent sugar warehouse and 
sugar history and interpretation of the intake structure as part 
of the open space design at The Point.

Planning
See Appendix B, included as part of the Interpretive Program for the site.

Still don't understand the orientation of the western main 
walkway--can it be more oriented toward 23rd Street or toward 
Power Station Park? Mirror the two walkways on the 
waterfront side?

Planning
This main walkway has been re-oriented towards Power Station Park. The 
western edge is walkable turf and the narrow bands are paved paths through 
the gardens

This should be a prime location for historic and ecological 
interpretation; please incorporate. 

Planning Noted. See Interpretive Masterplan, Appendix B

Consider ways to both incorporate greening while also 
maintaining a more robust industrial aesthetic with an 
expanded plaza that links Unit 3 and the Stack more explicitly. 
Incorporate industrial elements associated with the Stack and 
Unit 3 into the plaza design.

Planning

We expanded the plaza around the Stack, while maintaining large garden 
spaces. The contrast of industrial elements with new gardens will be a strong 
identifying element of this space. Expanded plaza makes stronger connection 
between the Stack and Unit 3.

Guideline and Standards numbers are reversed Planning Revised numbers to correct order
EVA labeling/numbering is a bit confusing. Planning Revised numbering and labeling to clarify. 

92
3.17 Stack 

Plaza & 
Garden

Standards 
3.17.1 & 3.17.2

Consider adding the flexibility to have these elements 
incorporate more 'industrial' elements than other open spaces 
given the industrial nature of this plaza.

Planning
Noted. We can consider adding detail to guideline to assure that furnishing 
and lighting compliment the industrial character of the Stack Plaza. 

92
3.17 Stack 

Plaza & 
Garden

Standard 3.17.3
Expand 'feature lighting' description to include façade and 
special artistic lighting.

Planning Added language about feature lighting including facade and artistic lighting.

92
3.17 Stack 

Plaza & 
Garden

Standard 3.17.5
Suggest "stormwater management" instead of "treatment" - 
treatment implies actually treating the water.

Planning Revised standard heading

Concerned that closing hours of the plaza are too restrictive. 
Why does the plaza need to be closed during non-business 
hours? Since there will be a roof, it will be mostly sheltered 
from weather. While main hotel reception will be in Unit 3, 
assuming there will be a satellite reception on Block 9 for 
immediate needs of guests? Could there be an enclosed 
pedestrian connection between Unit 3 and Block 9 on top of 

Planning

As discussed on several occasions, Turbine plaza will be publicly accessible at 
times when it is reasonable to expect substantial public use, and at a 
minimum  between 8 a.m. and 7 p.m. The space may be closed for private 
events no more than 24 times per year, for no more than 48 hours at each 
occurrence.

Consider retaining the Gate House and using it to house the 
Pump house  in this plaza. 

Planning Noted.

It appears that there is a paving design that has been 
considered for this space? What is the concept? Does it relate 
to historic uses?

Planning
Paving pattern is meant to convey large gestures that are evocative of the 
large scale industrial elements on the site. While final 

There is not much distinction between Turbine Plaza and 
Humboldt Plaza in terms of program. How will these spaces 
provide distinctive and unique experiences?

Planning

Turbine Plaza will be an area more focused on site interpretive elements and 
public art. The potential for a sheltered area between Unit 3 and Block 9 will 
allow an interior public space distinct from Humboldt Street Plaza.  Humboldt 
Plaza can be programmed for outdoor markets

3.18 Turbine 
Plaza

Text and Figure 
(no figure 
number)

Text and Figure 
(no figure 
number)

Refer also to 
comments 

submitted by 
Planning on 

2/21/2018 and 
to discussion at 

3/22/2018 
meeting. 

Continued 
concerns 

include the 

3.17 Stack 
Plaza & 
Garden

92-93

94-95

We have revised design to add more paved plaza around the Stack, allow 
concentric circles to be pedestrian paths. There is now paved access around 

Planning; RPD
The garden area feels too off-limits; we would like to see 
opportunities for people to access this space. Could the 



Aside from the written description, it is difficult to tell that the 
space between Unit 3 and Block 9 is enclosed. Please adjust 
plan to better illustrate this by adding thicker structure or 
support columns that indicate a sheet wall or other.

Planning Adjusted graphic to make enclosed space more identifiable.

This area should also include historic interpretive elements. 
Consider permanent or rotating public art exhibits that pull 
from the site's history or the history of the Central Waterfront. 

Planning
Turbine Plaza may incorporate interpretive elements. Text indicating this 
intent has been included. Also see interpretive plan, Appendix B.

Given that the south frontage of Block 4 is supposed to be 
primarily retail, I'm surprised at the amount of planting areas 
depicted on the ground floor. I was imagining this ground floor 
frontage as more permeable and active. 

Planning
Plan revised to show frontages along Humboldt street plaza as open, 
permeable.

Consider guideline that would allow for the installation of 
permanent awnings and shade structures for market activities. 

Planning
Noted. We will consider adding in next version of D4D, but need to confirm 
potential conflicts with emergency vehicle access

In figure, depict outdoor café/restaurant seating as having 
direct access from the Plaza.

Planning
Cafe / restaurant seating is shown to have direct access from Plaza - see 
Figure 3.24.2

Please use consistent terminology in legends and labels -- for 
example in some places the term "coastal habitat zone" is 
used, and in others "Bay Shoreline Planting". Make sure there 
is narrative that describes or defines many of the diagram 

Planning Updated

More clearly indicate farmers market stalls/tents in the Figure. 
Label them.

Planning
More clearly indicated as requested. This have been denoted in the legend. 
See Figure 3.24.2

Overall concern that these spaces feel isolated from the 
neighborhood context. They read more like courtyards to the 
private development than public parks, especially considering 
the relatively long, narrow nature of Louisiana Paseo. Consider 
chamfered corners and/or even larger corner cutouts to 
provide a greater sense of public access on Maryland, 
Delaware, Humboldt, and 23rd.

Planning
Noted. As discussed, we have added specific architectural treatments for 
special corners, facades and frontages, including the southwest corner of 
Block 7, and the northeast corner of Block 12. See Section 5.12.

We continue to recommend consideration of an open space 
configuration that offsets Power Station Park East and West. 
Given the change in concept from a civic-scaled park to more 
intimate, community-serving open spaces, these spaces do not 
necessarily need to read as one. Offsetting them and thinking 
of them more as individual rooms could provide a more 
interesting design; bringing them closer to Humboldt and 23rd 
could also make them feel more publicly accessible. 

Planning

We are confident that the size and configuration of these spaces is 
appropriate for the proposed open space concepts and program. We have 
added sections and diagrams to this section to help illustrate size and scale of 
these spaces.

If the East and West Parks remain in a perfect east/west 
alignment as currently proposed, then then the mid-block 
crossings should read as a strong link. As noted elsewhere, 
ADA/universal parking spaces really break up the connection 
between these two spaces. 

Planning
We are keeping loading at Maryland Street - we think it is important to allow 
passenger loading and accessible loading for Power Station Park. We have 
removed the loading zone at the west side of Delaware Street.

  

3.20 Power 
Station Park 
& Louisiana 

Paseo 
Overview

3.19 
Humboldt 

Street Plaza

   
  

Text and Figure 
(no figure 
number)

Text and Figure 
(no figure 
number)

96-97

98-99



The relationship between Louisiana Paseo and Power Station 
Park East should be strengthened. The programs should be 
more closely integrated, especially in the middle. Again 
chamfered corners should be considered to visually connect 
the spaces more clearly. Several months ago we had discussed 
a large chamfer/cutaway at southwest corner of Block 7--we 
would still like to see this concept. 

Planning

Open space plan revised to further connect Louisiana Paseo and Power 
Station Park through paving design and paths through the planting at the 
west end of the block. Play tables and seating also help incorporate the west 
end of the space into Power Station Park. 

We had asked to see the shade analysis for all these spaces--
please provide.

Planning
Technical shadow studies have been conducted. We can share; note that 
Environmental Planning also has a copy of the shadow study.

Please add the word "public" before "places. (2nd paragraph, 
last row)

RPD Updated

The symmetry of this space ignores the important 
anchor/structure embodied in Unit 3 at the eastern end. What 
can be done to acknowledge this important relationship? 
Recommend zooming figure out to include the edge of Unit 3 
and remind readers of this relationship.

Planning
We have removed the symmetry and opened up the east end of the park to 
Unit 3.

Difficult to understand scale of this space. How many people 
can fit for an outdoor movie, for example?

Planning
We added a diagram showing the crowd capacity for the flexible-use turf 
area.

Pedestrian throughway next to accessible parking spaces is 
insufficient.

Planning
We have removed the loading zone from the east end of Power Station Park 
East. Paving in Park at Maryland Street provides minimum 10' Pedestrian 
Throughway. Street sections clarify this Throughway.

Seating and planting structures feel too bulky and oversized for 
this space. Could there be a combination of structures and 
berms that people can sit on? Having large seating elements 
bookending the park further disconnects the space from its 
larger context.

Planning

We feel it is important to have a strong and interesting edge to the turf area. 
The edge will also serve to contain children and balls. We have removed this 
edge from the east end of the park. There are generous entries on all corners 
. The southern edge has multiple points of entry. The final detail of this edge 
is not prescribed in the D4D.

Canopy structure seems unnecessary. Could achieve same 
effect with trees? Or incorporate a less imposing awning 
system on the adjacent building?

Planning
The Canopy structure has been changed to a guideline. it is important to 
have an intermediate scaled element along the building edge. It may be an 
independent canopy structure or a building awning system.

Consider location 7 on figure as an opportunity for historical 
interpretation 

Planning See  Interpretive plan, Appendix B. 

We're concerned about balls going into the street (on both 
sides of the park) and kids running after them, potential safety 
issue for both drivers and pedestrians.

RPD We share this concern and agree park design will need to address.

45x60 is too small for U-6. For comparison, RPD's U-6 field at 
Francisco Reservoir is 75x150. We recommend having one 
larger field that maximizes available space, and shifting it based 
on lawn wear. Also be sure to have appropriate drainage. Are 
we sure this is the right location for these fields?

RPD; Port; 
Planning

U-10 and U-6 fields come in a range of sizes; our spaces can fit fields at the 
smaller end of these ranges. For reference, U-6 field on AYSO website is 
60x120

Do soccer teams bring their own goals or will park 
management be responsible for setting up the field?

RPD
We anticipate soccer teams or families will bring their own goals and other 
sports gear.  This is flexible lawn area that will serve the needs of various 
users during the course of a day.

Please note here too that day care use should not restrict 
public use of the play area after hours and on the weekends, as 
you did in section 3.23.18

RPD Added language for the use of removeable barriers  for daycare use.

  
  

  
 

3.23 Power 
Station Park 

East
102-103

   
  

Text and Figure 
(no figure 
number)

Refer also to 
comments 

submitted by 
Planning on 

2/21/2018 and 
to discussion at 

3/22/2018 
meeting. 

Continued 
concerns 
include:



Will the flexible lawn be natural or artificial turf? If at all 
feasible, natural turf preferred.

Planning Noted that natural turf is preferred. Turf type has not been determined

The picnic tables are great next to the playground – something 
often requested by park users. Restrooms access near the 
playgrounds would be a great addition (otherwise, in Power 
Station Park East).

RPD Added more picnic tables.

It is noted that the all ages sculptural play element is 
considered an Adult Fitness Playground (p. 79).  The details do 
not seem provide options for this type of use.  We would like to 
see additional exercise equipment or more options for adults to 
actively play here and throughout the site.

RPD
We have added more precedent images showing adult fitness elements. 
Large sculptural play elements are meant to be appealing to all ages. 

Consider interactive play element as opportunity for historical 
interpretation, such as reuse of salvaged materials as a play 
element/sculpture. 

Planning
Interactive play elements will have focused function and requirements. 
Comment noted. See interpretive plan, Appendix B.

Standards and Guidelines incorrectly numbered (should be 
3.24.X not 3.23.X)

Planning Reformatted and updated numbering

Does EVA really need to be 26' wide since this is not a street? 
Same question for EVA in front of Unit 3.

Planning
We will confirm with Fire Dept. the width needs for non-street EVA. it is our 
current understanding that we need 26'.

104
3.24 Power 
Station Park 

West

Standard 
3.23.18

Tot lots should follow city code and not allow unaccompanied 
adults, especially if they are going to be used by a child care 
facility.

Planning Noted

106
3.25 

Louisiana 
Paseo

Standard 3.25.1

Concern about an overhead canopy and its impacts on sun 
expore between Blocks 6 and 10. Area will already be in shade 
much of the time due to the height of Block 10 and this will 
likely further reduce sun explore. Could the architectural 
structure be transparent? Other ways to reduce wind impacts? 

Planning
Canopy should be transparent as possible while also maintaining effective 
wind mitigation.

106
3.25 

Louisiana 
Paseo

Standard 3.25.7

Given the urban feel of these spaces, consider in-pavement 
scultptural lighting (LED strips) that reinforce the linear design 
of the space and add visual interest. Inderect lighting from site 
furnishings should also be considered. Consider dynamic, arstic 
and interactive lighting that would bring another dimension to 
the space.

Planning
Added more detail and precedent imagery to lighting section and guideline 
for a variety of light types and interactive and artistic lighting. 

107
3.25 

Louisiana 
Paseo

Figure (no #)
Is area 2 large enough for food trucks? Need to see sections to 
better understand this space.

Planning Added sections showing area. It is large enough for food trucks.

108
3.26 Rooftop 

Field
Standard 3.26.1

Preference for access on Geogia Lane near mid-block crossing. 
Elevator access should be as direct as possible from street 
without having to walk long distances through the building. 
Stair access as well?

Planning
Noted and agreed. Entrance will ultimately be designed with building.  See 
3.31.1 for Access Standard.  Will include stair access in addition to elevator.

108
3.26 Rooftop 

Field
Standard 3.26.4

It's RPD's experience that netting creates a maintenance 
challenge; we highly recommend using chain link (min 16', but 
probably taller since it's on the roof?). Should discuss height 
with Current Planning Staff.

RPD; Planning
In the building's chapter, we have allowed for netting to be up to 30-feet tall. 
Will consider specifically allowing for chain link in future version of D4D.

  
  

3.24 Power 
Station Park 

West
104-105

Text and Figure 
(no figure 
number)

   
  

   
 

  
  
  

   
 

 
 

 



108
3.26 Rooftop 

Field
Standard 3.26.5

The dimensions are too small for U-10 soccer. For comparison, 
some RPD U-10 soccer field sizes:  Minnie & Lovie: 120x195 and 
150x210. Beach Chalet: 120x195. Kimbell Playground: 165x200 
and 105x195. Is there any space to expand field?

RPD
AYSO website allows for a range of sizes. Our U-10 field will be on smaller 
side. 105' x 198'.

108
3.26 Rooftop 

Field
Standard 3.26.6 Will this be natural infill? Please discuss this with us further RPD To be artificial turf

108
3.26 Rooftop 

Field
Standard 3.26.7 We recommend Musco lighting (LED) RPD Noted. Final fixtures to be selected at future design phase.

109
3.26 Rooftop 

Field
Figure

Bleacher are not in the appropriate location, should be located 
along sidelines instead of behind goals.

RPD
Design is conceptual. There appears to be room for benches on the long side 
of the field. Conceptually, the potential for some seating at the west end of 
the field could be included as well.

110

3.27 Block 9 
Building/Ope

n Space 
Config w/out 

Unit 3

Text Standards and Guildelines numbering is reversed. Planning

Updated.

110

3.27 Block 9 
Building/Ope

n Space 
Config w/out 

Unit 3

Standards 
3.27.1, 3.27.2, 

& 3.27.3

Consider elements that are more industrial in character that 
reference Block 3 and the existing Stack and Plaza

Planning

Noted
This proposal needs a much deeper level of design 
consideration. The proposed plaza concept feels completely 
divorced from the adjacent open spaces and waterfront. This 
space should be designed in concert with the Stack 
Garden/Plaza and adjacent portion of the waterfront so that 
they all read as  cohesive and connected spaces. Simply cutting 
and pasting the turbine plaza design from the perferred project 
to this plan is not acceptable. If the feasibility of Unit 3 will 
remain in question for some time to come, then this alternative 
needs to be considered at a much more detailed level.

Planning

Agree - the project continues to work on the design of this area and looks 
forward to discussing further at our upcoming coordination meetings.

Open space systems standards/guidelines and diagrams should 
at least make reference to this option.

Planning Noted.
Elements from Unit 3 should be retained as sculptural elements 
to give context to the Stack. Planting and trees in the plazas 
should be kept to a minimum.

Planning
Noted.  

Flesh out what it would look like to close portions of the plaza 
for hotel events--is it just roping it off? Without an enclosing 
structure like in Turbine Plaza, I think this will be problematic, 
since it reads very much like a public space and roping it off will 
look very much like privatization of public space. 

Planning
It is our intent to have a portion of the plaza function and provide some of 
the same programmatic elements Turbine Plaza does in our Unit 3 design.  
This will be addressed through future discussions as design develops.

110-111
Figure 3-27-1; 

Standard 3.27.8

STREETS

3.27 Block 9 
Building/Ope

n Space 
Config w/out 

Unit 3



N/A Streets All

What happened to Michigan Street bisecting Block 13, which 
has been shown in all plans up until now? This block will need 
some interior circulation, whether public or private. We 
understand that the exact configuration will rely on the 
development program of Block 13, but there needs to be some 
acknowledgement of a circulatory path, even if it is conceptual.

Planning
A requirement for a midblock passage has been added to the Block Plan 
Guide for Block 13; potential location added to Figure 4.2.1

For all sections, more clearly indicate east/west and 
north/south orientation. Also number adjacent block numbers.

Enlarged directions at ends of sections (N/S or E/W) to make it easier to see 
which way the section is facing. 

For streets where Muni will operate, show sections with a Muni 
bus instead of tech shuttle.

Updated with Muni bus

N/A Streets
Street Plan 

Figures
Label all streets shown in plan diagrams and on key plans, 
including adjacent streets for context.

Key plan provided on all sections

N/A Streets N/A

Regarding the public realm, the Pier 70 and Potrero 
developments should connect and be cohesive, but should 
read distinctly different so when you enter Pier 70 you 
recognize you are in the Union Iron Works district and have the 
availability to sense a difference and learn about the District.

Port

Standard 4.3.2 requires coordination with Pier 70 on the Bicycle network; 
Guideline 3.17.7 in the Open Space Section acknowledges that coordination 
with Pier 70 should occur on the Blue Greenway. Additionally, we are 
working on developing an Interpretive Program to help tell the different 
stories between Pier 70 and  the Power Station site.

N/A Streets All
Can you clarify which agency is expected to review and permit 
the constrction of the various private streets?

Public Works
It is our understanding that private streets would be reviewed by the same 
public agencies that review and approve public streets; however, they would 
not be accepted by said agencies

N/A Streets All
Please coordinate with Pier 70 team to ensure that the north-
south mid-block passage on Pier 70 in the vicinity of Delaware 
street aligns with PPS street. 

Port Noted; coordination is ongoing

115 Intro Text
Sometimes "streets" is used when the context indicates "public 
realm" or streetscape? Please mention transit.

Planning Text has been revised  

116-117
4.1 Street 

Ownership
Text & Figure 4-

1-1

"All of the existing privately-owned portions of 23rd Street will, 
with DPW’s approval, be dedicated as a public street."  This will 
only be accepted if the title is free and clear.  

Public Works Noted

A number of figures and diagrams related to key street design 
features such as Shared Public Ways and Raised Shared Public 
Ways are referenced but not shown; need to see these 
referenced diagrams. 

Planning
References to shared streets Delaware Alley and Louisiana St. have been 
added. 

Indicate where raised streets are in Figure. Planning We do not have "Raised Streets" corresponding text has been removed
"Pedestrian priority zone" parameters seem to be embedded in 
Standard 4.2.4 but are not specifically called out. However, 
they are different from Raised Streets and Shared Public Ways 
so they should have their own standard.

Planning Revised Standard 4.2.4 and added new standard for Priority Pedestrian Zone 

Raised Streets and Shared Public Ways are not accepted as 
public right-of-way.

Public Works Noted

119
4.2 

Pedestrian 
Network

Figure 4-2-1
Why does the sidewalk on the south side of 23rd Street extend 
past the mid-block crossing just west of Georgia Lane? Seems 
confusing.

Planning Diagram has been updated to remove sidewalk extension beyond crossing

120
4.3 Bicycle 
Network

Text
Include discussion on ways to prevent passenger loading in 
class II bike lanes.

Planning
The project has taken a conservative approach to passenger loading demand.  
Passenger loading in class II bike lanes should be reduced if ample passenger 
loading curb space is planned for and made available.

118-119

N/A

General, 
Standard 4.2.4, 
and Figure 4-2-

1

4.2 
Pedestrian 
Network

Streets Sections



Indicate on figure that Georgia Lane has two types of bike 
facilities (sharrows and Class II)

Planning Diagram has been updated

Consider using precedent photos to define bike lane typologies 
and aid diagram, etc.

Planning Bicycle Lane classifications exhibit has been added with precedent photos

Consider using line weight to better illustrate robustness/level 
of protection for each facility type.

Planning Noted; we will explore this further.

Consider using the opportunity to upgrade the east-bound 
22nd St bike lane between Illinois and Louisiana (at least 
Georgia) to Class IV by setting back parcel 13 a few feet

Planning Each foot of setback represents the loss of approximately 3 homes.

Is there an opportunity to upgrade southbound Georgia to 
Class 2 -- as it's a key connection to the site because most folks 
biking to PPS from Caltrain, Dogpatch, etc. along 22nd will want 
to be able to avoid the chaos btwn Louisiana and Maryland 
(bus, bike lane downgrading to sharrows, etc.) and head south 

Planning
Adding a class II bike lane would require reducing sidewalk width from 
desired 15'. Team proposes to add sharrows instead. 

122
4.4 Transit 
Network

Text "Standards" heading missing. Planning Updated

Designate planned/potential destinations of XX bus on figure. Planning
It is our understanding that destinations of the XX bus have not been 
determined; if MTA would like to provide that information we will 
incorporate into the figure.

D4D should include figure showing broader transit context (T 
3rd, Caltrain, 22, 48, etc.)

Planning Added figure showing broader context

On P70 property show northbound bus stop on Maryland just 
before the 22nd corner (SE side of the intersection)

Planning Updated

While the details are to be described in the DA, there should be 
some general description of whether the shuttle is permanent 
or not. Likely based on ridership, transit service, etc? 

Planning The project will provide shuttle service until the “XX” line is operational.  

Will shuttle be public (anyone can ride) or private (just PPS 
residents)? Clarify.

Planning
Shuttle will be public but is intended to service residents, visitors, and 
employees of the PPS

Calling shuttle service "last mile" service may be a bit of a 
stretch--it's more like 2.7 miles.

Planning Text has been updated to remove "last mile" reference

Explain in the text what the "with and without P70" options are 
for.

Planning Text has been added to communicate intent

125
4.5 Shuttle 
Network

Figure 4-5-2
Diagram arrows on 22nd should also mention Caltrain Station 
in Dogpatch

Planning Updated

126
4.6 Vehicular 

Network
Text "Standards" heading missing. Planning Updated

126
4.6 Vehicular 

Network
Standard 4.6.3

A reference is made of special paving for traffic calming.  Can 
you let Public Works know what is the plan in relation to 
maintenance of these special paving?

Public Works
It is our intent that special paving within the public right-of-way will use 
materials permitted within the DPW expanded palette and therefore 
maintained by DPW

128

4.7 
Emergency 

Vehicle 
Access

Standard 4.7.5
Planning does not see the need for the 7' refuge area. If it is 
included, it should be as a guideline not a standard, since it is 
not an SFFD code requirement. 

Planning

This requirement has been communicated by the SFFD as necessary for 
emergency access and has been maintained in the intersection designs. If 
Planning and SFFD are able to resolve conflicting direction, we will update 
plans accordingly.

124

123

Text

Figure 4-4-1

4.5 Shuttle 
Network

4.4 Transit 
Network

4.3 Bicycle 
Network

121 Figure 4-3-1



Please discuss availability and amount of accessible parking and 
accessible loading.  Currently there is only a place holder (See 
Section X.X.X).  Do you mean Section 4.9 in the place holder?

Public Works Yes. Figure reference has been updated. 

Assuming any on-street parking be made into passenger 
loading in the future, the way it is at Pier 70? Please confirm.

Planning Confirmed 

SFMTA opposes universal loading zones-- 5' cutout  loading 
bays shown here (and elsewhere). Another example on page 
174 has the loading zone pinching the crosswalk so much that it 
relies on the park to meet minimum ADA standards for 
sidewalk access.

Noted that this is an issue that needs further internal discussion 

SFMTA

We understand that SFMTA and DPW are not aligned on this issue; as 
discussed during meetings, we will design for universal loading zones until 
official policy is resolved. It is much more difficult to remove and re-
introduce universal loading at later design stage

Universal loading needed on Maryland adjacent to park? Planning
Accessible loading spaces next to public open spaces will be maintained as 
requested by DPW.

Please be sure universal loading and ADA loading correspond 
between D4D and IMP. There seem to be some discrepancies. 
For example, D4D shows 2 universal loading spaces on 
Humboldt between Georgia Land and Louisana, but the IMP 

Planning Universal loading between the D4D and IP should be consistent.

Let's discuss how/whether additional accessible parking can be 
incorporated into Unit 3 drop-off/loading area for folks wanting 
to access the waterfront.

Planning
Plan includes two curbside passenger loading bays. Unit 3 drop off area 
within the Unit 3 parcel will also allow public drop-off and accessible loading

Edge zone is 2' from face of curb to inner edge not 18" as Public Works Updated
Please make clear that edge zone only required where there is 
on-street parking or loading against the curb.

Planning Updated

Please use consistent and clearer terms like "green 
infrastructure" instead of vaguer statements about plantings 
that might treat stormwater. 

Planning Updated

Text should acknowledge that the standard bulbout width of 6' 
as called for in Better Streets Plan may not be possible in many 
locations on the site. However, any typical Streetscape Element 
diagrams, such as Figure 4-10-1, should show the 6' standard 
bulbout.

Planning Updated

Who will be maintaining seating in the furnishing zone? Public Works

The public streets will be maintained by the City of San Francisco. The 
Developer will be responsible for the maintenance of the public streets 
within the Project until such time as they are accepted by the City for 
maintenance and liability purposes. Upon acceptance of the new and 
improved public streets by the City, responsibility for the operation and 
maintenance of the roadway and streetscape elements will be designated as 
defined in the City of San Francisco Municipal Code. The private streets will 
be maintained by a Project Master Association or another entity created by 
the Developer to manage the long term responsibility for the operation and 
maintenance of

Who will own and operate the stormwater planters? Public Works See comment above

Streetscape 
Intro

Text

4.9 Universal 
and ADA 
Loading

Figure 4-9-1

Text
4.8 Curb 

Management

135

130

133-134

4.10 
Streetscape 

Elements
136-137

Standards/Guid
elines, 

Figure 4-10-1



136
4.10 

Streetscape 
Elements

Standard 
4.10.1A

"Edge zone" is referenced here but not illustrated in the facing 
plan. Suggest renaming 'edge zone' to 'curbside buffer' or 'curb'

Planning
We reference the Better Streets Plan, which uses the term "Edge Zone". We 
would like to be consistent with BSP. 

Believe this should refer to Section 4.17 not 4.18 Planning Updated
Update first sentence to: "Bicycle parking shall be located 
within the Furnishing Zone per section 4.17, avoiding conflict 
with pedestrian movement to the greatest extent possible."

Planning Updated

Introductory text references tree species selection criteria. If 
they are criteria, should they be standards?

Planning Moved selection criteria under Species selection standards.

As noted previously, would it be possible to fold this Section 
into a comprehensive palette section since the palette and 
planting requirements seem similar to those for parks?

Planning
Would like to keep the palettes within the Streets and Open Space chapters. 
Some are similar across Open Space and Streets, but each has some 
differences specific to Streets or Open Space.

No trees indicated for Craig Lane. Please add. Planning Trees added to Craig Lane
Please create greater contrast among green and blue elements 
in legend--a bit difficult to read.

Planning Diagram updated and simplified

Define terms: upright vs. narrow vs. neither Planning Noted. Will define
This diagram seems fussy/overly complicated. Possible to 
consolidate some of the categories? Is this palette coordinated 
with open space palette?

Updated diagram with fewer categories

As noted below as well, Block 10 should be set back in line with 
Block 11 to allow for consistent ROW and tree canopy along 
23rd Street

Planning

Face of Block 10 is at existing face of Station A; moved Block 11 back to allow 
enough room for planting between 250KV line and face of building.  Desire 
for tree canopy needs to be considered with controls identified for Third 
Street Industrial District compatibility.  Five feet of sidewalk at Block 10 
represents loss of approximately 7,000 gsf of building.

140
4.11 Urban 

Forest
Figure 4-11-2

Recommend deciduous species for narrow streets to provide 
winter solar exposure

Planning
Updated recommended species for these narrow streets to deciduous 
species

142
4.11 Urban 

Forest
Standard 4.11.7

Note that the Infrastructure Plan should also co-reference that 
utilities should be designed to allow for consistent sidewalk 
planting including large trees (I.e.: utilties should not be 
run/relocated under planned sidewalks, sidewalk extensions, or 
boarding islands). Poorly laid out utilities severly limit surface 
planting and element placement per PUC's Asset Protection 
Standards

Planning Noted. IP updated as suggested

143
4.11 Urban 

Forest
Standard 
4.11.14

No street trees along continuous sidewalk side of T intersection 
is overly restrictive. Trees can be a great way to visually anchor 
these types of intersections and have no ill effects on visibility 
as long as pedestrian crossing minimums are respected. It is 
not clear from the description if tree location is established by 
trunk CL or dripline.

Planning Statement has been removed

143
4.11 Urban 

Forest
Figure 4-11-2

Revise graphic to show trees planted to better illustrate 
intersection visibility minimums. (i.e.: move trees to touch edge 
of allowable areas). Also, referencing above comment re: 
Standard 4.11.14, adjust tree location based on point of 
measured location (trunk or dripline?).

Planning Graphic has been revised

138

136
Standard 
4.10.1D

Text

139
4.11 Urban 

Forest

4.11 Urban 
Forest

Figure 4-11-1

4.10 
Streetscape 

Elements



144
4.12 

Streetscape 
Planting

Standard 4.12.3
Who will maintain the planting strip as identified in the 
document?

Public Works

The public streets will be maintained by the City of San Francisco. The 
Developer will be responsible for the maintenance of the public streets 
within the Project until such time as they are accepted by the City for 
maintenance and liability purposes. Upon acceptance of the new and 
improved public streets by the City, responsibility for the operation and 
maintenance of the roadway and streetscape elements will be designated as 
defined in the City of San Francisco Municipal Code. The private streets will 
be maintained by a Project Master Association or another entity created by 
the Developer to manage the long term responsibility for the operation and 
maintenance of

146

4.13 
Stormwater, 

Site 
Hydrology, 
Irrigation

Intro Text

Add why-do-we-care statement into intro, including urban 
flood resilience and eliminating combined sewage discharge 
into the Bay -- and the fact that stormwater management is not 
inherently with "green" infrastructure.

Planning Intro text has been updated.

146

4.13 
Stormwater, 

Site 
Hydrology, 
Irrigation

General
There is a lot of green infrastructure shown in the parks, so 
maybe this section also needs to be part of an earlier palettes 
section?

Planning
Since pubic ROW and open space stormwater treatment areas are not 
connected  we would like to keep the sections separate for clarity.

146

4.13 
Stormwater, 

Site 
Hydrology, 
Irrigation

Standard 4.13.2 Combine two "D" sub-bullets. Planning Combined.

150
4.14 

Furnishing
Standard 4.14.2

Tree grates require Urban Forestry review and approval for City 
maintained trees.

Public Works Noted. 

Consider reuse of salvaged materials as site furnishings, such as 
for benches or bollards. 

Planning Will be considered.

Please add standards and guidelines to support use of 
responsible materials for human and planetary health

Planning Guideline has been added.

151
4.14 

Furnishing
Figure 4-14-1

Stainless bollards seem like a less authentic fit into the 
industrial/waterfront character.

Planning
Agree - updated guideline to recommend weathered steel or galvanized steel 
bollards

This section is under review by the PUC streetlights group. No 
specific comments at this time.

SFPUC Noted. 

SFPUC street lights are required to be LED or more efficient; 
please mention.

Planning Updated 4.15.2 to refer to LED

152
4.15 Street 

Lighting 
Design

Standard 4.15.5

I would specify that single level roadway lighting is not 
acceptable if not paired with pedestrian level lighting and that 
a single fixture that does both is preferable. Consider maximum 
height of 16' for all roadway/pedestrian lighting

Planning
Text has been added to note roadway light shall be paired with pedestrian 
level lighting.

157
4.17 On-

Street Class II 
Bike Parking

General
Suggest moving Table 2-1-1 covering bike parking standards 
from Land Use Chapter to this section.

Planning
The requirement for Class II bike parking is generated by buildings; it is has 
been moved to Section 5.20; Section 4.4, On-street Class II bicycle parking 
now references Section 5.20, with additional guidelines

152-155
4.15 Street 

Lighting 
Design

Text and 
Figures

Guidelines150
4.14 

Furnishing



Recommend additional on-street bike parking at Illinois/22nd 
(SE corner) and Humboldt and Delaware. Fix figure legend.

Planning Updated figure

Suggest retitling Figure to "Potential Locations for On-Street 
Class II Bike Parking" to allow some flexiblity based on building 
program. Note in text that these area ideal locations but could 
shift somewhat based on development program.

Planning Updated figure / title

Bike share is mentioned in the Principles but not included 
anywhere else in the document. Please indicate potential bike 
share locations, thinking about synergies between transit and 
important site destinations.

Planning
Any parking space could also serve as bike share dock; if docks are required; 
Bike share is intentionally not specified to allow for design and technological 
innovations in bike share

This paving section could use more detail and clarity. The 
diagram only mentions three types of paving, but then the next 
page has nice images for many other types and categories of 
paving.  I'll especially encourage this section to be drilled down 
into and this diagram made more specific and clear.  In 
addition to paving categories for "Sidewalk Paving," "Asphalt 
Vehicular Paving," and "Concrete Vehicular Paving," consider 
another catergory being, "Vehicular Buffer Paving," or 
something similar (see comment on page 163 below re: visually 
narrowing roadways).

Planning
Standards and guidelines now specify what types of paving should be used 
where

Please be sure everything referenced in the diagram is 
explained in the standards and guidelines; e.g., unit pavers, 

Planning Standards and guidelines reference images  of paving shown as suggested

Could also move this section to to a front "palettes" section. Planning Would like to keep streets and open space palettes separate
Please reference use of onsite construction demolition debris 
as road aggregate, as well as responsible materials selection in 
general.

Planning Added reference to use of onsite demo debris as road base aggregate

159
4.18 Paving 
& Materials

Figure 4-18-1 Indicate sidewalks on Craig Lane. Planning See Section 4.23.2; Pedestrian Throughway identified on Craig Lane

162-163
Street 

Character 
Intro 

Figure 4-18-4

Flip this spread so text is on lefthand page and figure is on 
right. Alternatively, does this character diagram want to be 
earlier in the section as part of intro and driver of more 
detailed requirements? For example, can the street types more 
directly correspond to the lighting, paving, trees, etc. zones 
found earlier in this chapter?

Planning Diagram has been moved up to an earlier section as suggested

157

158-161
4.18 Paving 
& Materials

Figure 4-17-1

Standards/Guid
elines, 

Figure 4-18-1

4.17 On-
Street Class II 
Bike Parking



163

Street 
Character 

(entire 
Section)

N/A

We would like the project sponsor to consider locations within 
the ROW to strategically utilize special paving (ideally one with 
some significant texture, to help provide buffer ability almost 
like a rumble strip) to visually narrow travel lanes, wide radius 
corners, and other leftover spaces in the street that result in 
overly generous space needed for SFFD and truck turning radii 
(this could also include buffers associated with parking-
protected bike lanes on 23rd Street). Pavers in parking lanes 
would  be ideal, as they could also provide permeability to 
improve stormwater management on the site. These should be 
included in plan drawings and supported through appropriate 
guidelines and standards throughout the document particularly 
in Section 4.18. On City streets, paving materials from the 
Public Works-approved materials palette should be utilized, 
unless otherwise agreed-upon with City agencies.

Planning
We will come up with a few ideas in plan and discuss with Planning / MTA at 
July coordination meeting.

Show dashed green striping for bike lanes at driveways. Planning Updated
Sidewalk on south side of 23rd seems to extend beyond mid-
block crossing in order to finish driveway access to southern 
property. There should be some kind of physical treatment that 
signals pedestrians to cross and crossing and that they should 
not continue walking on south side of street.

Planning
 Updated to show sidewalk ending before driveway (See Figures 4.2.1, 
4.17.1). Pedestrian barrier to direct pedestrian traffic to midblock crossing 

Labels/call-outs #3-5 are in the wrong location. As are Section 
cuts A and B. Some are on layer behind roadway.

Planning Corrected.

Why is Block 10 property boundary not in line with Block 11? 
Move Block 10 back so aligned. This also relates to Guideline 
4.19.9.

Planning
Block 10 would allow for existing walls of Station A to be maintained.  Block 
11 is set back to allow for street planting between PG&E easement and 
building.

Green infrastructure (stormwater) specifics? Planning See section 4.13.

164
4.19 23rd 

Street
Standard 4.19.5 Preference for planting rather than crushed stone. Planning Crushed stone is called out as alternate - planting is preferred on 23rd street

164
4.19 23rd 

Street

Guidelines 
4.19.7 and 

4.19.8
Why are these guidelines and not standards? Planning These have been updated as Standards

N/A
Streets 
Chapter

All cross 
sections

Show pedestrian lighting where applicable. Planning Noted.

164-167
4.19 23rd 

Street

Plan Drawing, 
Section A, and 

Section B

Have we considered whether the bikeways between Illinois and 
Georgia Lane could be raised to sidewalk level, along with the 
buffers?  Would be a lot better than this half-measure design 
that is really more of a short-term implementation design than 
something long-term or forward-thinking

Planning

If we raise to sidewalk level, you would need additional buffer: between 
bikes and cars, and also between cars and bikes with a step-out zone;
Potential to raise 2"; min. 4" change between peds and bikes needs to be 
maintained.

168
4.19 23rd 

Street
Section C

Align Block 10 with Block 11 to provide consistent sidewalk 
width.

Planning We are happy to meet and discuss further.

168-169
4.19 23rd 

Street
Sections C & D

These sections imply that sections of the public right-of-way 
will be used exclusively by private businesses in their 
loading/unloading and parking purposes.  Can you clarify?

Public Works Existing loading conditions to remain for buildings outside of Project area

Section cut D in wrong location. Planning Corrected.

  

  
  
  

  

164
4.19 23rd 

Street

Plan view 
spread (number 

all plan 
drawings and 

sections?)



Where bike lane is adjacent to industrial loading docks, paint 
bike lane green to increase visibility.

Planning Updated to add green paint to bike lane at loading docks

Stop line too far back for EB bikes and vehicles on 23rd-- should 
be closer to eastern edge of Block 12; and direct EB left turns 
and EB bikes to be outside of each others paths

SFMTA
The stop bar has been eliminated on 23rd Street as this is considered the 
through traffic movement and traffic volumes are not anticipated to warrant 
a stop sign.

Add raised crossing to access bus bulb from sidewalk so that 
passengers in wheelchairs can access front of front bus.

SFMTA Another crossing has been added, See Figure 4.18.6

Concerned about the 5' buffer next to the retaining wall. I 
could see people using it for auto loading and blocking bike 
lane. Install removable planters?

Planning Temporary raised planters have been added to Section, See Figure 4.18.7

It is understood that the wall and railing is to be constructed 
and maintained by others to support 23rd Street.  
Documentation is needed to ensure the wall and railing is 
appropriately maintained in perpetuity to ensure the safety of 

Public Works

The wall is an existing wall that is owned by others.  There are no planned 
improvements to be made to the wall.  The railing shown in diagram should 
be shown north of, but not attached to the wall.  An updated figure will be 
provided.

Would prefer no universal loading on Maryland adjacent to 
park.

Planning

As discussed during meetings, we will design for universal loading zones until 
official policy is resolved. It is much more difficult to remove and re-
introduce universal loading at later design stage; locating universal loading 
on Maryland adjacent to the park is an appropriate location according to 

Relocate northern pedestrian crossing between two ends of 
park into the pedestrian path of travel. Emergency vehicles 
should be able to mount sidewalk at curb ramp.

Planning Updated as suggested

The property lines of Blocks 2 and 3 do not line up those those 
on Blocks 7, 8, 11, and 12. Why? Leads to narrower sidewalk on 
the northern block of Maryland for no apparent reason. 

Planning

The right-of-way decreases from 70' to 64' north of Humboldt to match the 
narrower right-of-way at Pier 70, which is 62' at its southern property line 
based on 12.20.17 Streetscape Master Plan. The sidewalks decrease from 18' 
to 15', which is still compliant with BSP.

How does the northbound transition from Class 2 to sharrows 
work at Pier 70 boundary without a stop sign? Maybe Class 2 
can continue to  22nd?

Planning The bike lanes will merge with the travel lanes over the appropriate 
distances and with the appropriate bike striping and signage.

176
4.20 

Maryland 
Street

Section A

Cross section shows a 5' sidewalk which is less than the 6' 
minimum under the BSP.  An exception is required from 
Planning. Is the minimum 5-6' sidewalk sufficiently wide 
enough for the future land-use and project pedestrian volumes 
for this street?

Public Works
The sidewalks are 18' feet in Section A. However, the Pedestrian Throughway 
is 5', which exceeds the minimum width of 4' required to meet ADA. 
Pedestrians may also use the park as part of the Throughway. 

Align curb cut with Block 5 driveway. Currently misaligned. Planning Curb cut is aligned with an interior loading bay on east side.
Show sharrows in travel lanes. Planning Sharrows have been added.

Has there been any consideration of more generous sidewalks 
on Humboldt street, as the site's primary retail street? Could 
we think about a design that eliminates most on-street parking 
but provides sufficient commercial and passenger loading? If 
not on both sides, at least on the north side?

Planning

There are a variety of demands within the right-of-way, and desire for 
generous sidewalk width is appropriately balanced with needs for 
commercial and passenger loading and fire access needs for buildings. For 
the portion of Humboldt where retail is required, there are no parking stalls 
to eliminate on the north side of the street (except for two universal stalls) in 
our current plan.  A D4D guideline encourages that 2' ground floor inset is 
provided, providing additional sidewalk space. 

4.21 
Humboldt 

Plan view 
spread (number 

all plan 
  

180-183

4.19 23rd 
Street

4.19 23rd 
Street

4.20 
Maryland 

Street

Section E

Plan view 
spread (number 

all plan 
drawings and 

sections?)

Plan view 
spread (number 

all plan 
drawings and 

sections?)

174-175

170-171

172



Given that Humboldt is the main retail street, we'll want ample 
pedestrian space on sidewalks; as such we need to be strategic 
about where stormwater planters are located. In plan view it 
just looks like they have been located in every available space 
in the furnishing zone, but I think that will likely be too much. 
Can we make some decisions about this now? If not, maybe 
standard 4.21.7 (or a new guideline) should note that the 
eastern blocks of Humboldt in particular may require fewer 
stormwater planters to allow for pedestrian flow. 

Planning

Stormwater planters shown are the minimum needed to satisfy stormwater 
management requirements, and may still fall short. The universal loading 
bays mentioned in the above comment challenge the ability to meet 
stormwater requirements. 

180
4.21 

Humboldt 
Street

Standard 4.21.5
Humboldt is probably the location where tree grates make the 
most sense given its retail orientation.

Planning
Noted. Standard 4.20.5 allows for tree grates and crush stone without 
stabilizer

180
4.21 

Humboldt 
Street

Standard 4.21.8
Traffic table should be concrete (or other non-asphalt material) 
like the other traffic tables proposed for the site.

Planning Traffic Table is Concrete

180
4.21 

Humboldt 
Street

N/A

The Street Lane Widths Standards here and throughout the 
document often reference "per Figure 4.22.1" but these Figures 
either aren't labelled or I'm missing it.  Is it the Section?  
Presumably, but this needs to be labelled very clearly.  It's an 
important standard. 

Planning Noted. Figure numbers should be reconciled. 

181
4.21 

Humboldt 
Street

Plan Drawing
As discussed at 4/13 meeting with project sponsor, Planning, 
and MTA, extend traffic table slightly to the west to allow for a 
second crosswalk across Humboldt just west of Louisiana.

Planning Traffic table and additional crossing across Humboldt has been added

184
4.21 

Humboldt 
Street

Section A
As suggested in the section, commercial occupation of the 
sidewalk area will require an annual permit (i.e. "Café tables 
and chairs Permit", etc.)

Public Works Noted

Show sharrows. Planning Sharrows have been added.
The Georgia/22nd Street intersection may be problematic. The 
grade drops at 8% just to the east; does this create a blind spot 
for southbound on Georgia not seeing west bound traffic? Is it 
a 3 way stop intersection?

Port The sight distance and grading of this intersection has been evaluated and is 
reflected on Figure 8.6 of the IP.

Per earlier comment, Georgia has opportunity to add Class 2 
bike lane south bound  (block from 22nd) -- which will also help 
with Fire conversation because btwn two 10-foot travel lanes + 
6' bike = 26' clear

Planning
We have added sharrows going southbound on Georgia. The remaining ROW 
was not wide enough for a Class 2 bike lane.

187
4.22 Georgia 

Street
Section A

As suggested in the section, stoops and other encroachments 
will require a minor sidewalk encroachment permit.  
Landscaping will require a landscaping permit.

Public Works Understood.

OK to use passenger vehicle for turns at north and south end of 
Georgia Lane (at 23rd and at Humboldt) to tighten up corners

SFMTA The corners have been designed to accommodate fired

Show sharrows. Planning Sharrows Added

Given narrowness of western sidewalk, I don't think it makes 
sense to have long stormwater planters. 

Planning
This is the only space available to treat road and sidewalk stormwater runoff. 
The stormwater areas have been broken up as much as feasible relative to 
the street trees and other furniture.

Plan view 
spread (number 

all plan 
  

4.23 Georgia 
Lane

Plan view 
spread (number 

all plan 
drawings and 

sections?)

4.22 Georgia 
Street

186

188

 
Humboldt 

Street

  
  

all plan 
drawings and 

sections?)

180-183



Let's consider whether a raised, table top mid-block crossing 
like on Humboldt could work here. I think it could be 
appropriate given how long this block is and that is is downhill 
in the southern direction. Center crosswalk with centerline of 
western offshoot of Louisiana Paseo.

Planning Table top crossing has been added at this location.

190
4.24 

Delaware 
Street

Plan view 
spread (number 

all plan 
drawings and 

sections?)

Show sharrows. Planning Sharrows Added

27' clear being provided for SFFD rather than required 26'. 
Please reassign the extra foot to pedestrian realm. 

Planning The curb to curb width on Delaware has been revised to 26'.
Depending on Fire access to other facades and controls in 
"loading only lanes", PPS might be able to use 8' loading lane 
towards 26' clear -- which would allow street to narrow travel 
lanes to 11 (City MUNI standard) and expand sidewalks to 12'

Planning Fire access is not allowed to used loading areas.

194
4.25 

Delaware 
Alley

Standard 4.25.5
Are bollards necessary? Could they be replaced with planters or 
another barrier that is more attractive and adds more to the 
streetscape? 

Planning

Bollards are spaced so that we can provide space for laydown of fire truck 
outriggers between bollards.  Bollards have been discussed with SFFD, other 
barriers have not.  SFFD has not yet confirmed bollard proposal is acceptable.  
We will seek additional input/clarity from SFFD on this issue.

195
4.25 

Delaware 
Alley

Section A
Concerned about the inset stoops feeling like caves. Ideally 
these would be double story to feel safer and more inviting.

Planning
Agreed. Added guideline for double-story stoops where provided. See 
updated Section 4.22.5

196
4.26 Craig 

Lane

Guidelines 
4.26.8 and 

4.26.9
Copied and pasted from another section--don't belong here. Planning Corrected

Has this design been vetted with Pier 70? If not, please do so to 
ensure project teams are coordinated and on the same page. 
For example, is P70 okay with only having a 4' sidewalk on their 
side of the street?

Planning
We have established regular coordination meetings with Pier 70 to address 
this and other issues and expect P70 comments to Craig Lane street section 
in June.

Would like the project sponsor to consider a curbless design. 
This would solve the problem of the inadequate sidewalk on 
the Pier 70 side of the street. Special paving and center-
draining stormwater infrastructure could help give the street 
less of a back of house feel.

Planning
A curbless Craig Lane was studied but not selected given the amount of 
vehicle traffic, specifically commercial loading traffic, expected on this street 
given its width.

N/A
Buildings 
Chapter

General

Need to add section to address district parking structure design 
standards and guidelines with an emphasis on reducing 
presence on the street. Consider public art, site interpretation 
elements.

Planning

Have added a Section 5.21 describing parking garage locations, preference 
for location on Block 5, and a series of standards and guidelines for parking 
garage design that dictate public roof access, screening, connections, 
materials, interpretation and wayfinding, and public art.

N/A
Buildings 
Chapter

General
There should be a standard that says Unit 3 and Stack will be 
rehabilitated to appropriate preservation standards.

Planning
Noted. We have added a temporary appendix to address new construction 
and compatibility with the Third Street Industrial District. This will be 
addressed in the next draft.

4.26 Craig 
Lane

BUILDINGS

Plan and 
Sections

  
  
  

drawings and 
sections?)

  
Lane

Sections A and 
B

4.24 
Delaware 

Street

196-199

192-193



N/A
Buildings 
Chapter

General

In order to reach our goal of fully incorporating sustainability 
practices into the D4D, wherever possible please distribute 
"sustainability standards and guidelines" from Buildings 
chapter into relevant sub-sections instead of grouping 
"sustainability" items together later in the Chapter.

Planning

Sustainability standards and guidelines are incorporated throughout the D4D. 
While in some cases they are grouped together, that has more to do with 
where they should logically exist rather than intentionally grouping 
sustainability standards and guidelines together. 

205
Buildings 

Intro
Text

Include in this summary the existence of the Third Street 
Industrial District and the Union Iron Works District. Pull from 
the character-defining features of those district for the 
"Embraces Industry" description. 

Planning

We edited the introductory text to be more concise. A section on the Third 
Street Industrial District frontage will be incorporated into the D4D in the 
next draft but is included as an appendix in this draft. We can discuss the 
Union Iron Works District and how to incorporate as appropriate for the next 

Define "an open space that is at least 25' in width" in a more 
restrictive way. Consider the definition of an "interior court" 
where the minimum size is 35'x35' with 5' setbacks from the 
inner court on all sides above 4 stories and 10' setbacks from 
the inner court above 8 stories. 

Planning
Exposure definition has been revised, addressing this comment. See Section 
5.1.2

Change the definition of an exterior court to include a 25'x25' 
minimum area (excepting the court being closer to the public 
right of way than 25').  Public street, public alley, mid-block 
passage must be a minimum 20' in width.

Planning Revised - see above

General concern about 100% lot coverage allowance and 
recommend 80% lot coverage requirement in case 
inner/exterior courts don't facilitate this.

Planning

We believe this is covered by dwelling unit exposure and usable open space 
requirements. Want to make exposure performance-based for the depth of 
courtyards relative to their width. Bulk is addressed through bulk controls 
and modulation. See Section 5.1.2 for revised DU Exposure controls

General concern about open space requirements and lot 
coverage at grade to increase ground plantings (trees, etc.) 
within residential areas for livability standards.

Planning
We believe that our open space requirements and bulk controls sufficiently 
provide for landscaping and street trees

208
5.2 Building 

Height
Standard 5.2.2

Clarify the point of measurement if there are two buildings on 
the lot (would both measure from the highest finished grade at 
the property line of the lot?) Why are the measurement of 
maximum builidng height and base building height called out 
seperately? 

Planning

Height is measured from the back of sidewalk grade, at the center line of the 
predominant building face for each individual building.
Removed references to base buildings - height is measurement for all 
building elements (base building and upper building).

Legend colors do not match up with what's on the map--please 
update. 

Planning Revised.

The Stack and Unit 3 should not be "zoned" 300' and 150', 
respectively. If they were ever demolished, City would unlikely 
support replacing them with structures that high. This should 
be recognized in some fashion. See also same comment in 
Principles section.

Planning
We understand and agree -  we will clearly state this condition in the D4D, 
but keep this zoning shown here as existing use. See Section 5.2.3 for revised 
language.

Can we also add illustrative 3D birds-eye graphic to better 
demostrate heights?

Planning
We are working on renderings for the project including a site aerial, we can 
include that in the D4D once complete.

210
5.3 

Streetwall
Standards and 

Figures
General comment that the controls should promote greater 
prominence of the lower street walls--like figure 5-2-1.

Planning Revised to promote a more continuous streetwall

5.1 Building 
Controls

5.2 Building 
Height

209

206

Figure 5-2-1

Standards 5.1.1, 
5.1.2, and 5.1.3



210
5.3 

Streetwall
Standard 5.3.1

There should be a maximum and minimum for the street wall 
requirements-- perhaps 70-90% with the ground floor not 
counting. The ground floor should be fully present at the street 
unless: it is for an entry door (but sculpted to that door-- for 
example, a volumetric retail entry) or for an under cover 
seating area that is immediately connected to the public realm 
that is part of a retail/restaurant space. We want to avoid a tall 
portion of the building coming down with the recessed ground 
floor-- the building looming over the street.

Planning
Revised as follows: Streetwall height is no longer a range (as in 65-85') but 
instead a max (as in max 85') and streetwall area is now 70%-90%, excluding 
ground floor

210
5.3 

Streetwall
Standards 5.3.1, 
5.3.2, and 5.3.3

Need to unpack the three scales of streetwall changes: 
setbacks (above podium) which should be 10-15'; variation 
which is about holding the streetwall and making large 
volumetric changes to house open space (interior courtyards, 
etc.); modulation which is about providing a sense of 
volumetric ideas/shifts to the facade at the scale of a 
residential unit (balconies, inset balconies, bay windows, 
cornice-- 3'-8'); and facade/architectural elements or texture 
that is resident in the framing of a window or Juliet balcony, 

Planning

Entire section has been revised. Building setbacks, base building, modulation, 
and articulation controls have been revised and clarified. Intervals at which 
modulation shall occur has been provided. Guidelines on building articulation 
has also been added. 

Demonstrate visual examples of successful streetwall variations 
(or excluded ones).

Planning Added reference images within Section 5.5

Clarify the difference between the first and last bullet point 
under Streetwall Variation.  It seemed that recessed entries up 
to 10' would be included under insets up to 15'.

Planning

Clarified and also streamlined with streetwall area in that ground floors are 
excluded from streetwall requirements: "Note that ground floors are 
excluded from Streetwall Area requirements, so arcades, inset ground floors, 
and recessed building entries are all acceptable and encouraged means of 
streetwall articulation."

This needs to be unpacked significantly--100 feet is a very long 
dimension for modulation. This should be more synchronized 
with typical San Francisco dimensions and depicted for 
different scales of anticipated buildings. Examples are needed 
to show the ways that this could be acceptable--frame and infill 
type? Bay window type? What kind of depth equals a change in 
plane? Anything less than 3' feels like an artificial "depth."

Planning

This was discussed during our April 29th meeting. Modulation standards 
have been revised for different building types on different scaled streets: On 
major streets 60' max for resi (2 bays) / 90' max for commercial (3 bays); on 
minor streets: 30' max for resi / 60' max for commercial.

Indicate minimum/maximum, or a general range, for the 
change in plane and height.  

Planning

Standard now specifies that the two ways to achieve modulation, the 
minimum depth that modulation shall occur. Where change in materiality is 
used to address modulation, minimum length and depth of reveal has been 
added as well. 

Maintining the stepback for 60% of the frontages seems low. If 
applied to each frontage on the block , nearly half the 
building/block would not require a horiztonal break, which 
diminish the the intended affect of the stepback to define the 
streetwall at a human scale. Consider requiring the step back 
for 100% of the frontages for the 180' towers, or identifying 
specific sections of frontages where no step-back is required.

Planning Revised to apply to 100% of frontages for all buildings except block 6 (tower)

5.3 
Streetwall

5.3 
Streetwall

210

210

210
5.3 

Streetwall

Standard 5.4.1

Standard 5.3.2

Standard 5.3.3



Clarify what 'combined horizontal relief' means and how it 
would be calculated

Planning

Removed term and replaced with "horizontal setback of the upper building 
from the streetwall of at least 10 feet in depth at a maximum height" as 
specified in Figure 5.4.3 . This implies that the setback must be carried out for 
the full face of the upper building

211
5.4 

Stepbacks
Figure 5-4-2

The streetwall height exceeds the labeled maximum height in 
the diagram

Planning
Revised Block 9 to remove max streetwall height, and Block 4 to remove max 
streetwall height where max streetwall is greater than the building height.

212
5.4 

Stepbacks
Figure 5-4-4

Figure is confusing in what it is requiring and needs to be more 
explicitly and clearly explained in the text.

Planning
Removed 60% stepback in favor of 100% stepback (see comment response 
for comment 210).

213 5.5 Bulk

Figures 5-5-1, 5-
5-2, 5-5-3 (and 
all other similar 

figures)

General comment to avoid "wall" or "slab" looking diagrams. 
We're trying to avoid long, tall walls. Revise diagrams to 
support more streetwall depiction and less "long wall"-like; 
include more diagrams to show bulk controls at different 
heights-- 85', 125', 180' examples (alley vs. major street)

Planning
Revised diagrams to look less like slabs/walls and accurately reflect 
guidelines for max apparent face.

Eliminate maximum apparent face. Replace with % reduction of 
the upper portion-- 12,000 average floor plate from 65'-120' 
(maximum 15,000 any individual floor), then 10,000 average 
floor plate from 120'-180' (maximum any individual floor 
12,000). Minor +/- ok to smooth form (bulk exception where 
the floor area is essentially the same as controls would give 

Planning

We have clarified how to calculate max apparent face, and have also added a 
requirement that a change in height of at least five feet is required to 
accompany max apparent face. See Section 5.3.4. We believe these controls 
will help achieve what was intended with the suggestion made in this 
comment. As requested, we've also included more precedent images. 

The 180s want to have a clearer architectural typological 
explanation: are these midrise buildings? Little tower on a 
podium? And material options that clarify: should the tops be 
light and glassy while the podiums are masonry/solid? Should 
the tops be notched and eroded to show their residential 
scale? Should they include many balconies? Should the top of 
the building use the same expression as the bottom but less 
dense in some way? There should be a few acceptible 
strategies that help define potential architectural ideas.

In 3/29 meeting between Planning staff and project sponsor 
there was general agreement that 180 towers should not come 
all the way down to the street.

Planning
Clarifying language added to the Vision section and added guidelines 5.7.6 
Streetwall Character, 5.7.7 Midrise Buildings, 5.7.8 Midrise Towers 
specifically describing the design intent for these buildings.

213 5.5 Bulk Guidelines
Include guideline here or wherever appropriate recommending 
at least two buildings per residential block on blocks 1, 7, 8, and 
13.

Included guideline in Bulk+Massing that this could occur on residential blocks

 

5.5 Bulk213

 

Standard 5.5.4



Upper building reduction should be greater than 15%-- instead 
should be closer to 25%. Can be averaged from the podium 
level and up; can't be just made thinner and then straight 
down. Similar to C3 controls for 300' building but adjusted 
down-- max average floor size: 10,000; max floor size 12,000; 
max length 120', diagonal 150' for upper tower (170'-300'); max 
average floor size: 15,000; max floor size 18,000; max length 
140' diagonal 170' for lower tower (podium to 170'); 100% lot 
for podium. Minor +/- ok to smooth form (bulk exception 
where the floor area is essentially the same as controls would 
give you). Like Sect 272.

Planning

We think 15 percent is consistent with and in most cases exceeds building 
reduction for towers in other parts of the City. C-3 requires a reduction of 
9.5% of the upper tower based on Sec 270 Chart C (assuming a max average 
floor plate of 12,000 SF); Rincon Hill requires a 10% reduction; Central SOMA 
requires a 15% reduction; The only location that requires 25% reduction is 
Mission Rock (for a variety of specific reasons).

Tower sculpting not quite worked out yet. Still cant have 
12,000 to top. Only way to avoid upper floor reduction is to 
have tower that is overall less than 11K top to bottom, though I 
still think this building needs an accentuated slender top 

Planning
We have revised as suggested such that the max average floor plate is 11,000 
square feet if there is no reduction of floorplate of the Upper Building

Wind screens must be set back from parapet a minimum of 5' 
for every 10' of height. Rooftop appurtenance screening should 
be comparable to Section 260-- 65'  height and below = 10'; 
above 65' can be 16'; 300' height can have building top 
extension of 10%. 

Planning

We state that all features (including wind screens) on base buildings must be 
set back at least 5'; Rooftop screening is consistent with Planning Code as 
suggested. Base buildings (those 90 feet and below) would be permitted to 
have screening up to 16' in height. Buildings 125 feet and above would be 
permitted to have screening up to 20'; and our 300-foot building would be 
permitted to have screening extend up to 10% taller than its height.

Planning is open to discussing rooftop structures. 5K sq. ft./40% 
still seems large, but we would like to see more information 
about space needs for various potential uses, as well as 
renderings of what various sizes would actually look like on 
proposed structures. Our additional thoughts at this point 
include:
- limit of one rooftop structure for 
retail/restaurant/entertainment use per building (other 
structures, like a shade structure, could be permitted per our 
normal Section 260 exceptions)
- height limit of 16 ft.; no additional uses permitted above
- must be paired with POPOS on same roof, sized 1:1 with 
enclosed structure
- POPOS must be a separate designed space from any outdoor 
seating associated with rooftop 
retail/restaurant/entertainment use
- standards needed for public access
- rooftop structures for retail/restaurant/entertainment limited 
to office/lab/commercial buildings (would there really be space 
on a lab building for a such a use?)
- How would these requirements be paired with proposed 
green roof (solar/roof garden) requirements?
- Any additional building code requirements stemming from 
this proposal?

Planning

Thank you for working with us this rooftop issue. We will make the following 
clear in the next draft of the D4D, but want to make sure we're in agreement. 
As suggested, we are limiting the rooftops where enclosed spaces are 
permitted to Blocks 10, 11, and 12. On these Blocks, enclosed spaces 
containing Retail Sales and Service and Entertainment, Arts and Recreation 
Uses up to 16-feet in height, not exceed 5,000 square feet would be 
permitted. Further, where provided, POPOS will be provided at a 1:1 ratio.  
All enclosed spaces and  mechanical features may not exceed 40 percent of 
the horizontal area of the roof. For Residential buildings, we are permitting 
up to 16 feet of enclosed space for recreational use, consistent with what 
Planning Code would allow in the Van Ness Special Use District and in the C-3 
Zoning District, which includes height districts that don't exceed 120'. With 
the exception of 4 buildings, this is generally consistent with what's proposed 
on the Power Station Site. 

5.6 Building 
Tops

217

5.5 Bulk214

Standard 5.6.1

Standard 5.5.5



Bigger ambitions for rooftops: greening? Sculpting? Creating a 
building top? More examples?

Planning
Merged high performance rooftops together with all rooftop controls so all 
aspirations for rooftops are together here.

No glass rails at building edges; guardrails  should be setback 
from the building edge by 5' minimum. Roof decks should be 
setback a minimum of 5' from building edge. For larger roof 
decks (over 500 SF), consider a 10' setback.

Planning

The comment three rows above addresses where setbacks or rooftop 
features will occur. All features in 260(b)(1) are setback 5' on base buildings. 
However, we did not specify that guardrails and roof decks, specifically shall 
be setback. We understand that this is a policy discussion specifically for R 
Districts, and potential change that may also apply to larger projects like 
ours. We are not avoiding this request, however, we would like to be 
consistent with Code and would update our D4D to reflect these setbacks 
once the policy is officially adopted and clearly applies to large projects like 

This Section and Building Character Sections (starting at page 
245) should be integrated--use character parameters to define 
architectural qualities including proportions, elements, 
materials, design strategies. This should get much more specific 
when it comes to street corridors and character types-- 
understanding that buildings need a cohesive strategy in the 
round as well. This relates in many ways to use type-- how can 
a residential/commercial building be consistent yet front a 
wide NC street and a smaller side street? What kinds of 
strategies would be appropriate? 

Planning
Addressed this through the architectural design guidelines for Key Corners 
and Frontages, Waterfront and Park Frontages, Third Street Industrial 
Frontages, Residential Frontages, and Active Uses Frontages

Architectural character and materials should pull from the 
character-defining of the Third Street Industrial district in order 
for the proposed designs to be compatible with the historic 
district. Use local precedent photos where possible.

Planning

We fully intend to integrate standards and guidelines for the Third Street 
Industrial District frontages seamlessly into the D4D. However, to facilitate 
discussion and review with historic preservation staff, we have separated 
these controls and included as Appendix I. Generally, our materials and 
general aesthetic is industrial and, we think, compatible with the Third Street 
Industrial District. 

218
5.7 Building 
Character

Standards 5.7.1 
and 5.7.2

Relate to the discussion above of "variation vs. modulation vs. 
façade elements" (page 210 part 5.3) - depth of façade is 
"façade elements" which "coherent approach to massing" is 
modulation/variation. This helps define how a coherent 
approach is expressed-- avoid thin veneer appearance, what a 
"volumetric" legibility is. Set some parameters around a range 
of depth elements-- glazing to frame depth, masonry reading, 
turning the corner into a window frame etc. 

Planning Added language to describe intent for specific building typologies

Define a "clear order" which does not need to be rectilinear or 
gridded but can rather be a consistent system with iteration, 
patterning, rhythm that densifies or otherwise defines an 
internal logic. 

Planning Revised

Define "appropriate" scale or "proportion" by talking about 
different contexts and what these can mean-- this paragraph 
needs to be significantly unpacked. 

Planning Revised

218
5.7 Building 
Character

Guidelines
Include discussion of use and the impact on different building 
typologies-- residential vs. commercial façade scales, 
proportions, materials.

Planning Added language to describe intent for specific building typologies

  

5.7 Building 
Character

5.7 Building 
Character

218

218

Standard 5.7.3

 

N/A



219
5.7 Building 
Character

Photos
Bottom right image not preferred as an example because the 
streetwall is very out of scale.

Planning Removed

Related this to the building Character Sections (pg. 245-) Planning Moved to be right before the Frontage Character sections

Architectural character and materials should pull from the 
character-defining of the Third Street Industrial district in order 
for the proposed designs to be compatible with the historic 
district. In particular, expand Guideline 5.8.2 Functional Details. 
Use local precedent photos where possible.

Planning

We fully intend to integrate standards and guidelines for the Third Street 
Industrial District frontages seamlessly into the D4D. However, to facilitate 
discussion and review with historic preservation staff, we have separated 
these controls and included as Appendix I. Generally, our materials and 
general aesthetic is industrial and, we think, compatible with the Third Street 
Industrial District. 

220
5.8 Color & 
Materials

Guideline 5.8.1

"Use of highly reflective surface materials…" isn't really color. 
Rename section "Color and Finish" for example. Finish could be 
unpacked more too-- to talk about the rough, masonry, and 
other textural qualities found on site as a relationship to the 
history of previous buildings. Could be combined or next to 
5.8.5.

Planning Revised to "Color and Finish"

220
5.8 Color & 
Materials

Guideline 5.8.1
Black and dark materials should not be used as a predominant 
material, especially on a façade over 50' in width or above 45' 
in height. 

Planning

Revised "Color and Finish" to state preference for warm materials, and 
materials that have an inherent richness, like terra cotta or copper. However, 
as discussed, we think that some dark facades would be consistent with the 
industrial aesthetic, and Dogpatch / Central Waterfront neighborhood

220-221
5.8 Color & 
Materials

Photos
Reduce the examples of very dark or black materials in the D4D 
generally--including the upper right image and bottom middle 
images on page 221

Planning See comment above

220
5.8 Color & 
Materials

Guideline 5.8.4

Unpack the design guidance ground floor frontages-- imagery 
and a diagram that shows the use of conventional storefront 
elements (bulk head, vertical dominant framing, sign band, 
transom, volumetric entries, small panes of glass, thin mullions)

Planning
This is now addressed in various sections, including Pedestrian Zone, Section 
5.5.3, Base Building Articulation, Section 5.5.3, Ground Floor Design, Section 
5.6.

220
5.8 Color & 
Materials

Guideline 5.8.5

Add in wood to the list. Unpack the allowable types of metal-- 
preferably metal with natural or evolving patina (copper, cor-
ten, zinc), matte in finish, perforations or other patterning 
encouraged. Avoid the dominance of shiny or "perfect" finishes-
- those can be accent elements if so desired.

Planning Added wood; added language for metal preference and quality

NC/Retail uses: 50 SF at 24' or below for each building or store 
frontage. Encourage retail signage to be at 15' or below. 
Included on a sign band.

Planning
Our signage controls are general at the moment, however, we will further 
specify controls for different uses.

Commercial lots: Only 1 sign at or below a height of 60' (similar 
to MU/C outside of C3) per building  at maximum of 200 SF; no 
sign shall face or be distinctly visible from the waterfront. 

Planning Our signage controls is consistent with this.

No general advertising signage allowed. Planning Our signage controls prohibit general advertising
There's nothing really to address wayfinding signage. Anticipate 
adding more detail?

Planning Wayfinding signage language has been added

Residential lots (no retail): One identifying sign for each street 
frontage of the lot, not exceeding a height of 12 feet, and 
nonilluminated or indirectly illuminated only; maximum area 
12 square feet (similar to RH)

Planning
Our signage controls are general at the moment, however, we will further 
specify controls for different uses. It should be noted that RH signage 
controls don't seem the most compatible with the proposed project.

5.8 Color & 
Materials

220

5.9 Signage222 Guidelines

Guidelines



222 5.9 Signage Upper photo
Remove image of "Minnesota" project as it is outside of the 
requirements due to the use of the address

Planning Removed

223

Sustainable 
Buildings and 

Human 
Wellness

Text
Some good overall/intro/vision text, please move to the front 
of Buildings Chapter.

Planning
Have added a number of sustainable building approaches, including natural 
ventilation, daylighting, rooftop guidelines, and so on. Indicated 
sustainability items with a leaf.

225
5.10 Building 
Performance 

Standards

Consideration: 
Optimizing the 

Envelope

Better highlight info about building orientation, siting, and 
massing as it relates to solar gain (energy efficiency and energy 
generation); i.e., passive design, shades/shading, facade 
treatments, daylighting, bird safe. It feels very buried in this 
section. Can it be more integrated into relevant sections 
through this chapter?

Planning

Included Bird Safe design guidelines
Included shading into discussion of massing for midrise buildings
Included natural daylight and natural ventilation in Building Design for 
Wellness
Included Bird Safe design guidelines

226
5.11 Thermal 

Energy
Standard 
5.11.1C

Clarify: temporary hot water production by natural gas would 
later be converted to electric? Or proposed to stay natural gas 
for the life of the building? 

Planning
Under the temporary hot water production scenario, natural gas would be 
used until the residential building could be paired with a commercial building 
to take advantage of the shared thermal energy plants

226
5.11 Thermal 

Energy
Standards/Guid

elines
Standard/guideline shading/operable window shades? Planning Included in Building Performance Guidelines

Earlier in the document, a commitment to non-potable water 
use for all cooling is stated; please also include here.

Planning

We clarified under Section 5.9 that the number of graywater plants 
incorporated into the project shall meet the need of district-wide non-
potable demands for flushing and irrigation.  Non-potable water may also be 
used for building cooling.

Explain greywater collection sources, including rainwater. Planning
Graywater collection will be designed pursuant to the Infrastructure Plan, 
Section 12, during building design.  

228
5.12 Water 
Recycling

Guideline 
5.12.3

Why is a numeric target listed as a "guideline"? Planning

Please merge this with section 5.6 so all roof area is in same 
place and building roof design and functions are considered 
holistically.

Planning Merged

There is already info in the Better Roofs Ordinance about roof 
top projections for solar, is there a reason we would just not 
use that?

Planning
Yes, we now reference the Better Roofs Ordinance and require its 
compliance as a standard. See Section 5.8

Add list of green roof uses and benefits (urban ag, 
habitat/biodiversity, building cooling, human happiness, 
stormwater management, etc.)

Planning Added benefits and a list of potential uses 

Mention Better Roofs ordinance, Living Roof Manual, and 
www.sfplantfinder.org

Planning
Better Roofs Ordinance is mentioned here; Manual is mentioned in a 
caption; link to website is not included in the even web address changes over 

Add precedent images Planning Added a precedent image from the Living Roofs Manual
Standards should outline minimum % of cumulative rooftops 
and minimum building heights to which they would comply

Planning
Better Roofs Ordinance requires at least 15% for PV or 30% living roof; Our 
standards are consistent with those percentage requirements. 

Set target for at least 1/2 of the site area to be greened (combo 
of roofs and open spaces) - current Better Roofs requirements 
are Phase 1 and intended to be exceeded by master 
development projects.

Planning
Our current recommended approach to the Better Roofs Ordinance based on 
site specific analysis, solar access, etc. results in greened site area as 
described in the comment of approximately 30 percent.  

228
5.12 Water 
Recycling

230-231
5.13 High 

Performance 
Rooftops

Standard 5.12.1

General



230
5.13 High 

Performance 
Rooftops

Standard 5.13.4
10 square feet of pollinators? random measurement and too 
small.

Planning This guideline has been increased to 20 square feet

230
5.13 High 

Performance 
Rooftops

Standard 5.13.5

This standard relates to walls not roofs--please relocate within 
Buildings Chapter. Should it be in Materials Section? Any 
additional design/locational guidance that could enhance this 
guideline? Please rename the guideline to "Living/Green Walls"

Planning Relocated to Materials and renamed

230-231
5.13 High 

Performance 
Rooftops

Figure 5-13-1 Add building heights and proposed coverage to diagram. Planning Converted confusing graphic to a table

Assume these apply to both residential and non-residential 
buildings, which is great, but please specify.

Planning Language added to clarify

Recommend replacing sauna photo. Planning Removed
Not sure if this is the right section, but architecture section 
should somewhere mention the City's "family friendly design 
guidelines", including lobbies with storage for strollers, kids 
wheels, and larger park toys, shopping carts, convenient car 
seat storage for folks that don't own cars and use car share, 

Planning Included language as written here.

236
5.15 Ground 
Floor Design

N/A

Consider including the types of below-grade double-story 
townhomes that might be acceptable if soil conditions make it 
possible? With front setback, 5' deep lower level would be 
permissible if connected to the 5' above grade level. 

Planning Included language

238-239
5.16 Bicycle 

Parking
General

Does this section need to be repeated here since it is already in 
the Streets chapter? Can any non-duplicative info be moved to 
the streets section? 

Planning
Removed duplicate bike parking plan and refer to plan in the Streets Chapter. 
Moved bike parking table from Land Use into this section.

Suggest quickly listing the amenities instead of referencing Planning Included list of amenities.
Standards should outline current rules in terms of maximum 
distance to entrances, ground floor, etc.

Planning Included language

Reword third sentence. Bicycle cages (and bike rooms?) 
shouldn't be in public spaces.

Planning
Revised to say that they should be placed at convenient locations near 
entries or common areas.

Please acknowledge that current bike parking standards are 
MINIMUMS and will strengthen over time. For buildings with 2 
and 3-bedroom units, especially catering to families, should 
consider increasing available bike parking and scaling at least 5-
10% for cargo bikes.

Planning Noted.

240
5.17 Parking 

& Loading
Standard 
5.17.4A

Why is grocery store loading bay needed at a corner location? Planning
Shared loading diagram: because of street geometry and length of truck, 
loading needs to be at corner for a WB-67 to be able to get inside the 

243-244
5.17 Parking 

& Loading
Figures 5-17-1 

& 5-17-2
Can we combine these two figures since there is only one 
minor difference (i.e. block 5 along Humboldt)?

Planning Combined

245-258
Building 

Character 
Sections

N/A
Use the District defining features as a way to approach distinct 
qualities and linkages to historic structures and evidence from 
the site. 

Planning
See Appendix I and in Project Overview where "Third Street Industrial 
District" is discussed.

5.14 
Suggested 
Building 

Amenities

238-239

232

238-239
5.16 Bicycle 

Parking

5.16 Bicycle 
Parking

Standards

Guideline 
5.16.3

Guidelines



245
Building 

Character
Text

Consider adding this area to the "Architectural Character" 
section. That can be a general way to start the conversation, 
but these should get much more specific. Much of this text 
seems muddled together rather than articulated in clear 
concepts that go back to the princples and/or overall district 
character. Need to establish the character for the overall 
neighborhood in a clear statement, and then specify how the 
building should relate. Not sure how the new buildings would 
relate, since no neighborhood examples are provided nor any 
type of reference to what is happening in the larger 

Planning

Combined this section with Architectural Character; 
Also included a brief introductory section to explain the design intent of each 
of these frontages and link to other standards and guidelines in the 
document.

245
Building 

Character
N/A Better connect pages 245 and 247. Planning

Changed layout and added standards and guidelines to explain frontages 
plan

245
Building 

Character
Figure 5-17-3

Maryland Street needs better definition of its nature of being a 
street and connection to Pier 70--if it isn't in architectural 
character, then imagine how it can be connected as an inter-
neighborhood stich between Pier 70 and Potrero Power 
Station. Perhaps it has a wayfinding or other streetscape 
material element that lets it have architectural variety? What is 
special about this traverse between these two places? Should 
there be more required retail?

Planning
Found that 5 different character frontages for the District may have been too 
many; revised to focus on special corners, facades, and frontages instead.

248
5.18 23rd 

Street
Guidelines

Something in here about grit…? The dimensions should be 
wider, flexible, the spaces open and warehouse-like. Allowing a 
sense of roughness, adaptability, and material qualities of the 
buildings above?

Planning
The character of 23rd Street is now discussed with the Third Street Industrial 
District controls; we can continue to further refine the character of this street

249
5.18 23rd 

Street
center and right 

photos

Poor precedents, especially the one on the right--too dark, 
glazed windows, inactive ground floor, foreboding. Brualist 
middle image isn't quite right either. Definitely not the kind of 
buildings we want to encourage.

Planning See comment above.

250
5.19 Power 
Station Park

Standard 5.19.1

As discussed, arcades may no longer be appropriate. We 
should think about recesses and cutaways at at corners to help 
make park feel more accessible from surrounding streets and 
to provide spillout space for corner retail.

Planning
Have added language to describe key corners and frontages around the park, 
highlight their importance in the park to frame or terminate views, and 
identified architectural approaches that may achieve these results.

250
5.19 Power 
Station Park

Standards & 
Guidlelines

The nature of these edges will be primarily neighborhood 
commercial and residential like-- the park is civic, but not 
grand, not big or monumental. It is fine-grained and cozy. 
There needs to be a much more detailed sense of ambition of 
the parks relationship to Unit 3-- this is a transition from a small-
scale neighborhood park to a grand and neighborhood defining 

Planning

Have added language to describe the park frontages and how they 
contribute to the character of the park: with standout architectural 
character, ground floor community uses and opportunities for amenities for 
wellness to enliven the edges.

251
5.19 Power 
Station Park

Photos
Nice images of the light monitors and traditional materials in a-
typical configurations-- not sure it does its best work here-- this 
could be under the broader themes of architectural character.

Planning Moved to a different section (Materials section as an example for steel)



252
5.20 

Waterfront
Standards & 
Guidlelines

The waterfront should have a more civic and monumental 
character with bold moves, strong lines, and clear architectural 
framing of the experience. These are plaza spaces that bring 
one to the edge of a "natural" edge-- how does architecture 
and landscape come together here? There could be a more 
specific way of addressing the exterior and interior space which 
is suggested by the photos-- big, high overhangs. Use lighting as 
a way to define vertical and horizontal space at the edge of the 
water.

Planning
Have incorporated these ideas into the intro text as well as guidelines 
Waterfront and Park frontages. See Section 5.13

Verticals should be primary with bulkheads as secondary-- piers 
to the ground.

Planning
We removed the various street frontages and opted for a more consolidated 
approach

Specific direction to relate to larger SF pattern of NC districts-- 
higher ground floors with sometimes secondary or accessory 
second floor uses and expressions. Small, fine-grained scale, 
frontages that are typically 25' in width with a door-- or if a 
longer frontage, a feeling of such a dimension. Entries should 
be volumetric and allow for window shopping and standing 
rest. Find places for seating in the storefront or furnishing zone. 

Planning

We removed the various street frontages and opted for a more consolidated 
approach since many of the guidelines applied more globally.  Rhythm of 
Frontages, Storefront Vestibules added guidelines under Base Building and 
Ground Floor Design.

The idea of punched openings is introduced here-- is this for 
this street only? A broader concept for the district? Describe 
the typologies that may exist here and the application for 
different uses-- how can residential and commercial buildings 
handle different architectural expressions and both help 
contribute to an overall feel?

Planning
This typology has been further fleshed out in the Industrial Streetwall 
Character section added under Architectural Design Guidelines

254
5.21 

Humboldt 
Street

Standard 5.21.1
Reword to clarify main point: ground retail spaces should read 
as separate spaces so as to help differentiate individual 
merchants. 

Planning Reworded

Definition of residential areas should be in at least two forms: 
larger-scale, longer frontages and smaller-scale alley-type 
frontages. Consider a description of townhouse types, 
connected even potentially to semi-below grade levels, where 
a frontage could include bay windows and wood siding much 
like the RED-MX types in south of Market. 

Planning Added language and clarified two types of residential frontages

Notes that stoops work less successfully when the ground floor 
or receiving floor is pushed inset from the floors above giving a 
cave-like entry. It is less defensible.

Planning Added language to diagram

Reference the use of the draft Ground Floor Residential Design 
Guidelines.

Planning Added reference in introductory text

Note that the Department of Building Inspection considers 
stoops a secondary entrance where unit numbers, door bells, 
etc. are not to be placed. The primary entry must be through 
an accessible path of travel (such as an interior lobby). 
Secondary entrances must also have a lockable gate (may be 
low-height) that helps identify them as secondary to members 

Planning Noted and included as a standard (Secondary Entries)

5.21 
Humboldt 

Street

General; 
Standards & 
Guidlelines

General; 
Standards & 
Guidlelines

254

5.22 
Residential 
Character

256



258
5.23 Active 

Use 
Character

General; 
Standards & 
Guidlelines

Seems like this should either be captured in the "ground floor" 
section or under the individual street character areas and then 
defined more specifically. "Active use" isn't exactly a one-sized 
fits all character approach but rather can include so many 
different types of scales and uses that it needs to be broken 
down further. It seems useful to describe community use 
frontages or other secondary  active uses (accessory ones for 
instance). Another opportunity here is to describe how to 
handle utility frontages including a policy on transformer 

Planning
We included a policy on transformer room in the land use section; we also 
provide guidelines for different uses here as suggested, i.e. community uses, 
office uses, etc.

260
Consideratio
ns: Designing 
for the Edges

Text

Interesting material, but might be more powerful if more 
directly related to the project. Perhaps include a Nolli diagram 
of the site? Or the open spaces and adjacent buildings? Or 
maybe just describe the benefits of inside and outside / public 
and semi-public etc. under "ground floor." Some unpacking of 
how lobbies do or do not contribute to active uses might be 

Planning Removed

262
5.24+ Block 

by Block 
Controls

N/A
Useful and should be cross-referenced with relevant character 
pages.

Planning Included and cross-referenced.
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