
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 23-020 
DAVID OSGOOD, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on May 26, 2023, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board of 
Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on May 11, 2023 to HUDSON RINCON 
CENTER LLC, of an Alteration Permit (Sign C: Install two illuminated double-faced projecting blade signs for "Tenant 
XYZ Rincon Center") at 101 Spear Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2021/0525/1018 
 
FOR HEARING ON July 12, 2023 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
David Osgood, Appellant(s) 
P.O. Box 193015 
San Francisco, CA 94119 
 

 
HUDSON RINCON CENTER LLC, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Tara Sullivan, Attorney for Permit Holder(s) 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
 
 

 
 



 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 23-021 
DAVID OSGOOD, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on May 26, 2023, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board of 
Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on May 11, 2023 to HUDSON RINCON 
CENTER LLC, of an Alteration Permit (Sign D: Install One Non-Illuminated single face canopy sign for "Tenant XYZ") at 
101 Spear Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2021/0525/1021 
 
FOR HEARING ON July 12, 2023 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
David Osgood, Appellant(s) 
P.O. Box 193015 
San Francisco, CA 94119 
 

 
HUDSON RINCON CENTER LLC, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Tara Sullivan, Attorney for Permit Holder(s) 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
 
 

 
 



 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 23-022 
DAVID OSGOOD, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on May 26, 2023, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board of 
Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on May 12, 2023 to HUDSON RINCON 
CENTER LLC, of an Alteration Permit (Erect an electric, single-faced wall sign "Rincon" four total) at 101 Spear Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2021/0525/1015 
 
FOR HEARING ON July 12, 2023 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
David Osgood, Appellant(s) 
P.O. Box 193015 
San Francisco, CA 94119 
 

 
HUDSON RINCON CENTER LLC, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Tara Sullivan, Attorney for Permit Holder(s) 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
 
 

 
 



 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 23-023 
DAVID OSGOOD, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on May 26, 2023, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board of 
Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on May 12, 2023 to HUDSON RINCON 
CENTER LLC, of an Alteration Permit (Erect a non-electric single wall-faced sign permit "Rincon Center") at 101 Spear 
Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2021/0525/1011 
 
FOR HEARING ON July 12, 2023 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
David Osgood, Appellant(s) 
P.O. Box 193015 
San Francisco, CA 94119 
 

 
HUDSON RINCON CENTER LLC, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Tara Sullivan, Attorney for Permit Holder(s) 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: May 26, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-020     
 
I / We, David Osgood, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit No. 
2021/0525/1018  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: May 11, 
2023, to: HUDSON RINCON CENTER LLC, for the property located at: 101 Spear Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on June 22, 2023, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and missy@sfpermitting.com. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on July 6, 2023, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and osgood@rinconneighbors.com.   
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be 
provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email 
all documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
Not submitted. 
 

Appellant, David Osgood, filed by email. 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/boa


5/18/23, 3:57 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2/3

Permit Details Report

Report Date: 5/18/2023 3:57:09 PM
  
Application Number: 202105251018
Form Number: 4
Address(es): 3716 / 023 / 0 101 SPEAR ST

Description: SIGN C: INSTALL 2 ILLUMINATED DOUBLE-FACED PROJECTING BLADE SIGN.
FOR "TENANT XYZ RINCON CENTER"

Cost: $6,000.00
Occupancy Code:
Building Use: -

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
5/25/2021 TRIAGE  
5/25/2021 FILING  
5/25/2021 FILED  
5/11/2023 APPROVED  
5/11/2023 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 765078
Name: DANNY MORAN
Company Name: CORPORATE SIGN SYSTEMS
Address: 1014 TIMOTHY DR * SAN JOSE CA 95133-0000
Phone: 5373401

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 INTAKE 5/25/21 5/25/21 5/25/21 LEI ALVINA  

2 CP-ZOC 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 GRETEL
GUNTHER

05/11/23 - Approve two vertical
projecting aluminum signs reading
"RINCON CENTER" at the bottom per
Rincon Center Master Sign Program.
One on corner of Steuart and Mission
and one on corner of Spear and Mission.
Each sign is 30 square feet (60" x 25")
and will be 15' above the sidewalk. -G.G.

3 BLDG 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 HOM CALVIN approved otc

4 MECH-
E 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 JACOBO MARCO N/A non illuminated sign

5 SFFD 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 MATSUBAYASHI
SEAN

Approved OTC SM 5/11/23 plans with
applicant

6 DPW-
BSM 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 DEVINE THEO

APPROVED 5/11/23: No alteration or
reconstruction of City Right-of-Way
under this permit. -TD

7 BLDG 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 CHEUNG
JIMMY 90+ DAYS APPROVAL

8 CPB 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 LEE ERIC  
This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.

 

Appointments:

Appointment
Date

Appointment
AM/PM

Appointment
Code

Appointment
Type Description Time

Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers



      Date Filed: May 26, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-021     
 
I / We, David Osgood, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit No. 
2021/0525/1021  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: May 11, 
2023, to: HUDSON RINCON CENTER LLC, for the property located at: 101 Spear Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on June 22, 2023, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and missy@sfpermitting.com. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on July 6, 2023, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and osgood@rinconneighbors.com.   
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be 
provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email 
all documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
Not submitted. 
 

Appellant, David Osgood, filed by email. 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/boa


5/18/23, 3:58 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2/3

Permit Details Report

Report Date: 5/18/2023 3:58:34 PM
  
Application Number: 202105251021
Form Number: 4
Address(es): 3716 / 023 / 0 101 SPEAR ST

Description: SIGN D: INSTALL 1 NON-ILLUMINATED SINGLE FACE CANOPY SIGN. FOR
"TENANT XYZ"

Cost: $3,000.00
Occupancy Code:
Building Use: -

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
5/25/2021 TRIAGE  
5/25/2021 FILING  
5/25/2021 FILED  
5/11/2023 APPROVED  
5/11/2023 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 765078
Name: DANNY MORAN
Company Name: CORPORATE SIGN SYSTEMS
Address: 1014 TIMOTHY DR * SAN JOSE CA 95133-0000
Phone: 5373401

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 INTAKE 5/25/21 5/25/21 5/25/21 LEI ALVINA  

2 CP-ZOC 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 GRETEL
GUNTHER

05/11/23 - Approve one tenant ID with
cladding sign on Steuart elevation per
Rincon Center Master Sign Program.
Cladding portion of sign is 9 square feet
(132" x 6") and will mounted above
entry at corner of Steuart and Mission.
Lettering to be added later. -G.G.

3 BLDG 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 HOM CALVIN approved otc

4 SFFD 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 MATSUBAYASHI
SEAN

Approved OTC SM 5/11/23 plans with
applicant

5 MECH-
E 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 JACOBO MARCO N/A non illuminated sign

6 DPW-
BSM 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 DEVINE THEO

APPROVED 5/11/23: No alteration or
reconstruction of City Right-of-Way
under this permit. -TD

7 BLDG 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 CHEUNG
JIMMY 90+ DAYS APPROVAL

8 CPB 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 LEE ERIC  
This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.

 

Appointments:

Appointment
Date

Appointment
AM/PM

Appointment
Code

Appointment
Type Description Time

Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page

https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/


      Date Filed: May 26, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-022     
 
I / We, David Osgood, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit No. 
2021/0525/1015  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: May 12, 
2023, to: HUDSON RINCON CENTER LLC, for the property located at: 101 Spear Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on June 22, 2023, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and missy@sfpermitting.com. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on July 6, 2023, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and osgood@rinconneighbors.com.   
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be 
provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email 
all documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
Not submitted. 
 

Appellant, David Osgood, filed by email. 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/boa


5/25/23, 2:27 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2/3

Permit Details Report

Report Date: 5/25/2023 2:26:40 PM
  
Application Number: 202105251015
Form Number: 4
Address(es): 3716 / 023 / 0 101 SPEAR ST
Description: ERECT AN ELECTRIC, SINGLE FACED WALL SIGN. "RINCON" (4) TOTAL
Cost: $3,000.00
Occupancy Code:
Building Use: -

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
5/25/2021 TRIAGE  
5/25/2021 FILING  
5/25/2021 FILED  
5/12/2023 APPROVED  
5/12/2023 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 INTAKE 5/25/21 5/25/21 5/25/21 GUTIERREZ
NANCY  

2 CP-ZOC 1/19/23 1/19/23 1/19/23 GRETEL
GUNTHER

1/19/23 - Approve four property building
ID aluminum logo and lettering signs
reading "RINCON CENTER" measuring
56" x 91" per Rincon Center Master Sign
Program. -G.G.

3 BLDG 5/10/23 5/10/23 5/10/23 LO JAMES OTC PROJECT, APPROVED, PLANS
HANDED TO APPLICANT.

4 MECH 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 SHAIKH
MOHSIN N/A Sign permit only.

5 MECH-
E 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 JACOBO

MARCO N/A non illuminated sign

6 SFFD 4/25/23 4/25/23 4/25/23 TOLENTINO
NEIL

4/25/2023 Approved. OTC. No
Inspection. -NT

7 SFFD 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 MARSULLO
EDWIN

Approved, no inspection required, plans
to client, missing sheet stamped in plan
set.

8 DPW-
BSM 5/12/23 5/12/23 5/12/23 DEVINE

THEO  

9 CPB 5/12/23 5/12/23 5/12/23 BUFKA
SUSAN  

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.

 

Appointments:

Appointment
Date

Appointment
AM/PM

Appointment
Code

Appointment
Type Description Time

Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html


      Date Filed: May 26, 2023 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 23-023     
 
I / We, David Osgood, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit No. 
2021/0525/1011  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or became effective on: May 12, 
2023, to: HUDSON RINCON CENTER LLC, for the property located at: 101 Spear Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on June 22, 2023, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the 
hearing date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and missy@sfpermitting.com. 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on July 6, 2023, (no later than one 
Thursday prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be 
doubled-spaced with a minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org and osgood@rinconneighbors.com.   
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be 
provided before the hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the 
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email 
all documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members 
of the public will become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made 
anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, 
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. 
All such materials are available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a 
hard copy of the hearing materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. 
Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
Not submitted. 
 

Appellant, David Osgood, filed by email. 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
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mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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5/25/23, 2:23 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails 2/3

Permit Details Report

Report Date: 5/25/2023 2:23:09 PM
  
Application Number: 202105251011
Form Number: 4
Address(es): 3716 / 023 / 0 101 SPEAR ST

Description: ERECT A NON-ELECTRIC SINGLE WALL FACED SIGN PERMIT. "RINCON
CENTER"

Cost: $3,000.00
Occupancy Code:
Building Use: -

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
5/25/2021 TRIAGE  
5/25/2021 FILING  
5/25/2021 FILED  
5/12/2023 APPROVED  
5/12/2023 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 765078
Name: DANNY MORAN
Company Name: CORPORATE SIGN SYSTEMS
Address: 1014 TIMOTHY DR * SAN JOSE CA 95133-0000
Phone: 5373401

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 INTAKE 5/25/21 5/25/21 5/25/21 GUTIERREZ
NANCY  

2 CP-ZOC 1/19/23 1/19/23 1/19/23 GRETEL
GUNTHER

1/19/23 - Approve one property building
ID aluminum sign with lettering reading
"RINCON CENTER" per Rincon Center
Master Sign Program. "RINCON" is 119" x
20" and "CENTER" is 118" x 20". -G.G.

3 BLDG 5/10/23 5/10/23 5/10/23 LO JAMES OTC PROJECT, APPROVED, PLANS
HANDED TO APPLICANT.

4 SFFD 4/25/23 4/25/23 4/25/23 TOLENTINO
NEIL

4/25/2023 Approved. OTC. No
Inspection -NT

5 SFFD 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 MARSULLO
EDWIN

Approved, plans to client, initial plans
were missing a page, new page added to
set and stamped.

6 DPW-
BSM 5/11/23 5/11/23 5/11/23 DEVINE

THEO  

7 CPB 5/12/23 5/12/23 5/12/23 BUFKA
SUSAN  

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.

 

Appointments:

Appointment
Date

Appointment
AM/PM

Appointment
Code

Appointment
Type Description Time

Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/
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Rincon Center Tenants Association                 88 Howard Street 

Post Office Box 193015 

San Francisco, CA 94119 

 

 

June 21, 2023 

Mr. Rick Swig, President 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness Avenue 
Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: Appeals No. 23-020, 23-021, 23-022, 23-023 

Dear Mr. President and Members of the Board of Appeals: 

Our organization was founded in 1995 and represents people living and working 

at Rincon Center. We are appealing four building permits issued by the San Francisco 

Planning Department allowing approximately EIGHT SETS of unnecessary extra signs1 

(see Exhibit 1) on the 83-year-old landmark Rincon 

Annex on Mission Street near the Embarcadero. 

Additional building permits for signs on the historic 

building were also issued which we are not appealing. 

We are submitting one brief to cover the four appeals.  

These permanent new signs would violate sound planning practices for historic 

buildings. They are excessive, ineffective, inconsistent with each other, too large, 

                                                           
1 In this case, the word “sign“ often refers to a cluster of words and symbols. At least 
four “signs” would include a tenant name, the words “Rincon Center” and a graphic 
symbol.   Each element, including letters, would be bolted into the building individually. 
One permit can allow as many as four “signs” – each one with these multiple elements. 
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unnecessary, and completely clash with the original architect’s wonderful signage and 

dolphin designs. The building largely 

retains its original Streamline Moderne 

design (a type of Art Deco). These new 

permanent signs would represent a significant deterioration in the city’s (eroding) 

commitment to preserving historic buildings. Where else has a landmark building been 

plastered with this many signs? Approving these permits misinterprets politicians’ calls 

for streamlining government. The new sign plan is not historic preservation—it’s historic 

disfigurement. 

PRECEDENT:  

        Communities all around the globe strive to preserve their landmark buildings. It is 

embarrassing that San Francisco is so out of sync with the rest of the world by 

permitting 14 unnecessary signs (eight under 

appeal) on the historic Rincon Annex. The 

comparable former Federal Reserve building 

(right), also downtown, has no such signage. 

What will be next: signs on the beautiful Audiffred 

Building across the street? The original mint? The 

newer mint (designed by the same architect)? The Southern Pacific building? Accept no 

excuses as city officials attempt to explain their erratically inconsistent approaches to 

similar buildings. 
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UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES OF STREAMLINED PLANNING:  

        Politicians at the state and local level are calling for unnecessary planning 

processes to be streamlined, but none have ever said it is okay for the city to lower his 

standards and disfigure monuments. Historic preservation is somewhat subjective, and 

planners must use good judgment in evaluating changes to landmarks. This signage 

plan does not show good judgment. We were told that the owners wished to replace two 

enormous (25’ high) blade signs currently on the southern corners of the Annex. 

Planners told them replacement would be fine but asked them to reduce their size. The 

owners refused. This does indicate that planners have discretion to use good judgment 

and not just follow inadequate bureaucratic rules. Therefore, you do too. Historic 

preservation is always going to be somewhat subjective, and it’s clear this proposed 

sign plan is excessive and unnecessary.  

BASIS FOR APPEAL: 

        Rincon Annex was redeveloped into Rincon 

Center in the late 1980s. The S.F. Redevelopment 

Agency created an Owner Participation Agreement 

that the city and various owners abided by. The new 

building was constructed on the south end of the 

block. The mail sorting area was transformed into a 

beautiful and successful food court with a five-story 

rain column and new murals by Richard Haas (right). 

It thrived for 30 years. The original lobby and exterior 
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of the Annex were to be preserved. Numerous signs were allowed but strictly controlled 

(Exhibit 2).  

        Unfortunately, things began to deteriorate after the Redevelopment Agency went 

away. Control went to the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure and then 

to the Planning Department. The owners 

wanted a new look and remodeled the 

beautiful food court. The rain column, which 

attracted tourists, was destroyed. The Haas 

murals were painted over. The fine marble 

floors were jackhammered and replaced with 

bare concrete. That’s the look they wanted (above). Successful food vendors, such as 

Sorabol Korean and Pepe’s Taqueria, were removed. (This was before Covid.) Planning 

records (Exhibit 4) appear to indicate the owners applied to remove part of the historic 

lobby as well. Incredibly, the Planning Department approved two huge 25-foot-tall blade 

signs that were installed on the southern corners of the building (below). Now they have 

been issued permits for 14 new signs on the historic 

building. 

        Needless to say, Planning’s decision-making has 

been arbitrary, capricious and without reasonable or 

rational basis. No reasonable person would have 

permitted these actions on such a historic landmark. 

After the giant blade signs were installed, a senior 

planner wrote on 9-1-21 that “…the proposals for blade 
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signs on the Annex are not something that the department would support” (See Exhibit 

3). Now they have issued permits for two additional blade signs (along with 12 other 

signs). Planning Department officials keep contradicting themselves. No other landmark 

building has this kind of signage. This is clear abuse of discretion and error in 

interpretation by the Zoning Administrator and Planning staff.  

AUTHORITY:   

        The people of San Francisco want the city’s 

historic buildings preserved, and the Planning 

Department has failed to use their authority to protect 

the Rincon Annex. The Board of Appeals has the 

authority, acting in its de novo capacity, to rescind the 

Department‘s misguided permits. Planning staff has 

told us they attempted to negotiate the size of two 

large blade signs previously installed, and the building 

owners refused to cooperate. However, this does confirm that the Department has the 

authority to do more than just rubberstamp applications. Furthermore, the owners 

clearly recognize (in bold print) in the introduction of their sign plan that the city decides 

whether these signs are authorized or not. This recognizes that the Board of Appeals 

also has the power to unauthorize them. If the site was zoned improperly, then the city 

needs to correct that mistake. 

Please keep in mind that: 

 The Annex has numerous signs all around it now (Exhibit 2) – and has had them 

for 30 years – and they contributed to the center’s success as a busy commercial 
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center (pre-Covid). Additional PERMANENT signs are not necessary (post-

Covid).  

 The current conversion from food service to offices actually reduces the need for 

signage. 

 The building was designed by Gilbert Stanley Underwood, 

a renowned architect working for the Roosevelt 

Administration who also designed numerous grand railroad 

stations, post offices and national park lodges (including 

the Ahwahnee Hotel). 

 The LA-based owner’s 55-page sign plan says nothing specific about the 

building’s great Streamline Moderne architecture and nothing at all about its 

history. This is indicative of their lack of appreciation for the historic San 

Francisco building that they own. 

 The site was re-developed in the 1980s into 

the multi-use Rincon Center and the historic 

building’s lobby (right) and exterior were to 

be preserved. The passage of time only 

increases the importance of maintaining 

historic preservation. It never decreases. 

 A carefully crafted sign plan was implemented in the 1980s, and it contributed to 

the many successful businesses at the center for 30 years. 

 The planning process could be streamlined without lowering standards or 

jeopardizing historic preservation. 



7 
 

 The current LA-based corporate owners are 

development professionals and certainly 

made the decision to purchase this historic 

landmark knowing (and expecting) that 

changes to the exterior would be restricted or 

prohibited altogether. 

 The building permits were issued in secret, behind closed doors, and over-the-

counter by the San Francisco Planning Department. 

 There was no neighborhood notice, hearing, or opportunity for comment. 

 We do not call the building “historic” simply 

because it is 83-years-old. The WPA murals 

(right) in the lobby were considered 

controversial by some, and congressional 

hearings were held seeking their removal. 

San Franciscans came to the defense of this 

building then, and true San Franciscans will do the same now. 

 This building is truly one of the “hearts“ of San Francisco.  

A question the Board of Appeals may be answering in this matter – whether you intend 

to or not – is whether historic preservation is dead in San Francisco. 

 

Sincerely, 

David Osgood 
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Appeal 23-020 

(Permit 202105251018) 

Commercial two-sided blade signs are eyesores and have been restricted for decades. 

New ones should be prohibited everywhere (whatever their size). Permitting two of 

these on the Mission Street corners shows a lack of appreciation for 

the landmark building which still largely retains its original 80-year-

old design. They would exclusively promote a single tenant and 

could potentially read “Boba Bubble Tea.“ There is nothing to 

prevent a future owner from changing it to read “Coca-Cola.” They 

would be permanent. They are to generate a little income. They 

would be of little use in providing directions. Sadly, two oversized 

blade signs have already been installed on the southern corners of 

the historic building. A Planning Department official told us the 

owners wanted to replace them. Planning asked the owners to reduce their size, but 

they refused. They are planning atrocities. No more are needed. Enough is enough. 
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Appeal 23-021 

(Permit 202105251021) 

This proposed sign for just one tenant (which could read “Nick’s Gyros” for example) 

would be totally out of place on this landmark. There is nothing to keep it from being 

changed to read “Bud Lite” in the future. It is 

completely different from all the other proposed 

signs and looks like the entrance to a bar in 

Hayward. Compare it with the detailed original grill 

work immediately above it. The ordinary door itself 

has already been installed by the current owner and 

demonstrates the lack of respect for the historic 

design. Because the sign names a single tenant, its 

directional benefits are nominal. We believe its sole purpose is to generate income for 

the owners. It is of no importance. There are signs now just a few feet away right 

around the corner. It is not worth disfiguring the Streamline Moderne building. 
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Appeal 23-022 

(Permit 202105251015) 

This permit would double the number of words on the Mission Street façade (around the 

two entrances) and add four poorly-defined symbols in duplicate. The name “Rincon 

Center“ currently appears twice 

in large letters (shown) and this 

has been more than sufficient to 

call out the name of the 

successful center for over 30 

years. This permit would double 

the name “Rincon Center“ so it 

appears four times in a row. This 

is excessive clutter 

and unnecessary. And 

capricious.  

Above each word set would be 

four wavy lines (right). This is a 

poor use of symbolism because 

one will not know what the wavy 

lines represent unless they are 

told. Are they a flag? No. Do they represent waves? No. They are useless. They do 

represent something specific, but it is not clear. We believe the wavy line design would 
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clash with the original architect’s thoughtful dolphin motif (see page 2), and a future 

owner will probably remove the wavy lines.  

        All of these individual letters and wavy lines would be affixed with two or three bolts 

each drilled into to the clean surface of the building (common with Streamline Moderne). 

Removal of the current signage would also mar the light-colored façade. There is 

nothing to guarantee that these holes would be patched and painted correctly. 

        In total, there would be six sign sets on the Mission Street façade (including the 

two blade signs on the corners: Appeal 23-020). The Planning Department could have 

acted responsibly and asked the owners to keep the number of signs within reason, but 

they failed to do so. The Board of Appeals should uphold this appeal and keep the 

current signage which has proven—over 30 years—to be effective and more than 

sufficient to support the businesses at Rincon Center. 
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Appeal 23-023 

(Permit 202105251011)  

As you can see, these signs on the 

Spear Street side would change very 

little. Therefore it is important that 

they not be changed. They have 

successfully served to name the 

building and provide direction for 30 

years. The new letters would mean 

additional new bolt holes driven into 

the façade. The existing signs’ bolt 

holes would have to be patched and 

painted. There is nothing to guarantee the quality of the work. This further demonstrates 

the capricious nature of the proposed sign plan.  
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Exhibit 1 

14 Newly Permitted Signs – 8 Under Appeal (with red arrows) 
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Exhibit 2 

Current Adequate Signage 
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Exhibit 3 

Dave Osgood 

From: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 12:17 PM 
To: Dave Osgood; Langlie, Michelle (CPC) 
cc: Sue Hestor; info@sfheritage.org; Woody LaBounty; Vimr, Jonathan (CPC); 

GordonJonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC) 
Subject: RE: 101 Spear, Rincon Annex 
Hi David, 

Thank you for reaching out to us. I spent some time looking into the permit history and have contacted 
the owner's rep. There seems to be confusion about the city's process. There are multiple permit 
applications, even beyond those you included in your email. We've discussed this internally and believe 
it would be beneficial for them to work with staff to create a sign program. This could assist them with 
their internal operations and management of future tenants—each sign will need a new permit, 
however, it would provide clarity as to what their tenants can do (for both historic, and non-historic 
portions of the site). 

Just so you are aware, the proposals for blade signs on the Annex are not something that the 
department would support. 

I thought it would also be helpful to clarify the process for permit review at the site since this was 
formerly under OCII's jurisdiction. In January of this year, the redevelopment plan expired and 
jurisdiction transferred to the Planning 

Department. As such, the site is subject to the planning code. Prior to the transfer, OCII approved the 
new office tenant within the former food court (this would have needed a conditional use authorization 
once jurisdiction transferred). 

As you've noted, Rincon Annex remains subject to Article 10. Through the HPC, certain approvals have 
been delegated to preservation staff (either through an administrative entitlement, or through over the 
counter review). A couple of years ago, the Delegation was updated to allow signs to be reviewed over 
the counter by preservation staff. 

I appreciate your concerns over the new ownership and hope to get this sorted out. Please feel free to 
reach out to me or Elizabeth Gordon if you have additional questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Claudine Asbagh, Principal Planner 
Northeast Quadrant/ Current Planning 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628,652.7329  
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Exhibit 4 
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July 6, 2023 
 
Delivered Via E-Mail: boardofappeals@sfgov.org / julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org  
 
Mr. Rick Swig, President 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 Re: Permit Holder Brief in Opposition of Appeals 

Appeal Nos.: 23-20, 23-21, 23-22, and 23-23 
  101 Spear Street / Rincon Center 

Permit Nos.:2021.0525.1011, 2021.0525.1015, 2021.0525.1018, 2021.0525.1021 
  Hearing Date: July 12, 2023 
 
Dear President Swig and Commissioners: 

 Our office represents Hudson Rincon Center LLC, the owner of the property (the 

“Owner”) located at 101 Spear Street, commonly known as Rincon Center (the “Property”), and 

holders of Building Permit Applications:  2021.0525.1011, 2021.0525.1015, 2021.0525.1018, and 

2021.0525.1021 (the “Permits”). This is a consolidated response to the Appeals of the above-

mentioned Permits filed on May 26, 2023, by David Osgood (the “Appellant”). We request that 

the Board of Appeals deny the Appeal and uphold the issuance of the Permits. The Permits, which 

are for the alteration of signs at the Property, conform with the Property’s approved Master Sign 

Plan and the applicable provisions of the City’s Planning Code. The Appellant’s arguments are 

speculative at best and based on his subjective opinion about what “looks better” at the Property.  

He has not provided any legitimate grounds on which to base the Appeal or to overturn the Permits. 

A. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION  

101 Spear Street, also known as Rincon Center, is a large mixed-use development that 

encompasses the full block bounded by Mission Street to the north, Steuart Street to the east, 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
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Howard Street to the south, and Spear Street to the west. Centered around the historic Rincon 

Annex Post Office, the complex consists of two components: the historic post office structure 

constructed in 1939 that fronts on Mission Street and wraps halfway down Spear and Stuart Streets, 

and a mixed-use development that was constructed in 1989, consisting of office space, residential 

apartment towers, and extensive retail focused on a central atrium, as well as an on-site parking 

garage.  

In 1980, the historic Rincon Annex Post Office was designated as City Landmark No. 107 

under Article 10 of the Planning Code (see designating ordinance attached as Exhibit A). The 

designating ordinance identifies the exterior post-office structure designed by Gilbert S. 

Underwood, and the interior lobby of the post office, including the murals that were painted by 

Anton Refregier as the aspects of historic significance. In the late 1980’s the remainder of the 

block was developed into the current mixed-use complex present today.  Two new stories were 

added to the top of the Rincon Annex Post Office building, which opened up to the central atrium, 

and two 23-story tall towers that front Howard Street were constructed.  The current signage was 

installed by previous owners in the late 1980’s-early 1990’s. 

B. PERMIT HISTORY 

In the summer of 2022, the Owner desired to upgrade the signage throughout the Property 

and initiated the review of a Master Sign Program (“MSP”) with the Planning Department. Due 

to the Property containing a designated landmark, any proposed exterior changes, including signs, 

required preservation review. There was an initial Project Review meeting with Planning 

Department staff on June 13, 2022, where the Owner and their architects went through their 

proposal(s).  Over the next several months, the Owner worked with Planning staff to refine the 

proposal, including modifications to materials, finish, and other details. On September 20, 2022, 
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the 101 Spear Street MSP (see MSP attached as Exhibit B) was found to be compliant with the 

preservation standards of Article 10 and approved (see approval e-mail attached as Exhibit C).  

Per Planning Department procedures, the MSP was uploaded into the city’s databases for reference 

when the building permits to install the signs were reviewed by Planning staff.   

The four Permits at issue were applied for under the MSP. The Permits were reviewed by 

Planning staff and found to conform with the MSP on May 11, 2023, with the final permits being 

issued on the same day (see final permits attached as Exhibit D). 

On May 23, 2023, the Appellant filed this Appeal with the Board, requesting that the 

subject Permits be revoked. 

C. PLANNING CODE REQUIREMENTS FOR SIGN PERMITS 

1. Article 6 City-Wide Sign Regulations  

Signs are regulated by Article 6 of the Planning Code, which grants the Planning 

Department very limited discretion in reviewing permit applications for signs. The sign regulations 

provide that a permit for sign work that conforms with the provisions of Article 6 “shall be 

approved by the Planning Department without modification or disapproval by the Planning 

Department or the Planning Commission…” (San Francisco Planning Code § 604(a)).  

The provisions of Article 6 apply to all sign work, including the erection, alteration, 

reconstruction, replacement, or change of copy (San Francisco Planning Code §§ 604(a), (b), and 

(f)). The only exceptions to this limited authority are signs that are regulated by the historic 

preservation provisions of Article 10 (Landmarks and Historic Districts) and Article 11 

(Significant Buildings and Conservation Districts in the C-3 Districts) (San Francisco Planning 

Code §§ 604(a), 1005, 1110). 
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2. Article 10 Landmark & Historic District Sign Controls 

  Because the Property contains a designated Landmark, the provisions of Article 10 apply.  

Section 1005 states that all exterior work on sites containing a designated landmark (and work to 

designated interiors) shall be in conformity with Article 10 and obtain approval for a Certificate 

of Appropriateness (San Francisco Planning Code § 1005(a)). Article 10 provides exceptions from 

these requirements for specific types of work that do not impact the integrity of the landmark site. 

One example is signage.  Section 1005(e)(6) provides in pertinent part:  

“…in the following cases the Department shall process the permit application 

without further reference to this Article 10 … (6) when the application is for a 

permit to install business signs or awnings as defined in Section 602 of this Code 

to a landmark or district, provided that signage, awnings, and transparency 

conform to the requirements outlined in Section 1006.6” (emphasis added).  

The requirements outlined in Section 1006.6 generally require that any such work aims to 

preserve the integrity of the landmark site, such as by following the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (“SOI Standards”) or any other specified 

requirements under Article 10. 

 Taken together, these provisions exempt the installation of business signs from obtaining 

a Certificate of Appropriateness if they conform to the SOI Standards. This does not eliminate 

signage from preservation review; rather, it removes the entitlement process.  A permit is still 

required for signs on landmark sites.  Such sign work is simply reviewed by Planning Department’s 

preservation staff to conform with the standards of Section 1006.6.  Unless a proposal is found to 

comply with these standards, no permits can be issued. 
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 D. THE MASTER SIGN PLAN 

A Master Sign Plan (“MSP”) is a preliminary plan that details proposed signage for an 

entire site. Used on both landmarked and non-landmarked sites, the purpose of an MSP is to allow 

the Planning Department to review the totality of proposed signage for larger sites that may install 

signs in phases or require the installation of signage at varying times across the life of the project. 

An MSP is particularly effective for large developments like the Property, which have multiple 

street frontages, numerous tenants, and considerations related to the landmarked Rincon Annex 

Post Office structure. Because sign permits are subject to very limited discretion, an MSP acts in 

like a site permit, giving a general outline of all planned signage under which individual permits 

are later sought as the work is ready to be performed. The MSP allows Planning to review the 

entire signage plan for consistency and conformity to Article 6, and to give comments and 

suggestions on the entire context of the proposal that may otherwise be overlooked if each 

individual sign is reviewed separately. For a project sponsor, an MSP gives certainty and allows 

them to finalize a consistent and uniform signage plan. Further, it allows for quicker review of sign 

permits because conformance with the MSP means those permits already conform with Article 6 

and other regulations under which the MSP was reviewed and approved. 

Here, the Owner initiated an MSP with the Planning Department in June 2022. After 

review, comments, and revisions by Planning’s preservation staff, the MSP was adopted on 

September 20, 2022 (see Exhibit C). The MSP was uploaded to, and is publicly accessible from, 

the Property’s page on the City’s Property Information Map,1 and is known as the “101 Spear St 

Sign Program”. 

 
1 https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/ 
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E. APPELLANT PROVIDES NO BASIS FOR DENYING THE PERMITS 

The Appellant provides no sound reasoning behind this Appeal.  His arguments are purely 

subjective – a difference of opinion about what is “appropriate” at the Property.  He assumes to 

have more knowledge than qualified preservation professionals, even more than the Board of 

Supervisors. He distains the current requirements of Article 6 and Article 10, which allow for 

administrative review and approval of signage on landmark sites. Further, the Appellant has not 

shown how the issued permits adversely affect his personal interests or the public interests, as 

required under the SF Charter Section 4.106(b).   

Appellant alleges that the “building permits were issued in secret, behind closed doors, and 

over-the-counter by the San Francisco Planning Department.” This is simply untrue. The Owner 

initiated review of the MSP in June 2022 at a meeting with Planning staff.  The meeting details 

are publicly available on the city’s websites.  Over the next several months, there was regular 

correspondence with Planning staff about the MSP.  Throughout this time the Owner was fully 

aware of the public nature of their conversations with Planning.  Further, the MSP for the Property 

was accepted in September 2022, and the Permits were not issued until May 2023 – eight months 

later. The MSP has been publicly accessible on the City’s Property Information Map since 

September 2022, where anyone can view it.  It is not a “secret” document.   

Most permits in the city, including sign permits, are issued “over-the-counter;” meaning if 

they meet the applicable Code regulations, then they are approved by Planning staff. This is not 

“secret” or “behind closed doors.” As previously described, sign permits must be approved if they 

comply with Article 6 of the Planning Code, and they are subject to very limited review other than 

compliance with the established standards in that Article.  
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The MSP was referenced on each Permit’s application. The Permits were reviewed against 

the adopted MSP and applicable Planning Code regulations and approved in line with standard 

practice. There is nothing irregular or nefarious about this process as Appellant seems to imply. 

Appellant further complains that there was “no neighborhood notice, hearing, or 

opportunity for comment.” Said processes are not required for sign permits, which are subject to 

very limited discretion and approved more or less ministerially. The Appellant bemoans the current 

review process, arguing that it has allowed Planning staff to ‘degrade’ preservation standards.  This 

is not the case.  The Board of Supervisors in 2018 purposely passed legislation to allow signage 

that would be subject to Article 10 and 11 requirements to be approved ministerially (see excerpts 

of Ord. 179-18, attached as Exhibit E).  It did not remove preservation review of signage; it just 

removed the cumbersome and time-consuming entitlement process.  The Board made findings that 

administrative review was in the best interests of the city, met the city’s General Plan’s goals and 

policies, and that it would not adversely harm the public. If the Appellant has an issue with the 

current review process, they should seek change at the legislative level, not with the Permits that 

were reviewed and approved correctly.  Disagreement with city procedures is not an adequate basis 

for revoking the Issuance of the Permits. 

The Appellant admits that historic preservation is “somewhat subjective” and says that the 

MSP does not “show good judgement” (see Appellant’s Brief, pg. 3).  Both Article 6 and Article 

10 require that historic preservation professionals review signage against the SOI Standards.  

Those are the base requirements that landmarked properties must meet.  They are not rule-based; 

rather, they provide a framework for professionals to use when evaluating alterations to landmarks. 

The Planning Department has qualified staff that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
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Qualifications Standards for Preservation.2 The Owner worked with preservation staff throughout 

the MSP process, and it was preservation staff that approved the final MSP.  Surely professionals 

that meet the national requirements for preservation review are knowledgeable about what would 

or would not be appropriate at the Property.  That he disagrees with what Planning staff approved 

is just a difference of opinion.  It is not a reason for overturning the Issuance of the Permits.   

The Owner and Planning Department followed all legal requirements for sign permits on 

landmark structures, and there were no errors with the issuance of the permits.  Importantly, the 

MSP was found to meet all applicable preservation standards and not to have an adverse impact to 

the Landmark.  

1. APPEAL 23-020 

Appellant appeals Permit 2021.0525.1018 on the basis that “two-sided blade signs are 

eyesores and have been restricted for decades.” This basis is misstated and insufficient. The only 

regulations on blade signs within the applicable C-3-O(SD) zoning district are that they do not 

project out from the building more than 75% of the distance between the property line and the curb 

line, but in no case more than 6 feet from the property line. (San Francisco Planning Code § 607(g) 

(see Planning’s Chart of C-3 Sign Regulations attached as Exhibit F). Their height is restricted to 

be no higher than 100 feet above the ground. (San Francisco Planning Code § 607(h)(1)). The 

signs under this permit conform with these standards and provide no reason to overturn the permit. 

Whether Appellant considers the design an “eyesore” is irrelevant to the approval of the permit. 

The rest of Appellant’s arguments against this permit are strictly his personal opinion. He 

states “new [blade signs] should be prohibited everywhere (whatever their size).” This is ultimately 

 
2 See https://www.nps.gov/articles/sec-standards-prof-quals.htm  

https://www.nps.gov/articles/sec-standards-prof-quals.htm


President Rick Swig, SF Board of Appeals 
July 6, 2023 
Page 9 of 13 
 

9 
 

a legislative question and beyond the scope of the appeal. The Code allows the new signage at the 

size and placement proposed. The Permit was reviewed and approved in conformance with the 

City’s current sign regulations. Appellant cannot fairly insist this permit and the other Permits be 

revoked based on what he thinks the law “should be”. If he wants to see blade signs prohibited or 

other changes in the law relevant here, he should pursue changes through the legislative process.  

2. APPEAL 23-021 

Appellant appeals Permit 2021.0525.1021 for a tenant business sign on the basis that it 

would be “totally out of place on this landmark.” He mentions that it could read “Nick’s Gyros” 

but that there is nothing keeping it from being changed to “Bud Lite.” These are First Amendment 

issues that the city cannot opine on.  The worthiness of a sign does not, and cannot, depend on the 

name of the subject tenant.  The City has extremely limited authority in regulating the contents of 

a sign–especially one that simply names an on-site business. Appellant’s argument provides 

absolutely no basis to deny this permit. 

Appellant further argues that the sign’s directional benefits are nominal because it only 

names the tenant occupying the space and would only serve to increase the income of the Owner. 

This argument makes little sense considering the point of a sign is to attract and direct business to 

the holder of the sign. A sign that increases commercial activity and foot traffic to a tenant business 

is arguably the primary purpose of a sign and is more of a direct benefit to the tenant business and 

its prospective customers. 

The remainder of Appellant’s arguments against this permit are highly subjective and his 

personal opinions, such as it being “totally out of place”, “demonstrates a lack of respect for the 

historic design”, and “is of no importance.” We again reiterate that the sign is consistent with all 

applicable regulations and was approved by Planning under the MSP, which considered the context 
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of the entire site. Further, the proposed sign is merely lettering, and so long as it comports with the 

size, placement, and other regulations of the Code (it does), the City cannot regulate the content 

of the sign or approve/disapprove a sign based on a potential tenant. One could argue that the 

sign’s thin, angular font does in fact complement the Art Deco style of the building, but doing so 

goes well beyond the consideration of all relevant and currently enacted regulations.  

3. APPEAL 23-022 

Appellant appeals Permit 2021.0525.1015 to change four existing “Rincon Center” 

identifying signs (currently arranged as two separate “Rincon” and two separate “Center” signs 

placed to read “Rincon Center”) on various subjective design bases. His arguments center on the 

addition of words, the use of a logo, “poor symbolism,” and “excessive clutter.” None of these 

reasons are sufficient grounds to revoke the Issuance of the Permits.  

We would highlight the fact that this permit replaces four signs with four signs, that the 

font on the new signs is smaller overall, and that, although the new signs are taller in the vertical 

dimension, they are narrower in the horizontal dimension. On balance, the replacement signs 

occupy roughly the same physical area as the existing signs (although sign area is not explicitly 

regulated in the applicable C-3-O(SD) zoning district). Appellant’s arguments as to the utility and 

use of symbolism of these signs is irrelevant to the Issuance of the Permits. As has been stated 

throughout this brief, the Permits conform with the applicable regulations and the MSP, and the 

City properly approved them. The MSP itself underwent review by the city and the Owner 

implemented several revisions at the City’s suggestion. 

The Appellant’s second argument is that changing the signs will require new bolt holes in 

the historic façade and the patching of the old bolt holes. He states, “[t]here is nothing to guarantee 

that these holes would be patched and painted correctly.” This argument is an insufficient basis for 
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revoking the permit. All work on the historic façade would strictly follow required standards for 

work on landmarked buildings, including any adopted or recommended methods and treatments 

for such work. A permit cannot be overturned simply on the unsupported allegation that the work 

may be performed incorrectly. If there are any issues with the work once completed, there are 

available channels to report and correct any incorrectly done work. 

4. APPEAL 23-023 

Appellant appeals Permit 2021.0525.1011 on the basis that the signs would change very 

little, and thus should not be changed. The two current signs are read together as “Rincon Center 

Shops And Restaurants” with the left sign reading “Rincon” over “Shops And” and the right sign 

reading “Center” over “Restaurants”. The Permit would remove the “Shops And Restaurants” 

portions, and the new sign would read “Rincon Center” split across the two signs. The lettering 

and materials would be updated to conform with the rest of the signage plan. 

Although this permit would remove three words and reduce the overall size of the two signs 

in both the vertical and horizontal dimensions–seemingly implementing changes the Appellant has 

pushed in his other appeals–the Appellant now takes issue with making such changes to these 

signs. He provides no reasoning for this position except it is “important that they not be changed”. 

The Appellant also repeats his arguments from Appeal 23-022 regarding new bolt holes 

and the patching of old bolt holes, arguing that “[t]here is nothing to guarantee the quality of the 

work.” As we stated above, the potential risk of work being performed incorrectly is not a valid 

basis to deny a permit. There are adopted and required standards and methods for doing work on 

landmarked buildings, and such standards will be followed. If any work is not completed correctly, 

there are appropriate channels to report and correct such work. 
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F. CONCLUSION 

The Appellant has provided no substantial basis for overturning the Permits.  Under the 

provisions of the Planning Code, the City has very limited discretion in denying a permit that 

conforms with Article 6.  Further, permits for signs on designated landmarks are generally exempt 

from the provisions of Article 10, so long as the signs preserve the integrity of an underlying 

landmark. There is no separate entitlement required for the installation of signage; the Department 

simply checks that the work complies with the preservation standards of Section 1006.6.  All such 

review for the Permits was conducted under the Property’s adopted MSP.  

Given that the Permits conform to the MSP and also conform with the applicable 

regulations of Article 6 and Article 10, the Permits were properly approved. The Planning 

Department, which is charged with implementing the City’s historic preservation policies, 

reviewed the Permits and found them to comply. 

For these reasons, we respectfully request that the Board deny the appeal and uphold the 

Issuance of the Permits. 

 

Very truly yours, 
 
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

        
Tara N. Sullivan 
 

cc: Jose Lopez, Vice-President 
Alex Lemberg, Commissioner 

 John Trasviña, Commissioner 
 J.R. Epper, Commissioner 
 Julie Rosenburg, Executive Director 
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121 SPEAR STREET | SUITE 220
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

Design + Build.

SIGN SYSTEMS

PROJECT:

09/15/22

MASTER SIGN PROGRAM

SIGN TYPE A.1 - PROPERTY BUILDING ID

-  Flat cut out and install (x3) non-illuminated property address id, wall mounting.

SIGN TYPE A3 - SECONDARY BUILDING ID
-  Flat cut out and install (x1) non-illuminated secondary building id, wall mounting.

SIGN TYPE A4 - SECONDARY ADDRESS ID
-  Fabricate and install (x1) internally illuminated secondary address id, wall mounting. 
Connecting to power source ( BY OTHERS) with dedicated circuit, photocell, and timer.

-  Flat cut out and install (x3) non-illuminated property building id, wall mounting.

SIGN TYPE A2 - PROPERTY ADDRESS ID

SIGN TYPE C - TENANT ID WITH CLADDING

-  Fabricate and install (x2) internally illuminated vertical projecting signage, wall mounting. 
Connecting to power source ( BY OTHERS) with dedicated circuit, photocell, and timer.

-  Fabricate and install (x2) internally illuminated secondary tenant monument sign, ground 
mounting. Connecting to power source ( BY OTHERS) with dedicated circuit, photocell, and 
timer.and timer.

SIGN TYPE B - SECONDARY TENANT MONUMENT

-  Fabricate and install (x1) non-illuminated tenant id with cladding, canopy mounting

-  Fabricate and install (x3) internally illuminated tenant blade signage, wall mounting. 
Connecting to power source ( BY OTHERS) with dedicated circuit, photocell, and timer.

SIGN TYPE F - TENANT BLADE SIGNAGE

SIGN TYPE D - VERTICAL PROJECTING SIGNAGE

2019 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE WILL APPLY TO THIS PROJECT
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INTRODUCTION

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Rincon Center  is a high intensity office / R&D
project in the City of San Francisco, CA

B. NAMING CONVENTIONS IN THIS GUIDE

The term Project shall be used to refer to all activities 
including planning, construction and maintenance in 
regard to the property.

 The term Campus shall be used to refer to all buildings, 
grounds, roadways or other architectural features not 
specifically included in the scope of other terms such 
as Tenant.

 The term Tenant shall be used to refer to the occupants 
and businesses utilizing the portions of the Campus for 
their business.

 The term Owner shall be used to refer to Hudson
Rincon Center, L.L.C., its agents and subsidiaries.

 The term City shall be used to refer to the city of
San Francisco and its respective agencies, laws, policies 
or representatives.

C. PURPOSE OF THE MASTER SIGN 
     PLAN CRITERIA

The Master Sign Plan Criteria is provided to guide 
developers, designers, architects, tenants and the 
City of San Francisco in the design, development, 
approval and implementation of signs at the Project. 
The regulations of this section shall govern the design 
and maintenance of Campus and Tenant signage 
within the Project Area. 

THE OBJECTIVES OF THIS CRITERIA ARE
*  To provide a clear criteria for developing a Master 
    Sign Plan. Such a plan should follow the specifications 
    in this document as guidelines for creating specific 
    signage designs addressing all sign types within 
    the Project.
*  To generate varied and creative signage incorporating 
    a uniformly high level of design, graphics, continuity, 
    consistency and maintenance.
*  To establish signing as a design element that 
    contributes to the overall aesthetic of the project.
*  To provide standards of acceptability for signs in order 
    to facilitate the review and approval process by the 
   Owner and the City.
* To supply Campus and Tenant identification, 
   information and directional signage, providing for public 
   safety through the ready recognition of wayfinding 
   throughout the campus.
*  To provide specific criteria regulating various aspects 
    of signage for the campus.
*  To provide specific criteria regulating various aspects 
    of signage for the Tenant.
*  To regulate all permanent Campus and Tenant signage 
    within the Projects boundaries.
*  To provide criteria for approval such that all signage 
    approved from this document needs administrative 
    approval in relation to zoning & guidelines.

*  All signs will require a permit and must be 
submitted, reviewed and approved by the city
before installed.

D. FUTURE REVISIONS

Minor deviations to the master sign program may be 
reviewed by the city’s planning department at staff level.  
Larger revisions would require an amendment to the 
Master Sign Program to be submitted. The level of revision 
requested will be reviewed and determined by the City’s 
planning department.
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SITE PLAN PARCEL FRONTAGES
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SITE PLAN BUILDING FRONTAGES

550.33’

275’

311.25’ 239.08’

101 SPEAR ST
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STYLE SHEET

The materials and colors shown are intended to be base, standard 
color pallet for the project.  Additional colors and materials may be 
reviewed and approved on a case-by-case basis.  Custom colors 
for tenant logos may be allowed with planning review.

NOTES: Apply Matthews paint system with satin finish;
No conduits will be visible 

vinylM3

acrylicM2

aluminumM1

Dark Gray
PMS Cool Gray 11c

C3

Dark Blue
PMS 301c

C2

White Wonder
MAP 32071

C1

FONTSBRAND ARTWORK

Cera Pro

MATERIAL AND COLOR SCHEDULEICON/SYMBOLS

ABCDEFGHIJKLMNOPQRSTUVWXYZ
abcdefghijklmnopqrstuvwxyz
1234567890

Cera Pro Bold ABCDEFGHIJKLMNOPQRSTUVWXYZ
abcdefghijklmnopqrstuvwxyz
1234567890
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SIGN TYPES

scale: 1/4” = 1’-0”

scale: 1/4” = 1’-0”

PROPERTY BUILDING ID
PROPERTY ADDRESS ID

A1.1
A2.1

SECONDARY BUILDING ID
SECONDARY ADDRESS ID

A3
A4

SECONDARY TENANT MONUMENTB
TENANT ID WITH CLADDINGC1

TENANT
XYZ

VERTICAL PROJECTION SIGNAGED TENANT BLADE SIGNAGEF

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
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DESCRIPTIONS / USAGE / RESTRICTIONS

A. CAMPUS SIGNAGE DESIGN
     GUIDELINES

1. Design objective

The primary objective of the Master Sign Program 
for Rincon Center is to generate quality, creative 
signage that works to reinforce the quality and character 
of this Project, while at the same time providing effective 
project identity, wayfinding and campus safety. 

2. Design Quality

All signage will achieve the highest level of design 
quality and be consistent with the quality defined in 
the Project submittal documents.

 All signage will be consistent with the architectural and 
landscape character of the Project. This consistency 
shall be maintained through: complimentary materials, 
design, texture, color and typefaces. The scale 
and proportion of graphics shall be consistent with the
site, landscape and buildings of the project.

 All signage must be designed and specified to meet 
the construction requirements in this document. This 
includes all quality standards for finishing, color and 
durability.

 Employ illumination techniques in keeping with a high 
quality development such as:
• Edge lit illuminated letters
 
 • Externally illuminated from light sources hidden in 
   the landscaping for ground / monument signs

3. Design Content

Campus signs will convey the name of Project, 
identify tenants and address as well as provide 
wayfinding information around the campus. 
Specifics of this content and its use are detailed 
in this document.

4. Sign Placement

Campus signs shall be located as indicated on the 
elevations and master sign location plans included 
in this package. 

 Locations given indicate a general area where the 
sign will be located. Exact location will depend on 
final design and will be given during submittal stage 
of sign implimentation and permitting.

 Monument and free-standing signs will be located in 
such a way as to have a minimum setback from traffic, 
but shall not block view of traffic entering a lane. 
Exact location should be coordinated with traffic 
consultant’s line of sight studies.
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10. Prohibited Sign Types

The following sign types shall be prohibited 
on this Project :
 • Illuminated sign boxes with face lit panels.
 • Illuminated back-lit canopies.
 • Signs with exposed raceways, conduit, junction boxes,
    transformer lamps, tubing, or neon crossovers 
   of any type.
 • Rotating, animated and flashing signs.
 • Pole signs and other signs with exposed structural 
   supports  not intended as a design element except 
   for code-required signs.
 • Pennants, banners, or flags identifying individual 
   tenants.
 • A-frame sandwich boards.
 • Vehicle signs, except for the identification of a business 
    enterprise or advertisement upon a vehicle which is 
   used in   the operation of the business. The signage 
   must be painted on or otherwise  affixed so as not to 
   project from the usual profile of the  vehicle. The 
   vehicle must be in an operable state.
• Signs painted on an exterior building wall, window, 
   fascia, chimney of a building, on a fence or fence-type 
   wall, on  benches, fence posts, trash receptacles, utility 
   poles, utility  boxes, storage sheds, bus shelters, 
  satellite dish antennas or  other accessory structures.
 • Signs attached, painted on, or otherwise affixed to 
   trees,  other living vegetation, landscaping or natural 
   materials.
 • Any sign designed to be moved from place to place.
 • Signs attached, painted or otherwise affixed to 
   awnings, tents  or umbrellas. 
 

 • Balloons and inflatable signs.
 • Any signs including freestanding signs advertising the  
    availability of employment opportunities.
• Signs which emit sound, odor or visible matter or 
   which bear  or contain statements, words or pictures 
   of an obscene, pornographic or immoral character.
 • Fluorescent or reflective sign colors.
 • Simulated materials, i.e. wood grained plastic 
   laminate, wall covering, paper, cardboard or foam.
 • Signs attached directly to raceways unless 
   reasonable access  is possible through wall or 
   structure behind sign.
 • Fluorescent or reflective materials such as mirror.

*NOTE - All signs must be submitted to the City for
staff review and approval before being installed.
Exemptions to any of the restrictions outlined in
this document must be presented to and approved
by the Director of Community Development or
equivalent authority and will require an amendment
to the Master Sign Program for future reference.

DESCRIPTIONS / USAGE / RESTRICTIONS

5. Typestyles

Type shall be sized in accordance with established 
standards for visibility and legibility. Sizing shall take 
into consideration viewing distance, site lines and 
vehicle speed for vehicular oriented signs. 

The font Cera Pro and Bold has been outlined 
as the project’s default and standard type style. 
Minor variations may be approved by planning at
staff level when keeping consistent with design
guidelines and project style.

 6. Lighting

Design of signage lighting shall contribute to the 
design of the sign, and shall not detract from the 
overall design character of the Project. Lighting shall 
provide for enhanced legibility and effectiveness.

7. Colors

Sign colors are to provide sufficient contrast against
building background colors. Color of letter returns 
are to contrast with building colors for good daytime 
readability.

 Refer to this document’s style sheet page seven for
approved colors and materials.

8. Sign Maintenance

 All signs shall be maintained in an as-new and fully-
functional condition. Signs shall meet all relevant 
standards of the Project submittal documents at all 
times. Project management shall make periodic 
inspections of all signs on site. Any deficiencies shall 
be immediately corrected by the person(s) or 
business(es) responsible for the maintenance of said 
sign or signs.

9. Temporary Signs

 Temporary signs shall comply with the City’s
Planning Division requirements.
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SIGN TYPE A1 AND A2

PROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

Property Building ID

A. DESIGN INTENT

Building Ids - A1 are intended to identify the major
Tenants in a prominent way from a larger or
campus-wide view.

Address Ids - A2 are intended to identify the ‘front  door’ 
of a building and inform visitors that they have 
arrived at a destination.

 Building Id and Address Id may be either a pedestrian or a vehicular 
sign and  should be designed and located in such a 
way as to effectively communicate its content under 
both viewing circumstances.

B. DESIGN CRITERIA

Final designs for Building Id and Address Id will be developed to 
comply with  the guidelines outlined within this 
Master Sign Plan Criteria.
 
 Final designs for Building Id and Address Id should conform to all 
general  design Guidelines.
 
 

 E. SIGN LOCATION

Exact sign location to be determined based on 
final sign design and shape, and to comply with 
sight distance analyses  based on 10’ clear sight 
distance at project driveways and  adjacent 
intersections.

16.61SF + 16.45SF=33.06SF

20”

119 5/8” 118 1/2”

A1.1

FRONT VIEW - PROPERTY BUILDING ID
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”1

35.49SF + 35.49SF = 70.96SF

4’-8”

91 1/4”

A1.2.1
A1.2.2

FRONT VIEW - PROPERTY ADDRESS ID
scale: 1” = 1’-0”2

50 5/8”

16”

16”

A2.2

A2.1

SIGN TYPE A1 AND A2
PROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

PROPERTY BUILDING ID - A1.1
PROPOSED = 16.61 + 16.45= 33.06 SF
BUILDING ID - A1.2
PROPOSED = 35.49 + 35.49= 70.96 SF  

PROPERTY ADDRESS ID - A2
PROPOSED = 2.61 SF 

0.85 + 1.75  = 2.61 SF

C. SIGN MASSING

Sign shall not be attached to an extend building or be located 
above the roofline of the building to which it is attached.
Sign in C-3 District shall not exceed 100 feet from the ground
and Sign in C,M, and PDR District shall not exceed
60 feet from the ground. Such sign may contains letters, numbers,
a logo, service mark and/or trademark and may be Nonilluminated or
Indirectly Illuminated.

 D. VARIATION

Final design for Building Id and Address Id should contain no 
(or very  minimal) variation in size or layout to 
provide for maximum   recognition and 
wayfinding effectiveness.
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CONSTRUCTION DETAILSPROPERTY BUILDING ID 

QTY: DESCRIPTION
1

A.  1/2” fco aluminum lettering, painted C3 gray

B.  attached flush to wall with stud mounting

A1.1
SIGN TYPE

SIGN TYPE A1 AND A2
PROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

PROPERTY BUILDING ID - A1.1
PROPOSED = 16.61 + 16.45= 33.06 SF
BUILDING ID - A1.2
PROPOSED = 35.49 + 35.49= 70.96 SF  

PROPERTY ADDRESS ID - A2
PROPOSED = 2.61 SF 

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”1

ELEVATION
scale: 3/32” = 1’-0”4

SIDE VIEW
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”2

FRONT VIEW - DETAIL
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”3

16.61SF + 16.45SF=33.06SF

20”

119 5/8” 118 1/2”
 1/2”

20”

119 5/8” 118 1/2”

A

33’-0”

B

96”

A1.1

ISOMETRIC VIEW 
scale: NTS6

EXISTING 

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

A1.1

KEY MAP
scale: NTS5
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QTY: DESCRIPTION
4

B.  attached flush to wall with stud mounting

C. external illumination with existing uplights

A.  1/2” fco aluminum lettering, painted C2 blue and C3 
gray

A1.2
SIGN TYPE

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”1

ISOMETRIC VIEW 
scale: NTS6 ELEVATION

scale: 3/32” = 1’-0”4

SIDE VIEW
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”3

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”2

35.49SF + 35.49SF = 70.96SF
 1/2”

18 1/4”

1 5/8”

15”

5 7/8”

56”

91 1/4”
38 1/2”

20’-0”

A
B

C
A1.2.1
A1.2.2

SIGN TYPE A1 AND A2
PROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

PROPERTY BUILDING ID - A1.1
PROPOSED = 16.61 + 16.45= 33.06 SF
BUILDING ID - A1.2
PROPOSED = 35.49 + 35.49= 70.96 SF  

PROPERTY ADDRESS ID - A2
PROPOSED = 2.61 SF 

CONSTRUCTION DETAILSPROPERTY BUILDING ID 

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

A1.2.1

A1.2.3

A1.2.2

A1.2.4

KEY MAP
scale: NTS5

A1.2.3
A1.2.4
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CONSTRUCTION DETAILSPROPERTY ADDRESS ID 

QTY: DESCRIPTION
3

painted C2 blue and C3 gray
A.  1/2” fco aluminum address number and lettering,

B.  attached flush to wall with stud mounting

A2
SIGN TYPE

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1” = 1’-0”1

FRONT VIEW - DETAIL
scale: 1” = 1’-0”3

SIDE VIEW 
scale: 1” = 1’-0”2

50 5/8”

15 3/8”

 1/2”

1”

 5/8”

5”

8”

2 3/4”

ELEVATION
scale: 3/32” = 1’-0”4

96”

16”

ISOMETRIC VIEW
scale: NTS5

SIGN TYPE A1 AND A2
PROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

PROPERTY BUILDING ID - A1.1
PROPOSED = 16.61 + 16.45= 33.06 SF
BUILDING ID - A1.2
PROPOSED = 35.49 + 35.49= 70.96 SF  

PROPERTY ADDRESS ID - A2
PROPOSED = 2.61 SF 

A2.1 A2.2 A2.3

0.85 + 1.75  = 2.61 SF

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

A2.3

A2.2

A2.1

KEY MAP
scale: NTS6
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EXISTING TO BE REPLACED
scale: NTS2

PROPOSED SIGNAGE AT SPEAR
scale: NTS1

ELEVATIONPROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID 

A1.1
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EXISTING TO BE REPLACED
scale: NTS2

PROPOSED SIGNAGE AT MISSION
scale: NTS1

EXISTING UPLIGHTS

A1.2.1 A2.2

ELEVATIONPROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID 
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EXISTING TO BE REPLACED
scale: NTS2

PROPOSED SIGNAGE AT MISSION
scale: NTS1

EXISTING UPLIGHTS

A1.2.2 A2.3

ELEVATIONPROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID 
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PROPOSED SIGNAGE
scale: NTS1 EXISTING TO BE REPLACED

scale: NTS2A2.1

ELEVATIONPROPERTY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID 
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SIGN TYPE A3 AND A4

SECONDARY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

Secondary Building and Address ID

A. DESIGN INTENT

Building Ids - A3 are intended to identify the major
Tenants in a prominent way from a larger or
campus-wide view.

Address Ids - A4 are intended to identify the ‘front  door’ 
of a building and inform visitors that they have 
arrived at a destination.

 Building Id and Address Id may be either a pedestrian or a vehicular 
sign and  should be designed and located in such a 
way as to effectively communicate its content under 
both viewing circumstances.

B. DESIGN CRITERIA

Final designs for Building Id and Address Id will be developed to 
comply with  the guidelines outlined within this 
Master Sign Plan Criteria.
 
 Final designs for Building Id and Address Id should conform to all 
general  design Guidelines.
 
 C. SIGN MASSING

Sign shall not be attached to an extend building or be located 
above the roofline of the building to which it is attached.
Sign in C-3 District shall not exceed 100 feet from the ground
and Sign in C,M, and PDR District shall not exceed
60 feet from the ground. Such sign may contains letters, numbers,
a logo, service mark and/or trademark and may be Nonilluminated or
Indirectly Illuminated.

 D. VARIATION

Final design for Building Id and Address Id should contain no 
(or very  minimal) variation in size or layout to 
provide for maximum   recognition and 
wayfinding effectiveness.

 E. SIGN LOCATION

Exact sign location to be determined based on 
final sign design and shape, and to comply with 
sight distance analyses  based on 10’ clear sight 
distance at project driveways and  adjacent 
intersections.

SIGN TYPE A3 AND A4
SECONDARY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

SECONDARY BUILDING ID - A3
PROPOSED = 54.17 + 5.05 = 59.23 SF 

SECONDARY ADDRESS ID - A4
PROPOSED = 5.05 SF 

FRONT VIEW
scale: 3/8” = 1’-0”1

84”

92 7/8”

54.17SF +5.05SF =59.23SF

72 3/4”

10”

5.05 SF

ISOMETRIC VIEW
scale: NTS2

A3

A4

in accordance with the requirements 
of Article 600 of the National Electrical 
Code and/or other applicable local 
codes. This includes proper grounding 
and bonding of the sign.

This sign is intended to be installed 
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CONSTRUCTION DETAILSSECONDARY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID 

ELEVATION
scale: 3/16” = 1’-0”4

FRONT VIEW
scale: 3/8” = 1’-0”1 FRONT VIEW - DETAIL

scale: 3/8” = 1’-0”2
SIDEVIEW 
scale: 3/8” = 1’-0”3

ISOMETRIC VIEW
scale: NTS6

1 3/4”

15 1/4”

15 1/2”

6 3/8”

8 1/8”

9 1/2”

84”

92 7/8”

54.17SF +5.05SF =59.23SF

72 3/4”

10”

5.05 SF

 1/2”

20 5/8”

8 1/2”

GLASS

144”

72 3/4”

10”

B

V.I.F.

C

D

D

B

A

E

QTY: DESCRIPTION
1

B.  3”d fabricated aluminum address id with edge lit, 
painted C1 white

A.  1/2” thick fco aluminum logo lettering and graphics, 
painted C1 white and C2 blue; attached to existing 
mullions mechanically fasteners

C.  1” thick fabricated aluminum box to hold LED up 
light strip attached to existing mullion structure with 
counter sunk, painted to match existing mullion

D.  white LEDs

E.  1/4” thick aluminum bar rail mounting attached to 
existing mullion structure with counter sunk, painted to 
match existing mullion 

A3 / A4
SIGN TYPE

in accordance with the requirements 
of Article 600 of the National Electrical 
Code and/or other applicable local 
codes. This includes proper grounding 
and bonding of the sign.

This sign is intended to be installed 

A3

A4

SIGN TYPE A3 AND A4
SECONDARY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

SECONDARY BUILDING ID - A3
PROPOSED = 54.17 + 5.05 = 59.23 SF 

SECONDARY ADDRESS ID - A4
PROPOSED = 5.05 SF 

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

A3
A4

KEY MAP
scale: NTS5
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ELEVATIONSECONDARY BUILDING AND ADDRESS ID

PROPOSED ELEVATION - BUILDING ONE
scale: NTS1 EXISTING - BUILDING ONE

scale: NTS2

CL

A3
A4



all rights reserved 2022 22

SIGN SYSTEMS

www.corporatesigns.com
CONTRACTOR’S LIC# 765078
CLASS C45-ELECTRICAL SIGN CONTRACTOR

408.292.1600     
2464 De La Cruz Blvd., Santa Clara, CA 95050

HUDSON RINCON CENTER, L.L.C.SEPT 15, 2022MASTER SIGN PROGRAM: RINCON CENTERRINCON CENTER

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

SECONDARY TENANT MONUMENT

SIGN TYPE B

Secondary Tenant Monument

 A. SIGN MASSING

The height of Monument signs are in C-2 District shall
not exceed 36 feet, and in all other C, M and PDR District
shall not exceed 40 feet. The height of such signs shall be
measured from the top of the nearest public street curb.
Signs located near street corners and driveways may be
referred to the City’s traffic engineer for determinations
regarding appropriate vehicle sight clearances.  

B. VARIATION

Final placement, orientation and dimensions of 
this sign type  may vary slightly from location to 
location and dependent on final architectural 
conditions. The overall mass and total sign  area 
should remain consistent with this document.

C. SIGN LOCATION

Signs will be located as per the location plans 
in this  document. Exact sign location to be 
determined based on final  sign design and 
shape, and to comply with the City’s sign 
triangle and traffic view area.

ISOMETRIC VIEW
scale: NTS”2

SIGN TYPE B
SECONDARY TENANT MONUMENT
PROPOSED = 4.17 x 3 = 12.51 SF

of Article 600 of the National Electrical 
Code and/or other applicable local 
codes. This includes proper grounding 
and bonding of the sign.

in accordance with the requirements 
This sign is intended to be installed 

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1” = 1’-0”1

4.17 X 3 = 12.51 SF

40”

15”

B
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SECONDARY TENANT MONUMENT ELEVATION

PROPOSED SIGNAGE
scale: NTS1

EXISTING TO BE REPLACED
scale: NTS2
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SECONDARY TENANT MONUMENT CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

QTY: DESCRIPTION
2

E.  1/4” push through aluminum wavy bar with 
internally illuminated and applied blue LEDs, painted C2 
blue

B.  1/4” push through acrylic logo and internally 
illuminated, painted C1 white and C2 blue

C.  1/4” FCO acrylic lettering, painted C1 white

A.  15”w x 40”h x 15”d fabricated aluminum cabinet, 
painted C3 gray

D.  vinyl tenant name, painted C1 white

F.  applied acrylic panel to the top panel, color C2 blue; 
and internally illuminated with blue LEDs

B
SIGN TYPE

SIGN TYPE B
SECONDARY TENANT MONUMENT
PROPOSED = 4.17 x 3 = 12.51  SF

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1” = 1’-0”2

FRONT VIEW - DETAIL
scale: 1 1/2” = 1’-0”3

TOP VIEW
scale: 1” = 1’-0”1

INSTALL ELEVATION
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”5

SIDE VIEW 
scale: 1 1/2” = 1’-0”4

4.17SF

9 1/8”

 1/4”

5”

25 1/2”

 1/4”

 3/4”

 1/2”
1”

 1/4”

4 7/8”

1”

15”

40”

32”

A
B

C

15”

E

F

This sign is intended to be installed 

of Article 600 of the National Electrical 
Code and/or other applicable local 
codes. This includes proper grounding 
and bonding of the sign.

in accordance with the requirements 

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

B

KEY MAP
scale: NTS6

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ
TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

TENANT XYZ

D
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TENANT ID WITH CLADDING

SIGN TYPE C1 AND C2

Tenant ID

A. DESIGN INTENT

Tenant Ids with cladding are intended to identify the major
Tenants in a prominent way from a larger or
campus-wide view.

B. DESIGN CRITERIA

Final designs for Tenant ID with Cladding will be developed to 
comply with  the guidelines outlined within this 
Master Sign Plan Criteria.
 
 Final designs for Sign Tenant ID with Cladding should
conform to all general  design Guidelines.
 
 

SIGN TYPE C1 AND C2
TENANT ID AND CLADDING

TENANT ID
PROPOSED = 13.64 SF

CLADDING
PROPOSED = 7.5 + 1.5 = 9 SF

FRONT VIEW 
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”1

6”

14”

180”

13.64 SF

7.5 SF

SIDE VIEW 
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”2

1”

C

18”

0.75 x 2 = 1.5 SFC2

C1

C. SIGN MASSING

Sign shall not be attached to an extend building or be located 
above the roofline of the building to which it is attached.
Sign in C-3 District shall not exceed 100 feet from the ground
and Sign in C,M, and PDR District shall not exceed
60 feet from the ground. Such sign may contains letters, numbers,
a logo, service mark and/or trademark and may be Nonilluminated or
Indirectly Illuminated.

 D. VARIATION

Final design for this sign should contain no 
(or very  minimal) variation in size or layout to 
provide for maximum   recognition and 
wayfinding effectiveness.
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TENANT ID AND CLADDING CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

QTY: DESCRIPTION
1

C.  attached to canopy with 1/4” aluminum bar and 
bolted with bolt and washers and nuts

B.  6”h x 180”w x 1”d (front) and 6”h x 18”w x 1”d ( 2 
sides) fabricated aluminum “wavy” canopy bar, painted 
C3 gray; attached to wall with mechanically fasteners

A.  14”h x 1”d fabricated aluminum tenant name, 
painted C1 white (under existing permit of 
#201804045529)

C1/C2
SIGN TYPE

ELEVATION
scale: 1/4” = 1’-0”4

FRONT VIEW - DETAIL
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”3

6”

14”

180”

A

B

140 1/4”

TENANT ID UNDER
EXISTING PERMIT

FRONT VIEW 
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”1

SIDE VIEW 
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”2

6”

14”

180”

1”

13.64 SF C

7.5 SF

18”

0.75 x 2 = 1.5 SF

SIGN TYPE C1 AND C2
TENANT ID AND CLADDING

TENANT ID
PROPOSED = 13.64 SF

CLADDING
PROPOSED = 7.5 + 1.5 = 9 SF

C2

C1

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

C1
C2

KEY MAP
scale: NTS5
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TENANT ID AND CLADDING ELEVATION
1”

PROPOSED ELEVATION 
scale: 3/4” = 1’-0”1
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VERTICAL PROJECTING SIGNAGE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

QTY: 2

A.  87”h x 36”w x 6”d fabricated aluminum cabinet, 
painted C2 dark blue

B.  3/8” thick wavy panel applied to face and back side 
of cabinet, painted C1 white

C.  1/4” push through acrylic edge lit tenant name, and 
face applied vinyl color C3 dark gray

D.  1/4” push through acrylic logo of “Rincon Center”, 
painted C1 white

E.  1/4” push through flush logo to match color C1 white

F.  mechanically attached to wall with tapcon concrete 
anchor

D
SIGN TYPE

DOUBLE SIDED SIGNAGE

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”1

FLOOR

79”

ELEVATION
scale: 1/4” = 1’-0”4

12.5 x 2 = 30 SF

FRONT VIEW - DETAIL
scale: 1” = 1’-0”2 SIDE VIEW

scale: 1” = 1’-0”3

B

E

A

DESCRIPTION

SIGN TYPE D
VERTICAL PROJECTING SIGNAGE
PROPOSED = 21.75 X 2 = 43.5 SF

in accordance with the requirements 
of Article 600 of the National Electrical 
Code and/or other applicable local 
codes. This includes proper grounding 
and bonding of the sign.

This sign is intended to be installed 

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

D2

D1

KEY MAP
scale: NTS5

C

5” 25”

56”60”

10”

2 7/8”

1 1/4”

9 3/4”
2 5/8”

1”

3 1/8”

6”

D

5”

4 3/8”

F
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VERTICAL PROJECTING SIGNAGE

SIGN TYPE D

Vertical Projecting Signage

 A. SIGN MASSING

Vertical Projecting signs are relatively flat, two-sided solid
panels attached to brackets which are mounted on
and perpendicular to the face of buildings and
storefronts. In addition to text, they may include
graphic images that express the unique personality
of an individual business.

B. VARIATION

Simple round or square horizontal supports with capped
ends. More decorative approaches may be desirable when
appropriate to the sign and/or architectural character of
the building.

C. SIGN LOCATION

Sign shall be located no more than 75% of the horizontal
distance from the Street Property Line to the curbline and
in no case shall a Sign project more than six feet beyond 
the Street Porperty Line or building setback line. 
Sign in C-3 District shall not exceed 100 feet from the ground
and Sign in C,M, and PDR District shall not exceed
60 feet from the ground.

ISOMETRIC VIEW
scale: NTS2

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”1

D

SIGN TYPE D
VERTICAL PROJECTING SIGNAGE
PROPOSED = 21.75 X 2 = 43.5 SF

in accordance with the requirements 
of Article 600 of the National Electrical 
Code and/or other applicable local 
codes. This includes proper grounding 
and bonding of the sign.

This sign is intended to be installed 

12.5 x 2 = 30 SF

30” 5”

60”
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VERTICAL PROJECTING SIGNAGE ELEVATION

ELEVATION @ STEUART
scale: NTS1 D1 C1

C2
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VERTICAL PROJECTING SIGNAGE ELEVATION

ELEVATION @ SPEAR
scale: NTS2

D2
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TENANT BLADE SIGNAGE

SIGN TYPE F

Tenant Blade Signage

A. SIGN MASSING

Tenant Blade signs are relatively flat, two-sided solid
panels attached to brackets which are mounted on
and perpendicular to the face of buildings and
storefronts. Tenant Blade signage shape, colors, and materials
and illumination (optional) style to be established by
tenant and approved by property management.

 B. VARIATION

Simple round or square horizontal supports with capped
ends. More decorative approaches may be desirable when
appropriate to the sign and/or architectural character of
the building.

 C. SIGN LOCATION

Sign shall be located no more than 75% of the horizontal
distance from the Street Property Line to the curbline and
in no case shall a Sign project more than six feet beyond 
the Street Porperty Line or building setback line. 
Sign in C-3 District shall not exceed 100 feet from the ground
and Sign in C,M, and PDR District shall not exceed
60 feet from the ground.

ISOMETRIC VIEW
scale: NTS2

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1” = 1’-0”1

4 x2 SF = 8

24”

24” 3”6”

TENANT
XYZ

SIGN TYPE F
TENANT BLADE SIGNAGE
PROPOSED = 4 x 2 = 8 SF

of Article 600 of the National Electrical 
Code and/or other applicable local 
codes. This includes proper grounding 
and bonding of the sign.

This sign is intended to be installed 
in accordance with the requirements 

F
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SIGN SYSTEMS

www.corporatesigns.com
CONTRACTOR’S LIC# 765078
CLASS C45-ELECTRICAL SIGN CONTRACTOR

408.292.1600     
2464 De La Cruz Blvd., Santa Clara, CA 95050

HUDSON RINCON CENTER, L.L.C.SEPT 15, 2022MASTER SIGN PROGRAM: RINCON CENTERRINCON CENTER

TENANT BLADE SIGNAGE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

QTY: 3

A.  24”h x 24”w x 3”d fabricated brushed aluminum 
cabinet, internally illuminated
with blue LEDs

B.  routed tenant name and applied translucent vinyl on 
1/4” acrylic, color C3 gray; internally illuminated with 
white LEDs 

C.  fabricated wavy aluminum bracket mechanically 
fastened to the wall, painted C2 blue

D.  1/4” thick acrylic with translucent vinyl overlay, color 
C2 blue

E.  LEDs

F.  mechanically attached to wall with tapcon concrete 
anchor

F
SIGN TYPE

SIGN TYPE F
TENANT BLADE SIGNAGE
PROPOSED = 4 x 2 = 8 SF

ELEVATION
scale: 1/4” = 1’-0”6

FRONT VIEW
scale: 1” = 1’-0”1

ALTERNATIVE LAYOUT
scale: 1” = 1’-0”2

FRONT VIEW - DETAIL
scale: 1” = 1’-0”3 SIDE VIEW 

scale: 1” = 1’-0”4

4 x 2 = 8 SF

DOUBLE SIDED SIGNAGE

24”

24” 3”6”

24”

24”

6”

24” 3”6”

12 1/8”

1 1/4”
1 3/4”

A

C

D

TENANT
XYZ

TENANT
XYZ

B

E

TENANT
XYZ

15’-0”

This sign is intended to be installed 
in accordance with the requirements 
of Article 600 of the National Electrical 
Code and/or other applicable local 
codes. This includes proper grounding 
and bonding of the sign.

DESCRIPTION

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

F2

F1
F3

KEY MAP
scale: NTS5
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CLASS C45-ELECTRICAL SIGN CONTRACTOR

408.292.1600     
2464 De La Cruz Blvd., Santa Clara, CA 95050

HUDSON RINCON CENTER, L.L.C.SEPT 15, 2022MASTER SIGN PROGRAM: RINCON CENTERRINCON CENTER

TENANT BLADE SIGNAGE ELEVATION

PROPOSED SIGNAGE 
scale: NTS1

EXISTING TO BE REPLACED
scale: NTS2

NIGHT VIEW
scale: NTS3
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LOCATION PLAN

550.33’

275’

311.25’ 239.08’

101 SPEAR ST
121 SPEAR ST

C1
C2

D2

D1

A1.1

A1.2.1

A1.2.3

A2.3

A2.2

A1.2.2

A1.2.4

B

A2.1

F2

F1

F3

VERTICAL PROJECTION SIGNAGE/ 2D

PROPERTY BUILDING ID/ 1/2

PROPERTY ADDRESS ID/ 3

A1.1

A2.1

SECONDARY BUILDING ID/ 1

SECONDARY ADDRESS ID/ 1

A3

A4

SECONDARY TENANT MONUMENT/ 2B

TENANT ID WITH CLADDING/ 1C1/C2

TENANT BLADE SIGNAGE/ 3F

A3
A4
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Tara N. Sullivan

From: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2022 1:03 PM
To: Tara N. Sullivan
Cc: Jared Willis
Subject: RE: Rincon Sign Program - updated/final sign package for review

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender. 

 
Hi Tara, 
I’ve reviewed the updated sign program and sent it along to our IT team to upload to PIM, as I have no further 
comments. The PIM link should show up under the Zoning tab for the property later tonight or early tomorrow. Thanks, 
 
Rebecca 
 

From: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC)  
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2022 12:03 PM 
To: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com> 
Cc: Jared Willis <JWillis@hudsonppi.com> 
Subject: RE: Rincon Sign Program ‐ updated/final sign package for review 
 
Thanks, Tara! I’ll review early next week. Have a great weekend, 
 
Rebecca 
 

From: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2022 4:19 PM 
To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Jared Willis <JWillis@hudsonppi.com> 
Subject: RE: Rincon Sign Program ‐ updated/final sign package for review 
 
Hi Rebecca, 
 
Attached please find an updated plan set for Rincon Center’s sign program (dated 9/15/22). The issues you raised have 
been addressed. Please review and let us know if the changes are satisfactory or if you have further edits or questions. 
 
Thanks for your help with this one. 
Best, 
‐tara 
 

 
  
Tara N. Sullivan, Partner 
T.  (415) 567‐9000 
tsullivan@reubenlaw.com 
www.reubenlaw.com 
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SF Office:                               Oakland Office: 
One Bush Street, Suite 600      492 9th Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA  94104       Oakland, CA 94607 
 

 
  
PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and may contain confidential or legally 
privileged information.  If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments. 
 

From: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2022 3:37 PM 
To: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com> 
Cc: Jared Willis <JWillis@hudsonppi.com> 
Subject: Re: Rincon Sign Program ‐ updated/final sign package for review 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender. 

 
Hi Tara, 
I’ve finished reviewing the updated sign program, and have just a couple of minor notes: 
 

 The sign program still does not specify a paint‐application method for painted elements of the signs. Instead, 
there are notes that appear to be place‐holder text on pages 7, 24, 29, and 33 that all say 

this:  

 Page 27 appears to show a sample dimensional letter “A” with light coming through the front, but I’d clarified 
that letters should have a solid, opaque front and could be lit around the edges instead. Could this image be 
removed from this page? 

 
I can also confirm that your understanding of the process for the sign program is correct. Once I determine it is good to 
go, it will be saved to our server and also linked to the property in PIM so anyone can access the sign program. Thanks, 
 
Rebecca 
 

From: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org> 
Date: Wednesday, September 7, 2022 at 10:07 AM 
To: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com> 
Cc: Jared Willis <JWillis@hudsonppi.com> 
Subject: Re: Rincon Sign Program ‐ updated/final sign package for review 

Hi Tara, 
Hope you’re doing well and staying cool during the heat wave as well! Thanks for the updated sign program. I’ll review 
and get back to you with any remaining comments/questions, hopefully next week or the following week. 
  
Rebecca 
  

From: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com> 
Date: Tuesday, September 6, 2022 at 3:46 PM 
To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Jared Willis <JWillis@hudsonppi.com> 
Subject: Rincon Sign Program ‐ updated/final sign package for review 



3

  

Hi Rebecca, 
  
Hope all’s well and you had a good holiday weekend (and aren’t melting today).  I am following up with Rincon Center’s 
sign program that we reviewed with you in June. The team revised the package to modify those items you requested 
(regarding materials, etc.). Please see the attached drawing set dated 8/22/22. This should be the final package for 
Planning’s review. 
  
One item to note: the large blade sign that is located on Steuart Street near the central pathway (on the non‐historic 
portion of the building) is NOT included in this package. The owners are not proposing any changes to the sign so 
excluded it from the sign program. If in the future they do decide to modify it, they will come back to Planning for a sign‐
specific approval. But for now, they are keeping it as‐is. 
  
As we understand the process from our meeting, if the sign package is sufficient and meets approval, then it will be 
‘administratively’ approved. The plans will be loaded into the server and linked to the addresses in PIM so that the sign 
permits can be approved OTC. If you can confirm this process for us that would be great. 
  
Please let us know of questions or further comments on the sign program. Happy to discuss over the phone if needed. 
Thanks for your time on this one and talk soon. 
 
Best, 
‐tara 
  

 
  
Tara N. Sullivan, Partner 
T.  (415) 567‐9000 
tsullivan@reubenlaw.com 
www.reubenlaw.com 
  
SF Office:                               Oakland Office: 
One Bush Street, Suite 600      492 9th Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA  94104       Oakland, CA 94607 
  

 
  
PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE – This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and may contain confidential or legally 
privileged information.  If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments. 
  

   This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
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FILE NO. 180423 
AMENDED IN BOARD 

7/10/2018 ORDINANCE NO. 179-18 

[Planning Code - Review for Downtown and Affordable Housing Projects; Notification 
Requirements; Review of Alterations to Historical Landmarks and in Conservation Districts] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to streamline affordable housing project 

review by eliminating a Planning Commission Discretionary Review hearing for 100% 

affordable housing projects upon delegation by the Planning Commission; to provide 

for Planning Department review of large projects located in C-3 Districts and for certain 

minor alterations to Historical Landmarks and in Conservation Districts; to consolidate, 

standardize and streamline notification requirements and procedures, including 

required newspaper notice, in Residential, Commercial, and Mixed-Use Districts; and 

affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental 

Quality Act, making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and adopting findings of public necessity, 

convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times l1k1>11 Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. General Findings. 

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Mayor Breed 
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Supervisors in File No. 180423 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

this determination. 

(b) On June 7, 2018, the Planning Commission , in Resolution No. 20198, adopted 

findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the 

City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board 

adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the 

Board of Supervisors in File No. 180423, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302 , this Board finds that this Planning Code 

Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth 

in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20198 and the Board incorporates such reasons 

herein by reference. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Board of Supervisors in File 

No. 180423. 

Section 2. Findings about City Approval and Notification Processes. 

(a) The housing crisis in San Francisco is acute with more than 140,000 jobs added 

since the Great Recession and approximately 27,000 housing units approved. The median 

single-family home price in San Francisco has reached an all-time high of $1.6 million in the 

first quarter of 2018, affordable to only 12 percent of San Francisco households. The average 

rent for a one bedroom apartment in San Francisco in the same quarter is $3,281 , affordable 

to less than one-third of San Francisco households. 

(b) Mayor Edwin M. Lee's Executive Directive 17-02 -- "Keeping up the Pace of 

Housing Production" -- called on City departments to reduce project approval timelines by half 

and come up with process improvement plans and measures to allocate staff and resources 

to meet these goals. 

Mayor Breed 
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(c) The Planning Department Process Improvements Plan on December 1. 2017 

recommended a number of internal procedure changes and Planning Code amendments to 

achieve the goals of Executive Directive 17-02. 

(d) Ordinance No. 7-16, "Affordable Housing Review Process," established Section 

315, Affordable Housing Project Authorization, which stipulated that an Affordable Housing 

Project would be a principally permitted use and would not require conditional use 

authorization or a Planning Commission hearing. 

(e) Ordinance No. 46-96 enacted Section 311 of the Planning Code to establish 

procedures for reviewing building permit applications for lots in "R" districts in order to 

determine compatibility of the proposal with the neighborhood and for providing notice to 

property owners and residents neighboring the site of the proposed project. 

(f) Ordinance No. 46-96 and 279-00 established the importance of notifying property 

owners as well as tenants of proposed projects within a 150-foot radius of their home or 

property. 

(g) Ordinance No. 27-15 established Language Access Requirements for Departments 

to serve the more than 10,000 Limited English Persons residing in San Francisco encouraging 

multilingual translation services for public notifications to be as widely available as possible. 

(h) Newspaper circulation is down and digital media consumption is up. Even among 

paying subscribers of newspapers, minority populations are more likely to utilize digital media 

over print media. The official newspaper of the City and County of San Francisco has print 

delivery of 561,004 on Sundays and 841,924 unique page views of their website. 

(i) The Planning Department was responsible for reviewing over 11,000 building permit 

applications and development applications in 2017. 

Mayor Breed 
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U) Current notification procedures required the production and mailing of over 600,000 

pieces of paper, or 3 tons, in 2017 alone, at a cost of over $250,000 with an additional 

$70,000 spent annually on newspaper advertisements. 

(k) The Planning Code currently sets forth more than 30 unique combinations of 

notification requirements. These varied notification requirements and redundant procedures 

are confusing, and amount to an inefficient use of staff time and public resources that would 

be better spent on reviewing permits and projects to add housing stock to San Francisco's 

housing supply and provide more meaningful public notification. 

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 206.4, 309, and 

315; adding new Section 315.1; and deleting Section 328, to read as follows: 

SEC. 206.4. THE 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM. 

* * * * 

(c) Development Bonuses. A 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project shall, at 

the project sponsor's request, receive any or all of the following: 

(1) Priority Processing. 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Projects shall 

receive Priority Processing. 

(2) Form Based Density. Notwithstanding any zoning designation to the 

contrary, density of the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project shall not be limited by 

lot area but rather by the applicable requirements and limitations set forth elsewhere in this 

Code. Such requirements and limitations include, but are not limited to, height, including any 

additional height allowed by subsection (c) herein, Bulk, Setbacks, Open Space, Exposure 

and unit mix as well as applicable design guidelines, elements and area plans of the General 

Plan and design review, including consistency with the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Mayor Breed 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 4 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(b) l'f-otice for HPC revie,v &jA1inor Permits to Alter. A hearing for the HPC to exercise its 

review powers O'rJer a A1inor Permit to Alter shall be noticed: 

(1) By mail not less than lO daysprior to the date afthe hearing to the applicant, all 

mmers within 150 feet &jthe subject property, as v,1ell as to any other interestedparties ,vho so request 

in v,riti1qg to the Department; and 

(2) By posted notice on the site not less than 10 days prior to the date of the hearing. 

Section 5. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 1005, 1111 .1, 

and 1111.2 to read as follows: 

SEC. 1005. CONFORMITY AND PERMITS 

* * * * 

(e) After receiving a permit application from the Central Permit Bureau in accordance 

with the preceding subsection, the Department shall ascertain whether a Certificate of 

Appropriateness is required or has been approved for the work proposed in such permit 

application . If a Certificate of Appropriateness is required and has been issued, and if the 

permit application conforms to the work approved in the Certificate of Appropriateness, the 

permit application shall be processed without further reference to this Article 10. If a 

Certificate of Appropriateness is required and has not been issued, ft{ or if the permit 

application does not conform to what was approved, the permit application shall be 

disapproved or held by the Department until such time as conformity does exist either through 

modifications to the proposed work or through the issuance of an amended or new Certificate 

of Appropriateness . Notwithstanding the foregoing, in the following cases the Department 

shall process the permit application without further reference to this Article 10: 

Mayor Breed 
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(1) When the application is for a permit to construct on a landmark site where 

the landmark has been lawfully demolished and the site is not within a designated historic 

district; 

(2) When the application is for a permit to make interior alterations only on a 

privately-owned structure or on a publicly-owned structure, unless the designating ordinance 

requires review of such alterations to the privately- or publicly-owned structure pursuant to 

Section 1004(c) hereof. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if any proposed interior alteration 

requiring a permit would result in any significant visual or material impact to the exterior of the 

subject building, a Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required to address such exterior 

effects; 

(3) When the application is for a permit to do ordinary maintenance and repairs 

only. For the purpose of this Article 10, "ordinary maintenance and repairs" shall mean any 

work, the sole purpose and effect of which is to correct deterioration, decay or damage of 

existing materials, including repair of damage caused by fire or other disaster; 

(4) When the application is for a permit to maintain, repair, rehabilitate, or 

improve streets and sidewalks, including sidewalk widening, accessibility, and bulb-outs, 

unless such streets and sidewalks have been explicitly called out in a landmark's or district's 

designating ordinance as character defining features of the landmark or district-,:_ 

(5) When the application is for a permit to alter a landing or install a power-assist 

operator to provide an accessible entrance to a landmark or district, provided that the improvements 

conform to the requirements outlined in Section 1006. 6: 

(6) When the application is for a permit to install business signs or awnings as defined 

in Section 602 of this Code to a landmark or district, provided that signage, awnings, and transparency 

conform to the requirements outlined in Section 1006. 6,· 
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(7) When the application is for a permit to install non-visible rooftop appurtenances to 

a landmark or district, provided that the improvements conform to the requirements outlined in Section 

1006.6; or 

(8) When the application is for a permit to install non-visible, low-profile skylights. 

provided that the improvements conform to the requirements outlined in Section 1006. 6; or 

(9) When the application is for a permit to install a City-sponsored Landmark plaque to 

a landmark or district. provided that the improvements conform to the requirements outlined in Section 

1006. 6 of this Code. 

* * * * 

SEC. 1111.1. DETERMINATION OF MINOR AND MAJOR ALTERATIONS. 

* * * * 

(c) All applications for a Permit to Alter that are not Minor Alterations delegated to 

Department staff shall be scheduled for a hearing by the HPC pursuant to the procedures in 

Section 1111.4 and 1111.5 below. Notwithstanding the foregoing. in the following cases the 

Department shall process the permit application without further reference to the Permit to Alter 

procedures outlined herein: 

(1) When the application is for a permit to make improvements to provide an accessible 

entrance to a Significant or Contributory building or any building within a Conservation District 

provided that the improvements conform to the requirements outlined in Section 1111. 6 of this Code.· 

(2) When the application is for a permit to install business signs to a Significant or 

Contributory building or any building within a Conservation District provided that signage and 

transparency conform to the requirements outlined in Section 1111. 6 ofthis Code.· or 
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(3) When the application is for a permit to install non-visible rooftop appurtenances to 

a Significant or Contributory building or any building within a Conservation District provided that the 

improvements conform to the requirements outlined in Section 1111. 6 ofthis Code. 

SEC. 1111.2. SIGN PERMITS. 

(a) New general advertising signs are prohibited in any Conservation District or on 

any historic property regulated by this Article 11. 

(b) If a permit for a sign is required pursuant to Article 6 of this Code, the 

requirements of this Section shall apply to such permit in addition to those of Article 6. 

(c) In addition to the requirements of Article 6, an application for a business sign, 

general advertising sign, identifying sign, or nameplate to be located on a Significant or 

Contributory Building or any building in a Conservation District shall be subject to review by-the 

HP-G pursuant to the provisions of this Article. The HPC, or the Planning Department pursuant to 

Section 1111.1 ofthis Code, shall disapprove the application or approve it with modifications to 

conform to the requirements outlined in Section 1111. 6 of this Code, including if the proposed 

location, materials, typeset, size of lettering, means of illumination, method of replacement, or 

the attachment ',muld adversely affect so that the special architectural, historical or aesthetic 

significance of the subject building or the Conservation District are preserved. No application 

shall be denied on the basis of the content of the sign. 

Section 6. Planning Commission Policy Requiring Pre Application Meetings. 

This Section is uncodified. The Planning Commission shall adopt a policy to require a 

Pre Application meeting beti.veen the applicant and adjacent neighbors for all applications for 

worl< excepted from the definition of /\Iterations under Section 311 (b)(2) that include features 
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described in Section 136(c)(25) before an application for the limited rear yard addition may be 

submitted. 

Section +-6. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

Section g Z. Operative Dates. 

(a) The Amendments contained in Sections 3 and 5 of this ordinance, including 

revisions to Planning Code Sections 206.4, 309, 315, 1005, 1111.1, and 1111.2; the addition 

of new Planning Code Section 315.1; and deletion of Planning Code Section 328, shall 

become operative on the Effective Date. 

(b) The Amendments contained in Section 4 of this ordinance, including amendments 

to Planning Code Sections 202.5, 302, 303, 303.1, 305.1, 306.3, 306.7, 306.8, 306.9, 311, 

317, 329,330.7, 1006.3, and 1111.4, deletions of Planning Code Sections 306.10 and 312, 

and addition of new Planning Code Section 333, shall become operative on January 1, 2019. 

Section g f!. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

· numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

II 

II 

II 
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additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

the official title of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA City Attorney 

By: 

n:\legana\as2018\1800565\01288560.doc 
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Ordinance amending the Planning Code to streamline affordable housing project review by 
eliminating a Planning Commission Discretionary Review hearing for 100% affordable housing 
projects upon delegation by the Planning Commission; to provide for Planning Department review of 
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7/17/2018 by the Board of Supervisors of 
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C-3 Sign Regulations
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SIGN TYPE
WINDOW

SIGNS
SIGNS ATTACHED TO 

BUILDINGS
FREESTANDING 

SIGNS

DEFINITION Sec. 602 Sec. 602 Sec. 602

CONTROL Sec. 607(d) Sec. 607(g)(1) Sec. 607(g)(2)

NUMBER OF
SIGNS

AREA IN SQFT
Secs. 602, 

608.1 - 608.7
Not to exceed 1/3 of the window area.

HEIGHT
Secs. 602, 607(g)

N/A
Lesser of roof line, 100 ft above ground or height limit 
for the district.

40 ft

PROJECTION 
Secs. 602, 607(f)

N/A

ILLUMINATION
Sec. 602

ANIMATION 
Secs. 607(d), 607(e)

NOTES

Windows of active uses must comply with Sec. 
145.1(c)(6).

No permit is required for signs painted directly on a 
door or window per Sec. 604(c) or for temporary signs 
per Sec. 604(e).

C-3-O, C-3-O(SD), C-3-R, C-3-G, C-3-S

No Limit

Non-illum, indirect illum or direct illum.

Except for barber poles and time/ temp readings, no physical motion or rotation is permitted.

Animated lighting (e.g. flashing, blinking) is permitted but may be restricted under applicable SSD or Article 10 or 11 provisions .
Video signs are not permitted.

No permit is required for temporary signs per Sec. 604(e).

Signage for medical cannabis dispensaries must comply with Section 790.141(e).  This provision applies to all MCDs in all districts. 

75% of horizontal distance from street prop line to curbline but never more than 6 ft beyond street properly line 
or building setback line.

100 sqft if within 100 ft and oriented to be viewed from any R District; and 200 sqft if similarly situated within 
100 ft of a school, or withn 200 ft of a park, recreation facility, freeway, scenic street, rapid transit route, or if 
within Civic Center Area; otherwise no limit.

Any sign type or feature not shown above is not permitted unless exempt under Section 603.
General advertising signs, roof signs, wind signs and video signs are not permitted.

Signs on parcels subject to Article 10 or 11 require historic preservation review.
Sign regulations for auto service stations are on a separate table.



                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



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

From: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
To: Kathy Howard
Cc: Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Mejia, Xiomara (BOA)
Subject: RE: Support - Osgood vs. DBI, PDA 7-12-23
Date: Thursday, June 29, 2023 12:33:20 PM

Thank you for your email. We will add your letter to the appeal file and give a copy to the
commissioners of this Board.
 
 
Alec Longaway
Legal Assistant, San Francisco Board of Appeals
49 South Van Ness, Suite 1475
San Francisco, CA  94103
Work PH: 1-628-652-1152
Cell: 1-415-746-0119
 
The Board’s physical office is open to the public by appointment only. Please email
boardofappeals@sfgov.org or call 628-652-1150 if you would like to meet with a staff
member.
 
 

From: Kathy Howard <kathyhoward@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 28, 2023 3:47 PM
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB) <boardofappeals@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support - Osgood vs. DBI, PDA 7-12-23
 

 

To the Board of Appeals:
Please support the above appeal.  Rincon Annex is an important historic building in San Francisco
and deserves to be protected.  Yet four building permits allowing eight sets of large, inappropriate
signs have been approved.
This building was designed by the same architect who designed the Awahnee.  Would anyone even
consider approving this kind of signage for that magnificent building?  Of course not.  There is no
reason to do so  for Rincon Annex – the offices do not need this kind of signage, and it will cheapen
the building, the neighborhood and the City to do so
Please deny these permits!
Sincerely,
Katherine Howard
San Francisco

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:kathyhoward@earthlink.net
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:xiomara.mejia@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


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

From: Arnie Lerner
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ 7-12-23
Date: Wednesday, June 28, 2023 1:03:56 PM

 

Hello – I’m writing about Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ to be heard July 12.
 
The four building permits would allow eight sets of inappropriate and unnecessary signs on
the Streamline Moderne exterior. They are big signs – many advertising a single tenant. The
building was designed by Gilbert Stanley Underwood, a renowned architect working for the
Roosevelt Administration who also designed numerous grand railroad stations, post offices
and national park lodges (including the Ahwahnee Hotel). Politicians at the state and local
level are calling for unnecessary planning processes to be streamlined, but none have ever said
it is okay for the city to lower its standards and disfigure monuments. The site was re-
developed in the 1980s into the multi-use Rincon Center and the historic building’s lobby and
exterior were to be preserved. A carefully crafted sign plan was implemented in the 1980s that
contributed to the many successful businesses at the center for 30 years. These signs still exist.
More are not needed. The LA-based corporate owners are converting the food court to offices.
This requires fewer signs, not more. The building permits were issued behind closed doors and
over-the-counter. There was no neighborhood notice, hearing, or opportunity for
comment. The building needs to be regulated. The LA-based owners recently painted over
their Richard Haas murals from 1989. They have plans to turn the historic lobby into a
cocktail lounge. We do not call the building “historic” simply because it is 83-years-old. The
WPA murals in the lobby were considered controversial by some, and congressional hearings
were held seeking their removal. San Franciscans came to the defense of this building then,
and true San Franciscans will do the same now. This building is truly one of the “hearts“ of
San Francisco. 
 
Please do not allow the disfigurement of this San Francisco treasure that helps define the
cultural heritage of our great city.
 
Best,
 
Arnie Lerner, FAIA, CASp
Certified Access Specialist
Lerner + Assoc. Architects
1108C Bryant Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel: (415) 863-5475
Cell: (415) 987-5277
www.lernerarchitects.com
 
The recipient(s) of this email acknowledge that the legal standards established by the Americans with Disabilities Act (the
"ADA"), California Building Code (“CBC”), and Fair Housing Act (“FHA”) are subject to interpretation on a case by case basis,
and may be subject to various interpretations.  Lerner + Associates Architects will use its best professional judgment to
interpret applicable ADA, CBC, and FHA requirements as well as other federal, state and local laws, rules, codes,
ordinances and regulations in advising the Client regarding what modifications (if any) to their Project may be required to
comply with the relevant regulations.  The recipient(s) of this email acknowledge that Lerner + Associates Architects cannot

mailto:arnie@lernerarch.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Streamline_Moderne___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo2M2NlYmMzYzk4MWViZDZmNjEzYWExZWFiMzEyY2RhMzo2OjA5MjM6MDRlNzEyMjY3YmM2ZWJiNWQ0Y2Q0N2JmMGNjOWZmNzljOGZhMDcxYzhlYjg0Mzk0N2IzNzNhNmQwMDllOTkxNjpoOlQ
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gilbert_Stanley_Underwood___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo2M2NlYmMzYzk4MWViZDZmNjEzYWExZWFiMzEyY2RhMzo2OjYyZmY6ODVmZmI2NjZmZTUwNzAxYmZlYTNhOTQ5NGJlZGRlNjdlNjJlZDBiZmNkZDdjMmM3ZGM2N2I5YmE1NzM2ZDViYjpoOlQ
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rincon_Center___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo2M2NlYmMzYzk4MWViZDZmNjEzYWExZWFiMzEyY2RhMzo2OjIxYjY6NzAwZmJmNTRhYjMzOWU1YTI2Nzg4MDkyNzk2YjQ0YTQwNzRiYTdlYmQ0MjhhOTg0NDQ4YjExNGJhZmY2Zjc0NjpoOlQ
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http://www.lernerarchitects.com___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo2M2NlYmMzYzk4MWViZDZmNjEzYWExZWFiMzEyY2RhMzo2OmJiYTI6ZmQ5MDYxMzg3NDE4MTc3YzJkMzcyZGY2ODIyODZmZDNkZTRmOTY3M2MwYWE2N2Q0NmY5OGVhYmQwMDQzNjczNzpoOlQ


warrant or guarantee that the Project referenced will fully comply, or would fully comply if modified pursuant to the Lerner +
Associates Architects’ suggestions, with interpretations of the ADA, CBC, and FHA and other regulations by regulatory
bodies or court decisions.
 
 



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

From: Richard A. Walker
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: osgood@rinconneighbors.com
Subject: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA 7-12-23
Date: Friday, June 30, 2023 2:19:07 AM

 

To the Board of Appeals:

I want to express my deep concern about the installation of large signs on the historic
Rincon Annex building, which includes the beautiful New Deal post office designed by Gilbert
Stanley Underwood and the unparalleled mural series on San Francisco’s history by Anton
Refrigier.  It is appalling that anything should be allowed to deface this important historic
structure and national trust landmark.  I am also shocked to hear of plans to turn the
magnificent post office lobby into a cocktail lounge!  What a violation of public space that
serves effectively as a museum of New Deal art. 

The city government has a duty to protect historic structures such as the Rincon Annex that
are part of the city's cultural heritage, particularly buildings and artworks created under the
New Deal, which were meant for all the people of San Francisco.  That the planning
department has sanctioned such dramatic changes to the building and its use without
asking for feedback from local citizens is an alarming failure of the public trust.

I speak on behalf of everyone at the Living New Deal, a guardian of America’s New Deal
legacy and nationally-recognized clearinghouse for New Deal history.

Sincerely,

Richard Walker, Exec Director
Living New Deal Project
Professor Emeritus of Geography
University of California
Berkeley 94720 (my webpage)

mailto:richardwalker@livingnewdeal.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:osgood@rinconneighbors.com
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://livingnewdeal.org/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo3Nzg4MDJlMzRkZmM1YjdhYWI0OTBiYmY4YzM1NDBlMDo2OjhiMTU6NGJjYTQ5ODk4ZWRhZGQ0NDE5N2U5NTJlMmZkYTljNGFjMjQ3YjE0OTUzYTViMDI2NTZhMTI3M2FhODM2ZTFmYjpoOlQ
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Hiroshi Fukuda
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: Dave Osgood
Subject: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ 7-12-23
Date: Friday, June 30, 2023 10:59:42 AM

 

I am asking the Board of Permit Appeals to reject the approval of four
permits that would allow for eight sets of inappropriate and unnecessary
signs on the Rincon Center.

  1.   The large signs will ruin the historic appearance of the Rincon
center.

  2.   The process was flawed, the building permits were issued behind
closed doors and over-
      the-counter. and there was no neighborhood notice, hearing, or
opportunity for comment.

  3.   The site was re-developed in the 1980s into the multi-use Rincon
Center and the historic 
       building’s lobby and exterior were to be preserved.  A carefully
crafted sign plan was 
       implemented in the 1980s that contributed to the many successful
businesses at the 
       center for 30 years. These signs still exist. More are not needed.

I hope that you will allow this historic building will be preserved for the
future for all San Franciscans.

 Yours truly,

 Hiroshi Fukuda, President                                                                       
                     Richmond Community Association

mailto:ninersam@aol.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:osgood@rinconneighbors.com


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

From: Susan Detwiler
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: “Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ 7-12-23
Date: Tuesday, July 4, 2023 9:54:34 AM

 

Dear Board of Appeals,

Please deny permits that would allow eight sets of signs on the Streamline Moderne exterior of
Rincon Annex.

A carefully crafted sign plan was implemented in the 1980s that contributed to the many
successful businesses at the center for 30 years. These signs still exist. More are not needed.

Please, preserve the exterior of this New Deal building, in keeping with the landmarked
interior.

Thank you,
Susan Detwiler
68 Douglass St
San Francisco

mailto:susan.detwiler@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


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

From: Carolyn Kenady
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA
Date: Tuesday, July 4, 2023 10:38:34 AM

 

To the members of the SF Board of Appeals -
I support Mr. Osgood's appeal of the permit granting additional exterior signs on the Rincon
Annex building at 101 Spear St.  In May I visited the building while in the downtown area.  It
is an historic building of architectural significance with unique WPA murals.  I support using
interior space for office space and a cocktail lounge.  These uses will bring more people into
the building.  

Do not allow the building exterior to become a billboard.  It will destroy the building's
moderne look and discourage people from visiting it.  Please vote to overturn the permits. 
Thank you.

Carolyn Kenady
District 8

mailto:carolynkenady@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


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

From: aeboken
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA)
Subject: Board of Appeals Written Submission in Support of Appeals No. 23-020, 23-021, 23-022, 23-023
Date: Tuesday, July 4, 2023 9:46:36 PM

 

TO: Board of Appeals members 

cc: Board of Appeals Executive Director 

FROM: Eileen Boken, President 
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK)

RE: Appeals No. 23-020, 23-021, 23-022, 23-023

Osgood vs. DBI, PDA

Subject Property: 101 Spear Street 

Permits No. 2021/0525/1018,
2021/0525/1021,
2021/0525/1015,
2021/0525/1011.

Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is strongly supporting the
appeal of each of these permits. 

The landmark status of the Rincon Annex should include any existing or proposed
signage.

These permits should not have been issued over the counter for an historic
landmark. 

Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is a founding member of
the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) and fully supports the
resolution passed by the CSFN regarding the Rincon Annex. 

###

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

mailto:aeboken@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org


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

From: ttantillo54@aol.com
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: In the Matter of "Osgood vs DBI,PDA "7-12-2023"
Date: Wednesday, July 5, 2023 12:30:34 AM

 

To: San Francisco Board of Appeals

I have lived at Rincon Center for 30 years, and it has always had sufficient signage to attract
customers. Now that the food court is being converted into offices, it’s questionable whether
the current amount of signage is even necessary. I urge you to uphold the appeals that we
tenants have brought and not allow excessive additional signage. 

I also encourage you to watch the brief PBS “NewsHour”segment that put the national
spotlight on the Annex. Historic buildings like this represent the nation’s recovery from the
Great Depression.  They must be preserved:
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/show/digital-database-diocuments-vital-infrastructure-created-
by-the-new-deal
 
Other historic buildings downtown do not have signs anything like those currently proposed
for the Annex. If it was zoned improperly for a historic building, then I encourage you to
correct that mistake. I am confident that the owners did not expect to have all these signs
approved.
 
Please do everything you can to negotiate a proper solution to this problem. I understand
business and don’t believe there is any problem that can’t be solved if the owners initiate
sound management practices and charge rents appropriate for the current economy.

Thank you,
Tony Tantillo
Rincon Center Resident
 
 

 

mailto:ttantillo54@aol.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Alyce Desrosiers
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ 7-12-23
Date: Wednesday, July 5, 2023 3:40:21 PM

 

To Whom It May Concern:

I oppose the planned disfigurement of this 83-year-old monument for the following reasons:

The four building permits being appealed would allow eight sets of signs on
the Streamline Moderne exterior of Rincon Annex that are inappropriate and
unnecessary.
Politicians at the state and local levels are calling for unnecessary planning processes to
be streamlined, but none have ever said it is okay for the city to lower its standards and
disfigure monuments.
The Annex was re-developed in the 1980s into the multi-use Rincon Center and the
historic building’s lobby and exterior were to be preserved.
A carefully crafted sign plan was implemented in the 1980s that contributed to the many
successful businesses at the center for 30 years. These signs still exist. More are not
needed.
The building permits were issued behind closed doors and over-the-counter.
There was no neighborhood notice, hearing, or opportunity for comment. 
We do not call the building “historic” simply because it is 83-years-old. The WPA
murals in the lobby were considered controversial by some, and congressional hearings
were held seeking their removal. San Franciscans came to the defense of this building
then, and true San Franciscans will do the same now. 
This building is a New Deal museum. It is truly one of the “hearts“ of San Francisco. 

I urge you to stop the planned disfigurement of the exterior of the Rincon Annex.

Sincerely,

Alyce Desrosiers
401 Harrison Street
No 37C
San Francisco, CA. 94105
-- 

mailto:alyce@tiffan.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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June 21, 2023 

Mr. Rick Swig, President 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness Avenue 
Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: Appeals No. 23-020, 23-021, 23-022, 23-023 

Dear Mr. President and Members of the Board of Appeals: 

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods is a 51-year-old organization that represents 
community groups across San Francisco. 
 
At our June 2023 general assembly meeting, the member organizations unanimously adopted a 
resolution calling on the Board of Appeals to support the four appeals, listed above, to protect the 
historic Rincon Annex from being further disfigured by excessive signage.   
 
The Rincon Annex was placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1979 and has been largely 
protected ever since. The preservation of buildings like the Annex becomes more important over time, 
and the San Francisco Planning Department is failing in its duties to protect it. The department 
approved two large blade signs for the building about 10 years ago and has approved 14 more signs 
this year. The need for these signs has not been explained. 
 
The abuse of important Depression-era buildings was recently covered in a report on the PBS 
Newshour seen nationwide. The Rincon Annex was shown extensively. I strongly encourage you to 
view the short video available at this PBS link: 
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/show/digital-database-documents-vital-infrastructure-created-by-the-
new-deal 
 
Thank you and please uphold the four appeals.  
 
Sincerely 
 
Charles Head 
President 
 



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

From: Anita Denz
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: Dave Osgood
Subject: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ 7-12-23
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 11:11:07 AM

 

To:  Board of Appeals, Building Inspection Commission  

This communication is to protest the developer's signage proposed for the
historic Rincon Annex, an Art Deco architectural treasure.  

As a member of several Bay Area preservation organizations, I am
strongly opposed to this permit application.  Should such a permit be
upheld, DBI will have desecrated a much revered building.  Not allowing
public notice nor commentary only adds insult to injury.

Please deny this affront to the Rincon Annex aestetic legacy.

Respectfully, 

Anita Jean Denz 

mailto:ajdenz@sbcglobal.net
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:osgood@rinconneighbors.com


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

From: Jean Barish
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA 7-12-23
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 11:56:54 AM

 
I am writing to oppose the plan to post numerous signs on the outside of Rincon
Annex. There are many reasons why these signs should not be pasted on the outside
walls of this historic treasure: 

The four building permits being appealed would allow eight sets of signs on
the Streamline Moderne exterior of Rincon Annex are inappropriate and
unnecessary.
A carefully crafted sign plan was implemented in the 1980s that contributed to
the many successful businesses at the center for 30 years. These signs still
exist. More are not needed.
The building permits were issued behind closed doors and over-the-counter.
There was no neighborhood notice, hearing, or opportunity for comment. 
This building is a New Deal museum. It is truly one of the “hearts“ of San
Francisco. The WPA murals in the lobby are a San Francisco treasure. This
building was not intended to be a billboard.
The building was designed by Gilbert Stanley Underwood, a renowned architect
working for the Roosevelt Administration who also designed numerous grand
railroad stations, post offices and national park lodges (including the Ahwahnee
Hotel).
Please watch the five-minute PBS NewsHour segment including Rincon Annex. 
The Planning Department is wildly inconsistent. The comparable former Federal
Reserve building (also downtown) has no such signs. Will it, and others, get
them next?

Please do not deface the outside of Rincon Annex by plastering it with signs. 

Sincerely,

Jean
Jean B Barish
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com

Stay safe and be well

mailto:jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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From: james warshell
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Rincon annex
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 11:58:41 AM

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

I am in complete agreement with sll points raised in the Osgood opposition to allowing signage o by his historic
treasure.  Do not allow this abuse to occur.
James Warshell

Sent from my iPhone.   "They tried to bury us....they didn't know that we were seeds"

mailto:jimwarshell@yahoo.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 

 

 

July 5, 2023 

 

Planning Department  
Board of Appeals 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA, July 12 

Dear Board of Appeals: 

I am writing to express support for limiting the installation of signage on the façade of the Rincon 
Annex, a significant structure listed on the National Register of Historic Places. The proposed 
alterations, comprising multiple sets of signs on the Streamline Moderne exterior of the building, do 
not adequately consider the historic character of the structure. 

As you are aware, the Rincon Center was designed by architect Gilbert Stanley Underwood, whose 
contributions to the nation's architectural landscape are recognized nationwide. His works include 
numerous railroad stations, post offices, and national park lodges such as the Ahwahnee Hotel. The 
Rincon Center's design reflects his creative genius and should be preserved as such. 

Two substantial blade signs, each 25 feet high, have already been installed, thereby altering the 
aesthetic of this historic building. We believe the proposed signage is incongruous with the original 
architectural style of Rincon Center. As such, I appeal to you to review these permits carefully and 
consider the potential impact to the building's historic character. 

San Francisco Heritage, our board, staff, and devoted supporters are deeply committed to 
preserving San Francisco's heritage while fostering vibrant communities for future generations. 
Thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely, 

 

Christine Madrid French 
Director of Advocacy 



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

From: Marc Norton
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: Dave Osgood
Subject: DON"T MESS WITH THE RICON ANNEX: "Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ -- 7-12-23
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 1:59:19 PM

 

The four building permits being appealed would allow eight sets of
signs on the Streamline Moderne exterior of Rincon Annex that are
inappropriate and unnecessary.

The building was designed by Gilbert Stanley Underwood, a renowned
architect working for the Roosevelt Administration who also designed
numerous grand railroad stations, post offices and national park lodges
(including the Ahwahnee Hotel).

Politicians at the state and local level are calling for unnecessary
planning processes to be streamlined, but none have ever said it is okay
for the city to lower its standards and disfigure monuments.

Please watch the five-minute PBS NewsHour segment including Rincon
Annex. 

The Annex was re-developed in the 1980s into the multi-use Rincon
Center and the historic building’s lobby and exterior were to be
preserved.

A carefully crafted sign plan was implemented in the 1980s that
contributed to the many successful businesses at the center for 30 years.
These signs still exist. More are not needed.

The LA-based corporate owners are converting the food court to
offices. This requires fewer signs, not more.

The building permits were issued behind closed doors and over-the-

mailto:nortonsf@ix.netcom.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:osgood@rinconneighbors.com
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counter.

There was no neighborhood notice, hearing, or opportunity for
comment. 

The building needs to be regulated. The LA-based owners recently
painted over their Richard Haas murals from 1989. They have plans to
turn the historic lobby into a cocktail lounge.

The Planning Department is wildly inconsistent. The comparable
former Federal Reserve building (also downtown) has no such signs.
Will it, and others, get them next?

We do not call the building “historic” simply because it is 83-years-old.
The WPA murals in the lobby were considered controversial by
some, and congressional hearings were held seeking their removal. San
Franciscans came to the defense of this building then, and true San
Franciscans will do the same now. 

This building is a New Deal museum. It is truly one of the “hearts“ of
San Francisco. 

 

DO THE RIGHT THING!!!!

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Richard_Haas___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo3OTIxMzA0MWZhNTI3ZTJlNGYyN2Y2MmIyNDI0M2RjNTo2OjE3NGM6YjQxMzE1MWFjN2U3NjdmNGQ5MTk2NjcwNjk5NDE5OTFiZTkyMDlkMDNlNDQ0MGY5Y2ZmZTgxZjQyOTI0OTUwYTpoOlQ


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

From: zrants
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: “Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ 7-12-23
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 2:48:03 PM

 

July 6, 2023

Board of Appeals,

re: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ 7-12-23 

We agree with David Osgood that there is no reason to install14 new modern signs on this 
historical building. 8 signs is more than enough.

Sincerely,

Mari Eliza, with CSFN, speaking for myself

mailto:zrants@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


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

From: Katherine Petrin
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: Dave Osgood
Subject: “Osgood vs. DBI, PDA“ 7-12-23
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 3:29:31 PM

 

Good afternoon,

I am writing in support of the appeal of the permit to allow extensive new signage in the form
of 16 signs, blade and other signage, at the former post office at Rincon Annex, a Streamline
Moderne historic landmark. As both a City of San Francisco Landmark (No. 107) and
National Register listed resource, it merits further review and analysis by the Planning
Department to fully determine the impact of such excessive signage. Input from the Planning
Department's preservation planners is warranted.

thank you,
Katherine Petrin

Katherine Petrin Consulting 
Architectural History and Preservation Planning 
Maybeck Building  
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A 
San Francisco, California 94133 
415.333.0342 mobile

www.linkedin.com/pub/katherine-petrin/5/77/530
she/her/hers/ella

mailto:petrin.katherine@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:osgood@rinconneighbors.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Judy Irving
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: osgood@rinconneighbors.com
Subject: Osgood vs. DBI, PDA, Rincon Annex Signage
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 3:39:35 PM

 

To the Board of Appeals,

My message is in support of the neighbors’ appeal of the permit for 16 new
signs at the Rincon Annex Post Office.

Please do not allow the installation of signage that will impair and diminish the
elegance of this historic building.

Sincerely,
Judy Irving

Producer/Director
“The Wild Parrots of Telegraph Hill"

mailto:films@pelicanmedia.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:osgood@rinconneighbors.com


Unintended consequences with streamlining planning process. 
Please  
Stop the defacement of the Rincon Annex. 

I am against the permitting of eight sets of signs at Rincon 
Center.  

Best wishes, 

 

Olga Kist 
 
 

467 POTRERO AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 
(415) 552-4595   
(415) 837-3323 Cellular 

alsfok@sbcglobal.net 
 

mailto:alsfok@sbcglobal.net
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