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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation
Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 

From: Pam A Spitler <myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2021 10:36 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
 

 

Re: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing this letter in support of Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist and Forge Development Partners ’450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project in San Francisco.

The project team has worked hard to redesign this already approved and permitted project to better meet the needs of the Tenderloin neighborhood. The improved project offers the following:

· 302 essential housing apartments, which provide well-designed housing for small families, in place of 176 luxury apartments

· Increasing the number of below market rate (BMR) apartments from 28 to 45 and lowering their qualifying income from 55% AMI to 40% AMI

· Adding roughly 7,000 square feet of community serving retail space

· Providing a new Church facility and Reading Room for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist to better serve the community

· Directly addressing the middle-income housing demand in the City

We urgently need more developments like this that allow San Francisco’s essential workers to live in San Francisco – an income sector that has to date been largely ignored by the market, and also to provide BMR housing for our
most economically vulnerable populations.

Thank you in advance for your approval of this project and your commitment to providing much needed housing in San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

Sincerely, 
Pam A Spitler
pamspitler@gmail.com
4158810540 445 Wawona St San Francisco, CA 94116 Constituent
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: The Role of The Planning Commission In Reviewing and Commenting Upon UCSF Plans Hearing 1/7/21
Date: Friday, January 08, 2021 8:29:33 AM
Attachments: UCSF City MOU 1987.pdf
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Dennis Antenore <antenored@earthlink.net> 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2021 12:39 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: The Role of The Planning Commission In Reviewing and Commenting Upon UCSF Plans
Hearing 1/7/21
 

 

 
 

From: Dennis Antenore [mailto:antenored@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2021 10:37 AM
To: 'joel.koppel@sfgov.org'; 'kathrin.moore@sfgov.org'; 'deland.chan@sfgov.org';
'sue.diamond@sfgov.org'; 'frank.fung@sfgov.org'; 'theresa.imperial@sfgov.org';
'rachael.tanner@sfgov.org'; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) (jonas.ionin@sfgov.org)
Cc: rich.hillis@sfgov.org; Switzky, Joshua (CPC) <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>
(joshua.switzky@sfgov.org); Buckley, Jeff (MYR) (jeff.buckley@sfgov.org)
Subject: The Role of The Planning Commission In Reviewing and Commenting Upon UCSF Plans Hearing
1/7/21
 
It troubles me that this hearing is limited to an informational  hearing.  The Planning Commission has
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an important role in responding to the UCSF expansion plans. On February 17, 1987 UCSF entered
into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the City and County of San Francisco regarding
communication and “oversight” of University master planning, construction and real estate
utilization. (copy attached hereto) That MOU remains in effect and should form the basis of the
City’s review of UCSF plans. Among other provisions the MOU requires UCSF “to advise the City in
writing of all matters concerning master planning, construction and real property utilization initiated
by UCSF which may have an impact on the City. The City Planning Commission will review such
proposals and advise UCSF in writing as to the conformance of such development with the Master
Plan of San Francisco and Planning Code Section 304.5 (Institutional Master Plans) with
recommendations, if any, for amendment to the proposal. (emphasis supplied)
 
I hope that the Commission requests a delay in the consideration of the MOU, until it has an
opportunity to review and comment on it as set forth in the 1987 MOU.   Respectfully submitted, 
Dennis Antenore
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco
Date: Friday, January 08, 2021 8:28:59 AM
Attachments: In support of the plans for Parnassus and the community.msg
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
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From: JULIE BIONDI <JULIE.BIONDI.403305258@p2a.co> 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2021 12:30 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco
 

 

To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and
associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit
improvements. yes!! 
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In support of the plans for Parnassus and the community

		From

		Carrie Haverty

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hello,

My name is Carrie Haverty, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I am thrilled that UCSF and SF are working together to expand access to housing, jobs, and healthcare in one go. This is brilliant and exactly the kind of work that should be done and done quickly. I watched the decades of drama over the CPMC Van Ness project and hope this will be the opposite in terms of speed, efficiency, scope and with an even better outcome! After this do the Laurel Heights corridor on California!

I am a supporter, SF resident, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco.

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Carrie Haverty 
218 Roanoke St
San Francisco, CA 94131  








Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods

		From

		Gregory Goldgof

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. Many labs are limited by even most basic space. If SF wants to continue to be a hub of innovation in medicine, it must expand. 

I am a UCSF researcher, UCSF student/trainee, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF help rebuild the local economy with thousands of new jobs. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Gregory Goldgof 
50 Johnstone Dr
San Francisco, CA 94131  








The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF

		From

		Louis Magarshack

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Greetings,

My name is Louis Magarshack and I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I support adding more housing in SF to help get out of our current crisis.
I think the fact that this development also improves our hospital and transit makes it even more attractive. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Louis Magarshack 
2610 47th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94116  








Asking for your support for UCSF's CPHP and community benefits

		From

		Keaton Otake

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Greetings,

My name is Keaton Otake. As a SF resident, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). This project will help bring more jobs, more housing, and a modernized UCSF campus and hospital to SF. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo.

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Keaton Otake 
719 Larkin St
San Francisco, CA 94109  








Asking for your support for UCSF's CPHP and community benefits

		From

		James Kelm

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Greetings,

My name is James Kelm. As a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). UCSF is an integral part of our healthcare system. As a sometimes patient, and as someone with family members who provide frontline care at UCSF and other local hospitals, I strongly support this modernization and expansion. I also support the improvements to transit and additional housing that this project will provide. This is an obvious win for San Francisco that should proceed without further delay. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

James Kelm 
410 Diamond St
San Francisco, CA 94114  








The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF

		From

		Chris Keene

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Greetings,

My name is Chris Keene and I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

San Francisco needs to move forward and stop letting a few malicious residents ruin the city for the rest of us. We desperately need more housing! A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Chris Keene 
1126 Dolores St
San Francisco, CA 94110  








In support of the plans for Parnassus and the community

		From

		Zachary Conquer

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hello,

My name is Zachary Conquer, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). We need to build more and denser housing in San Francisco – where people want to live and work – and build the transit infrastructure to get us where we need to go without driving. This is an opportunity to reduce carbon emissions, reduce traffic fatalities, and preserve the natural open spaces in and out of the city that people will have no choice but to build houses on if we don't act here in San Francisco.

I am a San Francisco resident, UCSF patient, CNPS member and volunteer, and supporter and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs.

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

San Francisco is an exceptional place, not because of some innate exceptionalism, but as a result of bold, daring, visionary leadership. We need that to continue. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Zachary Conquer 
145 Casitas Ave
San Francisco, CA 94127  








A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco

		From

		Patrick Linehan

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. We need to stop walking towards the future of San Francisco and start running. Change is not the enemy, and we need to end minority rule in the city. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. As a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Patrick Linehan 
251 Foerster St
San Francisco, CA 94112  








Sharing support for UCSF's Parnassus and community benefits

		From

		Nathan Lovejoy

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





To whom it may concern,

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco.

We need to improve housing options in this neighborhood and in addition, the neighborhood will benefit from the increased business from the hospital improvements.

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space.

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Nathan Lovejoy 
441 Lincoln Way
San Francisco, CA 94122  








UCSF Parnassus Heights and community investments

		From

		Chris Gordon

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hello,

I am a huge fan of the new project. I grew up near UCSF and just recently moved from the 300 block on Parnassus Ave. The UCSF Parnassus campus is an incredible facility that has served me, my family, and loved ones for years. This project will bring needed affordable housing in addition to improved medical facilities that are clearly needed now more than ever.

As a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements.

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Chris Gordon 
325 Crescent Ave
San Francisco, CA 94110  








Asking for your support for UCSF's CPHP and community benefits
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Greetings,

My name is Maria Cubeta. As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) 100%. My husband and I recently purchased our first home a few blocks from the Parnassus campus. We are excited to see this area of the city move forward and the ongoing community partnership with UCSF. I have joined several of the recent community hearings and was disappointed by the mostly baseless concerns people were raising. I truly hope this plan is quickly approved and not bogged down by years of nimby complaints.

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Maria Cubeta 
436 Hugo St
San Francisco, CA 94122 file_0.wmf





 












UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot treat over 3,000 patients
annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital
beds. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process.
These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of
internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and
the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that
best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and
need specialized care only UCSF can provide. As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, I am in full support
the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

JULIE BIONDI 
3450 Sacramento St
San Francisco, CA 94118 
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Hello,

Modernization of UCSF Parnassus campus will be essential to healthcare in San Francisco and the world. The hospital requires new facilities to meet the needs of patients in San Francisco and meet medical standards and safety requirements. The increasing housing supply will be important to the Parnassus neighborhood. 

As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF student/trainee, UCSF clinician, UCSF alumni, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Farshid Moussavi-Harami 
512 Frederick St
San Francisco, CA 94117  








A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco
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To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. The cost of housing in San Francisco is just insane. Basic economics say more supply will help, so I support the creation of as many units of housing as possible. Also UCSF is a world class medical facility and they deserve the best facilities in the world. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. As a supporter, SF resident, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Tim Haines 
434 Broderick St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Hello,

Covid-19 will not be the last virus to cause a deadly pandemic. We are currently experiencing almost full capacity in UCSF ICU, and it's likely full capacity will be reached, as seen in Southern California. We must prepare for future pandemics by increase hospital bed capacity. UCSF's modernization is critical to achieve this goal to provide first class medical care to San Francisco and Northern California residents. 

As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Paul Green 
1350 5th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Greetings,

My name is Scot Conner. As a SF resident, supporter, and advocate, I strongly support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). 

San Francisco is so fortunate to have a world class medical research facility like UCSF Parnassus within its borders. I strongly support this project because it will improve scientific research in SF, expand hospital capacity (which the pandemic has shown us is incredibly important), provide more than 1,000 homes, and invest deeply in public transit and open space for the community. 

SF should welcome this expansion with open arms and NOT treat the MOU as an extraction exercise to keep negotiating for months on end. Please support the MOU so UCSF can get shovels in the ground ASAP on this fantastic project that will allow SF to continue to be a leader in science, innovation and healthcare. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. Also, the planned buildings and campus are beautiful and will serve as an asset to the SF community! 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo and limp along with its already old and insufficient supply of hospital beds at the current campus. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Scot Conner 
1671 Greenwich St
San Francisco, CA 94123  
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Hello,

My name is Kelin Buckley, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I just moved about a month ago from this area (5th and kirkham), and still consider it my home in SF. This is still where I shop, patronize all my favorite restaurants, etc. I’m general, it’s not a secret that SF needs everything this project aims to deliver. The pandemic has only exacerbated the need for these things. It’s time for the NIMBY’s to leave the city, and allow this city to be for everyone, not the lucky few who can afford it. So I would support this no matter what, but I especially support it in my SF home, and fully would still if I lived here. I eventually want my permanent home to be in the inner sunset/cole valley, and think this project would add so much to the area. 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Kelin Buckley 
1247 Broderick St
San Francisco, CA 94115  
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Hello,

We need to upgrade the medical and research facilities on the Parnassus Heights campus to ensure world class health care in San Francisco for generations to come. Adding housing, upgrading transit infrastructure and committing to jobs for local residents will make this a win for everyone.

As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF staff member, supporter, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements.

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds.

I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

james bennan 
2541 15th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94127  
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Greetings,

My name is Sean Karlin. As a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF staff member, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). From the response to COVID-19, to the school's mandate to ensure the staff and students are as diverse as the patients they serve, the University of California has proven again and again to be one of San Francisco's greatest institutions. There are few projects as consciences of, or responsible to their community as UCSF's CPHP is.

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo.

I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I appreciate the fact that UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Sean Karlin 
800 Innes Ave
San Francisco, CA 94124  
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Hello,

My name is Mark Ansel, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). UCSF is a pillar of our neighborhood community. When completed, the CPHP will create a more welcoming campus with reduced traffic and housing impacts. And it is absolutely necessary to support the continued excellence of the institution. 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, UCSF alumni, supporter, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Mark Ansel 
513 Parnassus Ave
San Francisco, CA 94143  
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Greetings,

My name is Brent Robinson and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community.

I write to state my strong support for UCSF's proposed expansion of the Parnassus Heights campus. UCSF's proposal will add to the City's housing stock, bring more good jobs to the City, and help revitalize an aging campus that is the cornerstone of the broader Inner Sunset community.

I also write to emphasize how meritless are the objections to the proposal. The Parnassus Neighborhood Coalition has apparently decided to use EIR process to block the expansion. It claims that public transit will be "overload[ed]", yet it is impossible to predict what load public transit will bear after the pandemic has passed, and it seems likely that UCSF's expansion will if anything provide a much needed boost to public transit ridership that will otherwise wane with the tech industry withdrawal.

The Neighborhood Coalition also claims housing costs will skyrocket, but yet again it seems their high-priced consultants wrote these arguments prior to the pandemic, particularly given that rent prices in the City have fallen 29% this year, and are projected to fall further before the pandemic is over.

The Neighborhood Coalition next claims that the propsal will "shade our parks," yet the only park space that might receive shade is that surrounding the rich folks who live up on Edgewood Drive. Those folks will be just fine regardless of what UCSF does. Otherwise, I walk on and around the Mt. Sutro open space preserve on a regular basis, and I can see no way in which the proposed development might impact enjoyment of that space.

The Neighborhood Coalition next argues that that the proposal will reduce open space, but I think the slight reduction in open space on the campus itself will be vastly offset by the benefits of the remainder of the development. I say that as someone who currently walks my dog through the threatened "open space" multiple times each week, and who may need to find a new route once construction commences.

Finally, the Neighborhood Coalition argues that the proposal will "increase cancer risks." Yes, that is a direct quote from the fearmongering text message I received from them on January 4, 2021. Nothing more needs be said about that.

In sum, I strongly support the UCSF expansion. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco.

Many thanks,

Brent Robinson 
1507 7th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Greetings,

My name is Emily Anthony. As a UCSF patient, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). THE CPHP WILL MODERNIZE THE CAMPUS, BUILD A NEW HOSPITAL, AND PROVIDE MORE HOUSING AND TRANSIT TO SERVE SAN FRANCISCANS FOR YEARS TO COME. PLEASE SHARE YOUR EXPERIENCE OR REASONS FOR SUPPORTING THIS IMPORTANT PROJECT 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Emily Anthony 
3508 24th St
San Francisco, CA 94110  
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Hello,

More housing is vitally needed for SF and specifically for entry level professionals! It's very hard to move here as someone starting their career, even well-paid careers, with the incredible housing crunch. We need this project to keep UCSF, and San Francisco, as the leader in medical research and patient care. 

As a SF resident, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF teach and train the next generation of health care providers. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Emily Murphy 
425 Beacon St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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To whom it may concern,

SF needs more affordable housing and investment in transportation infrastructure. This project is a huge investment in the city from an employer that will provide jobs and services for San Francisco residents while supporting a top tier research university and medical school that attracts key professional talent to our city. I support this project with all my heart. I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. I've lived adjacent to the Parnassus Heights area for years and look forward to continued transformation of our city to a more family friendly city via long term investments like this.

These important updates will allow UCSF to continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community.

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Jan Chong 
2418 16th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94116  
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Greetings,

My name is Monica Shirley. As a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF staff member, supporter, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). UCSF is a vital part of our city. We can't let UCSF or San Francisco languish by not investing in a new hospital and increasing housing in the neighborhood. We also can't let a very small group stop the civic, medical and scientific progress that a new hospital and additional housing would allow.

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Monica Shirley 
2600 18th St
San Francisco, CA 94110  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. San Francisco needs more housing and infrastructure improvements 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Colin Shinners 
1247 Broderick St
San Francisco, CA 94115  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights.

I am a neighbor and supporter of UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. I live in Cole Valley, and my roommate has worked at UCSF for sixteen years. This summer and fall, because of the pandemic, I have spent more time than ever before walking through the streets of our lovely neighborhood. I firmly believe that UCSF's plan will make our area even more of a destination.

UCSF is a longtime community institution that provides valuable services and jobs for our neighborhood and our city. But it cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. Furthermore, the project will fuel the neighborhood's economy and permit even more to live here. It addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF has already engaged in significant community input. In fact, I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans.

Thank you,

Tim Duncheon 
721 Clayton St
San Francisco, CA 94117  








Modernizing UCSF Parnassus Heights

		From

		Siu lee

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hello,

My name is Siu Lee. I am a supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. 

Public Transportation to this neighborhood is critical as current public transportation is not easy especially for those who depend on it or seniors 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Siu lee 
1635 Bush St
San Francisco, CA 94109  
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Greetings,

My name is Michael Chen. As a SF resident, supporter, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I want UCSF to keep being a top-notch medical care provider and a point of pride for San Francisco. I like the investments in housing and transportation that UCSF will bring to the city.

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through organizations like YIMBY Action and I support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Michael Chen 
1688 Pine St
San Francisco, CA 94109  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a UCSF student/trainee, UCSF patient, SF resident, UCSF researcher, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. 

I think this is a great project! I am a student nearing graduation, and knowing that the school and hospital are being modernized to support the next generation of UCSF affiliated people is exciting. I have also been a patient at UCSF, under the care of Dr. Lee May Chen in oncology. As a graduate student, being taken care of at one of the best hospitals in the world was so comforting. Going through a scary diagnosis but knowing I was in good hands made me feel supported and cared for. I love UCSF not only as a student who has learned so much in my five years here, but also as a place that cared for me and helped me heal. 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Lina Leon 
1051 Sanchez St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. We need more housing, especially affordable housing, in SF. 

I am a SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Neil Madsen 
971 Eddy St
San Francisco, CA 94109  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. It seems ridiculous that we do not have more housing. We should be building 10x more units - but this is a good minimal start. 

I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Oliver Zhou 
1016 Valencia St
San Francisco, CA 94110  
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Hello,

My name is Rohit Bose. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF clinician, UCSF researcher, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco.

As a practicing UCSF physician-scientist in the COVID-19 era, I can attest to the critical nature of work being done specifically at the Parnassus campus. Whether it is the ICU taking care of my sickest patients, or the translational research being done to help develop desperately-needed improved cancer therapies, Parnassus is a linch-pin for the UCSF enterprise. 

Despite having world-class superb healthcare providers and scientists here, the current infrastructure is antiquated and restricts what we can achieve for the City of San Francisco. Any patient here will speak highly of the first-rate staff, and simultaneous note the poor facilities. 

Please do not delay this Plan. Honestly, this institution needed this Plan "yesterday" to continue surviving in the very challenging hospital and research environments. I am very supportive of the recent MOU, and absolutely agree that the plan should be tied to new housing and improved transit access for the community. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline.

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Rohit Bose MD PhD (rohitlab.org)

Rohit Bose 
8 Buchanan St
San Francisco, CA 94102  
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Hello,

My name is Indigo Rose. I'm an SF resident and a UCSF doctoral student in neuroscience -- and I'm asking for your support of UCSF and its new Parnassus Heights project. 

UCSF is a world-class institution and has served San Francisco for over a century. In order to take it into the modern era, the new Parnassus project is critical to retain its competitiveness on the world stage, as well as expanding opportunities for our local community. I especially support this plan because of its provisions for new housing and expanded transit access. The N-Judah (and the Muni in general) needs vital new investment and I'm glad this project can be a small part of it. 

A renovated campus will help UCSF help rebuild the local economy with thousands of new jobs. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Indigo Rose 
525 Nelson Rising Ln
San Francisco, CA 94158  
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Greetings,

My name is Luke Spray. As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, supporter, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). As a neighbor, I'm thrilled to see this project happening just around the corner from me. It'll bring jobs, transit improvements, housing, and earthquake safety. What's not to love! 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Luke Spray 
1266 Stanyan St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Greetings,

My name is Martha Ehrenfeld and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I feel lucky to live next to a world class hospital. Friends and family have been treated there. I also feel our community benefits by having access to the gym, campus views and a partnership with Sutro Stewards--hiking trails and support. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Martha Ehrenfeld 
1379 6th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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To whom it may concern,

Modernizing the Parnassus campus and bringing healthcare into the 21st Century and beyond, as well as the additional housing metrics, local businesses, and jobs that will benefit from the growth, expansion, and updates to technology. I am a UCSF staff member, UCSF patient, SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

These important updates will allow UCSF to continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Heidi Willsher 
855 Brannan St
San Francisco, CA 94103  
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To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I am very proud of being a UCSF Dental Student and support the plans to provide new resources to the patients that come to UCSF. I am also a Bay Area native, and look forward to improving the housing and transit opportunities for residents in SF. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF student/trainee, supporter, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Alyssa Coulter 
1250 9th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Ansh Shukla. I am a SF resident and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come.

I fully support the proposed plans, UCSF is a reverse commute from SF’s densest neighborhoods and transit connections, and it’ll be wonderful to have a world class hospital with even more support and services in our city.

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education.

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Ansh Shukla 
18 Walter St
San Francisco, CA 94114  








Sharing support for UCSF's Parnassus and community benefits

		From

		Alex Hinch

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





To whom it may concern,

I am an SF District 5 resident and I strongly support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs.

Our clinicians deserve world-class healthcare facilities, places to live, and ways to get around town. The residents of our growing city deserve a growing hospital that will be able to handle the city's needs.

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space.

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Alex Hinch 
2000 Post St
San Francisco, CA 94115  
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Greetings,

My name is Ganesh Reddiar. As a SF resident, supporter, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). We need better housing support from the city and more hospital beds. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Ganesh Reddiar 
500 Folsom St
San Francisco, CA 94105  
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Hello,

As a Parnassus Heights neighbor with many friends who are researchers, students, practitioners, or patients of UCSF, I am a firm supporter of this project. Especially in a time of a pandemic, when UCSF doctors, nurses, and staff have been working around the clock to keep us healthy, we need to do our part as neighbors to support the expansion of this important resource from which the entire city (and surrounding Bay Area) will benefit. I would be happy to support greater density in my neighborhood, especially when my neighbors will be the caring professionals who are already working so hard to keep us safe.

I am asking for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements.

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Emily Schell 
1212 Willard St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Hello,

My name is Anna Kegulski. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

We are in a pandemic. We need more hospital space and housing in San Francisco. A renovated campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Anna Kegulski 
2459 16th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94116  
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To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. UCSF Parnassus is one of the closest medical campuses to my home and would increase access to healthcare for me. I also believe we need more density in the center of our city, and I'm looking forward to the transit improvements that UCSF will be contributing. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. As a SF resident, supporter, UCSF patient, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Shahin Saneinejad 
263 Lee Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112  
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Hello,

My name is Penny Mitchell. I am a UCSF staff member, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to help rebuild the local economy with thousands of new jobs. 

Our city of San Francisco has seen so much loss in the past year. Our city needs a project that celebrates healthcare, life and community. That is what this project represents to so many San Franciscans. Please support this project so we can inject hope back into our beautiful community.
Thank you,
Penny Mitchell 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Penny Mitchell 
512 College Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a UCSF staff member, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. 

This project is important to continue our commitment to excellence in education, patient care and research. 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Julia Hwang 
30 Burnside Ave
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I am writing regarding the USCF Parnassus project. As a nearby resident and homeowner on Stanyan St., I wholly support the UCSF expansion. The expanded hospital will set up the west side of San Francisco for modernized medical access in the 21st century, and help maintain UCSF as a beacon of cutting-edge research and care. In the current pandemic crisis, I truly believe our city will rally around an investment of this size into our future.

The additional housing and community benefits make this an obvious win-win-win for the neighborhood, city, and UCSF. I urge our leaders and neighborhood leaders to think of the next generation of residents, patients, healthcare professionals, and medical researchers who wish to call San Francisco their home, and invest in the future of our city instead of quibbling over the short-term inconveniences that any development project will bring. I am confident that our neighborhood will adapt and welcome the long term benefits that this new hospital complex will bring.

As a city local, I have been well informed of these plans and appreciate the community outreach and interaction from UCSF, and hope that we can move forward promptly with the implementation.

Thank you,

Dmitry Kislyuk 
1158 Stanyan St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Hello,

My name is Anush Venkatesan. I am a SF resident, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. 

San Francisco is in a downward spiral because of NIMBY-ist, anti-tech, anti-development sentiment. San Francisco is beautiful for so many reasons, but preservation isn't it. Listening and moving the world forward from our little corner is what makes this city amazing. We did that in the 60's with the Civil Rights movement. We did that in the 80's spearheading LGBTQ+ rights. We do that daily with the incredibly talented small business owners and employees/employers who choose to call this home. Holding back something that will "disrupt" the neighborhood that people invested in, in a city that's meant to change, is insane. This will create housing, jobs, and increased medical facilities for the city. We can't make SF less desirable as a way to reduce our costs. This city will always have magic, and we need to support development and be really specific about making it the best possible outcome to keep the magic and keep REAL progress flowing. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Anush Venkatesan 
3036 Market St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I wish there could be more housing and transportation improvements like an underground N-train, but this is a great step forward.

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

I hope nothing less than the state move forward with the same spirit that made San Francisco the center of innovation in health and transportation not so many years ago. We did it once, and we are called to do it again.

Thank you,

Aaron Burger 
306 Parnassus Ave
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Greetings,

My name is Matthew Yarri. As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I have had nothing but great experiences as a UCSF patient and neighbor and support them in expanding and modernizing their campus. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Matthew Yarri 
670 Stanyan St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Hello,

My name is Andrew Martone. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

We're in a housing crisis - people are homeless and leaving the city in droves due to the insane cost of living here.

PLEASE don't listen to the NIMBYs here. We live in a city. We can all share our space responsibly. We deserve a both a world class hospital (which incidentally saved my wife's life at one point) and more housing. 

A renovated campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Andrew Martone 
56 Cumberland St
San Francisco, CA 94110  
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To whom it may concern,

As a patient of UCSF Parnassus, I want to make sure the doctors and staff there have the best tools, modern facilities and equipment to continue serving our community. I am a UCSF patient, SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

These important updates will allow UCSF to serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Nick Cobb 
800 Indiana St
San Francisco, CA 94107  








Modernizing UCSF Parnassus Heights

		From

		Brendan Dunnigan

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hello,

My name is Brendan Dunnigan. I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. 

My support stems from the balanced approach of adding 40% affordable housing to the plan. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Brendan Dunnigan 
132 10th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94118  
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From: Gayle Roca <Gayle.Roca.403172210@p2a.co> 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2021 12:27 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods
 

 

I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus
Heights. I greatly support this project! I work at UCSF and commute through SFMTA on a daily basis.
I would love to live closer to work in UCSF housing and the campus could greatly use a facelift! This is
an exciting project that will help the community as well as the staff at UCSF. 

I am a UCSF staff member, Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help
UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The
plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing,
and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s
clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These
updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal
collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community
investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I
appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local
investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will
benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Gayle Roca 
741 Ellis St
San Francisco, CA 94109 

https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
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Subject: The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF
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The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF

		From

		MICHAEL LAMPERD
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		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Greetings,

My name is Michael Lamperd and I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

The parking structure is beyond old & obsolete. This structure (which I see riding by on the N train or bus each day) is simply ugly - unless you like brutalism. It's also dirty & moldy. Along Parnassus the so-called pedestrian walk across the street is oftentimes ignored by car drivers & we pedestrians feel like sitting ducks. Next: to simply say that we need more housing is a gross understatement. We desperately need more housing everywhere. I was on the 29 bus going to Stonestown & viewed all of the campers & van parked along many streets at SFSU - they full of students! No place to live! A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

MICHAEL LAMPERD 
4611 Lincoln Way
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Spencer Sherwin. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to help rebuild the local economy with thousands of new jobs. 

We need more housing and hospital capacity in San Francisco. This project makes a ton of sense on those grounds. I am an S.F. native and my father is a volunteer clinical professor at UCSF. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Spencer Sherwin 
1 Polk St
San Francisco, CA 94102  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. We need to best hospital facilities for both patients and research. Housing is a key component to attracting the best staff. And SF needs more housing! 

I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Cynthia Gregory 
418 Duncan St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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Greetings,

My name is Matthew Krummel and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights.

San Francisco is vibrant because we find the balance of innovation and sensible ideas. UCSF is a huge pillar of our success and the parnassus campus, for years, has done ‘more with less’. There are two major parts of the plan that are important to us as a city: 

1. Urban space. For too long, we’ve accepted commuter culture in SF. Other cities have shown how to build with suitable density and to carefully locate housing nearer to jobs. UCSF has been a great steward of the open space that we all enjoy and this plan looks to link that for our enjoyment while also decreasing commutes that bring traffic to our neighborhood. That would be a win-win. 

2. Health care, for ourselves and our city, will remain a huge concern in all of our future. The pandemic showed us this. Yet, the site has very limited capacity to face the threats of the modern century. It needs to be able to be a vibrant hospital and research center, linked, for SF to be the kind of vibrant place of Care and Learning. Decreasing the soviet-era footprint of the campus and then building space that is vibrant and functional for the next generation is our duty as stewards of this place.

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community.

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco.

Many thanks,

Matthew Krummel 
1263 Stanyan St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Greetings,

My name is Janet Gordon. As a SF resident and UCSF staff member, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) for many reasons: 1) A campus that is easier to navigate: In my two years working on this campus, on trips to the restroom or to get a bite to eat, I have come across and helped at least 20 lost people by walking them to the elevators or office they were looking for. It is my pleasure to help, but it isn't sustainable to retain a facility that is so difficult to navigate and just rely on kind staff members to make sure people get where they need to be. Coming to the hospital can be stressful enough without getting lost. 2) Housing: I have participated in interview processes where we lost our chosen candidate due to housing issues and commute times, and one of my coworkers had to resign due to the commute time, because he and his spouse could not afford a home that was closer to the city. Having more housing available - not just for students, but also for staff - will help us hire and retain people and will help prevent cost-of-living from being a barrier to accepting a position at UCSF. 3) Parnassus Ave is busy, noisy and crowded, and often feels like a wind tunnel. When it's raining, it can be miserable. But in order to get to the hospital from the parking garage, you have to cross it. We need to provide a calmer, safer and more protected path of entry and exit to the hospital, clinics and offices for patients, visitors, students and employees. I have at least twice helped people in wheelchairs cross Parnassus, because they were struggling to get across before the traffic light changed. We can do better! 4) I work in the basement of a building that has been deemed in need of repair to make it safe in the event of an earthquake. I don't know about you, but that doesn't exactly make me feel safe coming to work. 5) UCSF is an asset to San Francisco for so many reasons. It actively engages with the community, provides care to the underserved, saves lives with the best medical care, provides employment to Bay area residents, leads the way in cutting-edge research, provides a world class education for our future leaders in medicine, and is part of a stable industry that is not subject to tech booms and busts. In addition, it is an organization that actually lives its values while always striving to find and address the ways in which it must still improve. This revitalization effort is a way to give back to the community by prioritizing those who interact with UCSF, whether they are patients, visitors, neighbors, students, employees, or the natural environment.

I appreciate that UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Janet Gordon 
400 Parnassus Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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To whom it may concern,

As a former Haight neighbor for a decade (and currently a Noe Valley neighbor), I 100% support this project. SF is fortunate to have institutions like UCSF in our community. But the high cost of housing is forcing may people out of the city, making it even harder to access our world class healthcare. Expanding the hospital to meet our growing community and adding much needed new housing is a huge win win. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

These important updates will allow UCSF to expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Phillip Kobernick 
3946 26th St
San Francisco, CA 94131  








Sharing support for UCSF's Parnassus and community benefits

		From

		Jeff Olson

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





To whom it may concern,

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. 

Hospitals are a critical part of a community, and opportunities to strengthen one of the nation’s best should not be missed. 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Jeff Olson 
1280 Page St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I love UCSF 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF help rebuild the local economy with thousands of new jobs. As a SF resident, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Yolo Jones 
1875 Mission St
San Francisco, CA 94103  








Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I am particularly proud of the MOU with the City of San Francisco on community benefits associated with the plan in alignment with UCSF's Anchor Institution work, including more affordable housing, local hiring, and support for local transit. 

I am a UCSF staff member, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Jessica Fields 
50 Sea Cliff Ave
San Francisco, CA 94121  
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Hello,

The Parnassus Heights plan will build a new hospital and provide needed housing for our community.

As a SF resident, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements.

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community.

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Paul Tucker 
515 Masonic Ave
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Greetings,

My name is Stephen Fiehler and I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

New housing is vital in San Francisco. Our housing shortage is evident by the increasing homelessness problem and the outrageous cost of housing. Any new housing helps to address the supply shortage. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Stephen Fiehler 
5320 Diamond Heights Blvd
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. 

Having world class healthcare is an imperative for not only today’s residents but to continue to attract and retain top employers and their employees to the city 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Scott Burger 
1526 McAllister St
San Francisco, CA 94115  








Modernizing UCSF Parnassus Heights
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Hello,

My name is Andrew Day. I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to encourage sustainable transportation choices and reduce the campus’ carbon footprint. 

San Francisco is facing a dire housing shortage, and this project can help make a dent in creating affordable housing for our city. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Andrew Day 
1366 Turk St
San Francisco, CA 94115  
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Hello,

My name is David Broockman, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). This will project will provide important hospital, housing, and transit benefits for San Franciscans. I strongly support the project. 

I am a supporter, SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF encourage sustainable transportation choices and reduce the campus’ carbon footprint. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

David Broockman 
55 Page St
San Francisco, CA 94102  








A new hospital and plans for UCSF Parnassus Heights
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Hello,

My name is Cynthia Wang. I am a SF resident, neighbor, and supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

San Francisco's soaring housing costs are driven by demand outpacing supply. Now, more than ever, we need to invest in our public health system, in providing more housing at all income levels, and to rebuild our community. This project will provide desperately needed affordable and middle-income housing as well as bolster our public health system and community, providing more foot traffic and customers for neighboring small businesses. A renovated campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Cynthia Wang 
1566 27th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Cynthia Nicolas. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

The UC Parnassus campus must be upgraded and enhanced in order to continue it's ground-breaking, critical medical care and research. My family, friends, and community have directly benefited from having the top doctors accessible and available. It doesn't make financial sense to move these core services to another part of SF just so some of the neighbors don't have their views disrupted. 

I have lived in Cole Valley for 20 years and I support the UCSF plan. Please stop playing politics by "pausing" the plan. It will only get more expensive and take longer to achieve. 

A renovated campus will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

cynthia nicolas 
1345 Cole St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Hello,

My name is Stuart Gansky. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

This modernization project is important for our community to provide many important gains, such as jobs during construction, jobs at UCSF for clinicians, researchers and support staff, cutting edge research translated into compassionate and integrated clinical care for the San Francisco Bay Area including the west side of the City and County, and a more open sustainable campus with green spaces for the neighbors. Now - knowing what we know about pandemics - more than ever, it is vital to have state-of-the-art facilities to replace our community's decaying health care infrastructure. Thank you for supporting this crucial community resource. A renovated campus will help UCSF encourage sustainable transportation choices and reduce the campus’ carbon footprint. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Stuart Gansky 
1678 31st Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Sara Ogilvie, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I support this important project because CPHP will modernize the campus, build a new hospital, and provide more housing and transit to serve San Franciscans - and the world - for years to come.

I am a San Francisco resident and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. My husband was a successful clinical trial patient at UCSF and his life was saved by pioneering atrial fibrillation research and treatment development. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand opportunities for others to receive world-class patient care, find desperately needed new housing, and experience innovative transit solutions for San Francisco.

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I appreciate that UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions and SF Planning Commission hearings to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Sara Ogilvie 
3009 Mission St
San Francisco, CA 94110  
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Hello,

My name is Patrick Wolff, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). UCSF is one of San Francisco's crown jewels. It is essential we invest intelligently in such a fantastic asset. This project is the way for us to do that, and it will make us all better off.

I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco.

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Patrick Wolff 
1262 26th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Hunter Oatman-Stanford. I am a UCSF patient, SF resident, supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

As a longterm patient at UCSF's hematology clinic, I fully support the expansion and modernization project. In particular, as someone who visits this campus frequently, I appreciate the investments in improving public spaces, pedestrian access, streets/transit, and adding much-needed new housing to the neighborhood. A renovated campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new homes, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Hunter Oatman-Stanford 
855 Folsom St
San Francisco, CA 94107  
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Hello,

My name is Justin O'Neill. I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. 

Sam Francisco needs more housing, increased transit support, and better health care. How rare is it for an opportunity to do all three at once! This is such an amazing opportunity for the city and everyone who lives here. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Justin O'Neill 
355 Berry St
San Francisco, CA 94158  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I am within walking distance of the Parnassus Heights Campus and it is clearly evident that an upgrade is necessary for a new hospital, housing, and accessible transit solutions. 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Daniel Zurita 
8 Clairview Ct
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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Greetings,

My name is Alan Ladwiniec and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, supporter, UCSF staff member, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Our facilities are old and in need of upgrade. We need a world class facility to allow us to practice world class medicine at Parnassus Heights. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Alan Ladwiniec 
1376 22nd Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I think it should be evident to everyone now with the pandemic the key role that UCSF plays in maintaining the health of our community. Having worked as a medical student, resident and physician at the Parnassus campus I can attest to the woefully inadequate facilities and the urgent need for a new hospital. For the sake of all your constituents, do not let "nimbyism" get in the way of a critical infrastructural need in our community. 

I am a SF resident, UCSF clinician, UCSF researcher, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Eric Sweet-Cordero 
1411 Church St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, UCSF alumni, SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco.

UCSF is an essential healthcare partner for thousands of San Franciscans and a world-class research institution that serves as a bedrock of our local economy. As a former UCSF graduate student, I can attest to the necessity of an expansion to UCSF's overcrowded, aging Parnassus Heights campus. If UCSF is to continue to provide best-in-class care and to discover fundamental insights underlying new medicines, the institution requires a modern campus with adequate space facilities, students and staff.

The UCSF site importantly will also provide student housing. As a UCSF student, I was forced to live in a mold infested garage that caused me health problems because I could not afford adequate housing in our undersupplied city. UCSF graduate students routinely spend >50% of their income on rent for substandard housing of this sort, enriching local land barons at great sacrifice to their long-term financial well-being. Decades of downzoning and arcane construction limitations designed to prop up the property values of wealthy westside homeowners have exacted a punishing toll on the students and staff of the UCSF community. At a minimum, we must allow the university to construct housing for their students to prevent circumstances like those I suffered through.

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space.

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Jacob Kimmel 
1051 Sanchez St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. Parnassus is in severe need of revitalization. The infrastructure is old which greatly impacts our ability to do the cutting edge research to improve the lives of our patients. For example, my lab has not had functional heat in 5 years, because the heating system is too old to fix. We make do with space heaters and jackets. Certainly, not an optimum environment for moving research forward or for our trainees. 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF clinician, UCSF researcher, UCSF alumni, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Joanne Engel 
457 Frederick St
San Francisco, CA 94117  















 

Greetings,

My name is Yvette Bromberger and I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, UCSF alumni,
and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. UCSF led an extensive community
engagement and internal planning process to create this plan. These updates reflect both the
University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration,
neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San
Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community.

UCSF has been a leader in patient care and innovative research, serving the community around it, as
well as the larger population of San Francisco. It is important to think ahead to what the community
will need from this institution in the years to come. The CPHP is a thoughtful plan designed with the
future in mind. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF remain committed
to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable
to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco.

Many thanks,

Yvette Bromberger 
1425 Vallejo St
San Francisco, CA 94109 
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. We need more hospital capacity - so poignantly clear during this pandemic, but also in the event of earthquakes and with our aging population. And we also desperately need more housing, since SF has not kept up with population trends across the state and the nation. This is a great project. 

I am a UCSF patient, SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

David Evans 
775 Chenery St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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Greetings,

My name is Mitch Conquer and I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

It is so important for our economy to keep developing new opportunities and a research hospital is an incredible example of that. We also need more housing. We need to allow for apartments around the ENTIRE city so people don't have to drive to work. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Mitch Conquer 
145 Casitas Ave
San Francisco, CA 94127  
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Greetings,

My name is Joe Dimento and I am a SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

We need more housing especially for critical workers! This is a great plan! A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Joe DiMento 
425 Beacon St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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Hello,

My name is Robert Francoeur. I am a SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

Hello,
I support the expansion of the UCSF Parnasus campus. Investing in medical education, medical research, jobs, and a state of the art hospital is going to be needed as the city struggles with massive amounts of unused office space as tech workers leave the city or work remotely from home. I live in Cole Valley very close to the campus. I am glad to see additional housing and improvements in transit that are part of the package.

Thanks,
Robert Francoeur A renovated campus will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Robert Francoeur 
101 Downey St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Greetings,

My name is Adriane Crouse and I am a UCSF staff member, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I work in the on the old wing of the hospital that will be replaced. We don’t have any air conditioning and now because of COVID fans have been removed. Our patients deserve a healing environment where they can focus on healing. The last thing they should have to worry about is overheating. It’s patients who will benefit from this new hospital and I for one cannot wait. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Adriane Crouse 
531 Brussels St
San Francisco, CA 94134  
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Hello,

My name is Leah Culver, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I support improving health care as well as building housing. Change is good! 

I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Leah Culver 
30 Walter St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I’m in support of more housing and public transportation. 

I am a SF resident, supporter, Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Kate Agarwal 
432 Moraga St
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Greetings,

My name is Nikki Kaul. As a supporter, SF resident, UCSF patient, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). We need more affordable housing in SF, I cannot believe this is up for debate. I have watch SF devolve over the last few years into a litter box and see expensive high rises come up that do nothing to support the majority. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Nikki Kaul 
199 New Montgomery St
San Francisco, CA 94105  
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Greetings,

My name is William Cline and I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

SF desperately needs new housing and transit improvements. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

William Cline 
1222 Clayton St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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Hello,

We need more housing, house creation has not kept pace with the level of jobs that the city has and is capable of creating. 

As a SF resident, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Curtis Sweeten 
2568 Chestnut St
San Francisco, CA 94123  
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To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. It's time for this project to move forward. It brings significant benefits to the community, and it's not right for a tiny number of citizens to block this, when it's broadly supported. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. As a SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Sean Sun 
148 Locksley Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Greetings,

My name is Hadar Dor and I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I know many people who would benefit greatly from this being done A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Hadar Dor 
942 Fell St
San Francisco, CA 94117  








UCSF Parnassus Heights Plan - support it!

		From

		Lillian Archer

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





To whom it may concern,

this is great for the neighborhood and its economic development. it has all my support. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

These important updates will allow UCSF to [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Lillian Archer 
1578 8th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. 

This is a no brainer! More housing, more hospital beds, tons of community support. Please don’t let a very small vocal minority drown out the majority in support of this wonderful project. 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Sarah Boudreau 
455 25th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94121  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. Expansion and re-development are critical components of world class cities that attract and retain a diverse community of highly skilled and educated people. The proposed UCSF expansion and housing exceeds the average bar for due diligence and forward thinking. Support for projects done in the responsible way such as this one is WHY we have elected Supervisors that we demand to support the best interests of the vast majority of their constituents. I have been in SF my whole life and my family moved to the Bay Area 200 years ago and were part of the Bear Flag Revolt. Our experience with the evolution of the city towards a beacon of how great a well run city can be is driving this support, in spite of the incompetence we have seen in City government for the last 50 years. 

I am a SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Geoffrey Squires 
612 Buchanan St
San Francisco, CA 94102  
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Hello,

My name is Ryan Tancredi. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. 

I have been a patient at UCSF Parnassus many times. I can say the facilities are in need of upgrading compared to other hospitals in the city. As for more housing, isn’t that obvious by the astronomical housing and rental prices? 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Ryan Tancredi 
66 Levant St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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Greetings,

My name is Katie Grote and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I support more housing in San Francisco to address our acute housing crisis. Also, as a UCSF patient who has spent a night in the Parnassus ER after an allergic reaction, I would love to see Parnassus improved. The facility is outdated and it would be great to have the physical space match their excellent quality of care. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Katie Grote 
833 Kirkham St
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Oleg Tomillo. I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. 

My late father was a patient at this wonderful hospital and my entire family has gotten treatment here! It’s a wonderful facility that needs to me modernized in addition to much needed housing like this project promises 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Oleg Tomillo 
5871 Mission St
San Francisco, CA 94112  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. Updating the Parnassus Medical Center is essential to maintain the excellence in research, education, and medical care for UCSF. 

I am a UCSF researcher, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Lewis Lanier 
229 Juanita Way
San Francisco, CA 94127  
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Hello,

My name is Patrick Traughber. I am a supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

This project will provide important new housing and hospital facilities, and open new public space. I'm really excited about it! A renovated campus will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Patrick Traughber 
1369 Filbert St
San Francisco, CA 94109  
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Hello,

My name is Matthew Stachler. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, UCSF clinician, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. 

I am writing this letter in support of the UCSF Parnassus Heights renovation plans. In a time when business in SF are closing or moving out of the city, supporting local investment is more important than ever. The comprehensive plan is well thought out and provides new hospitals, housing, and updates transit for the community. I am excited and fully support these plans as it will provide significant value to the community by improving patient care and research within the Hospital. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Matthew Stachler 
1545 Pine St
San Francisco, CA 94109  
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Greetings,

My name is Yvette Bromberger and I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, UCSF alumni, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process to create this plan. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community.

UCSF has been a leader in patient care and innovative research, serving the community around it, as well as the larger population of San Francisco. It is important to think ahead to what the community will need from this institution in the years to come. The CPHP is a thoughtful plan designed with the future in mind. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco.

Many thanks,

Yvette Bromberger 
1425 Vallejo St
San Francisco, CA 94109  
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Hello,

My name is Spencer Sherwin. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to help rebuild the local economy with thousands of new jobs. 

We need more housing and hospital capacity in San Francisco. This project makes a ton of sense on those grounds. I am an S.F. native and my father is a volunteer clinical professor at UCSF. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Spencer Sherwin 
1 Polk St
San Francisco, CA 94102  
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Greetings,

My name is Michael Lamperd and I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

The parking structure is beyond old & obsolete. This structure (which I see riding by on the N train or bus each day) is simply ugly - unless you like brutalism. It's also dirty & moldy. Along Parnassus the so-called pedestrian walk across the street is oftentimes ignored by car drivers & we pedestrians feel like sitting ducks. Next: to simply say that we need more housing is a gross understatement. We desperately need more housing everywhere. I was on the 29 bus going to Stonestown & viewed all of the campers & van parked along many streets at SFSU - they full of students! No place to live! A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

MICHAEL LAMPERD 
4611 Lincoln Way
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. We need to best hospital facilities for both patients and research. Housing is a key component to attracting the best staff. And SF needs more housing! 

I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Cynthia Gregory 
418 Duncan St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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Greetings,

My name is Matthew Krummel and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights.

San Francisco is vibrant because we find the balance of innovation and sensible ideas. UCSF is a huge pillar of our success and the parnassus campus, for years, has done ‘more with less’. There are two major parts of the plan that are important to us as a city: 

1. Urban space. For too long, we’ve accepted commuter culture in SF. Other cities have shown how to build with suitable density and to carefully locate housing nearer to jobs. UCSF has been a great steward of the open space that we all enjoy and this plan looks to link that for our enjoyment while also decreasing commutes that bring traffic to our neighborhood. That would be a win-win. 

2. Health care, for ourselves and our city, will remain a huge concern in all of our future. The pandemic showed us this. Yet, the site has very limited capacity to face the threats of the modern century. It needs to be able to be a vibrant hospital and research center, linked, for SF to be the kind of vibrant place of Care and Learning. Decreasing the soviet-era footprint of the campus and then building space that is vibrant and functional for the next generation is our duty as stewards of this place.

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community.

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco.

Many thanks,

Matthew Krummel 
1263 Stanyan St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Greetings,

My name is Janet Gordon. As a SF resident and UCSF staff member, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) for many reasons: 1) A campus that is easier to navigate: In my two years working on this campus, on trips to the restroom or to get a bite to eat, I have come across and helped at least 20 lost people by walking them to the elevators or office they were looking for. It is my pleasure to help, but it isn't sustainable to retain a facility that is so difficult to navigate and just rely on kind staff members to make sure people get where they need to be. Coming to the hospital can be stressful enough without getting lost. 2) Housing: I have participated in interview processes where we lost our chosen candidate due to housing issues and commute times, and one of my coworkers had to resign due to the commute time, because he and his spouse could not afford a home that was closer to the city. Having more housing available - not just for students, but also for staff - will help us hire and retain people and will help prevent cost-of-living from being a barrier to accepting a position at UCSF. 3) Parnassus Ave is busy, noisy and crowded, and often feels like a wind tunnel. When it's raining, it can be miserable. But in order to get to the hospital from the parking garage, you have to cross it. We need to provide a calmer, safer and more protected path of entry and exit to the hospital, clinics and offices for patients, visitors, students and employees. I have at least twice helped people in wheelchairs cross Parnassus, because they were struggling to get across before the traffic light changed. We can do better! 4) I work in the basement of a building that has been deemed in need of repair to make it safe in the event of an earthquake. I don't know about you, but that doesn't exactly make me feel safe coming to work. 5) UCSF is an asset to San Francisco for so many reasons. It actively engages with the community, provides care to the underserved, saves lives with the best medical care, provides employment to Bay area residents, leads the way in cutting-edge research, provides a world class education for our future leaders in medicine, and is part of a stable industry that is not subject to tech booms and busts. In addition, it is an organization that actually lives its values while always striving to find and address the ways in which it must still improve. This revitalization effort is a way to give back to the community by prioritizing those who interact with UCSF, whether they are patients, visitors, neighbors, students, employees, or the natural environment.

I appreciate that UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Janet Gordon 
400 Parnassus Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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To whom it may concern,

As a former Haight neighbor for a decade (and currently a Noe Valley neighbor), I 100% support this project. SF is fortunate to have institutions like UCSF in our community. But the high cost of housing is forcing may people out of the city, making it even harder to access our world class healthcare. Expanding the hospital to meet our growing community and adding much needed new housing is a huge win win. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

These important updates will allow UCSF to expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Phillip Kobernick 
3946 26th St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. 

Hospitals are a critical part of a community, and opportunities to strengthen one of the nation’s best should not be missed. 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Jeff Olson 
1280 Page St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I love UCSF 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF help rebuild the local economy with thousands of new jobs. As a SF resident, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Yolo Jones 
1875 Mission St
San Francisco, CA 94103  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I am particularly proud of the MOU with the City of San Francisco on community benefits associated with the plan in alignment with UCSF's Anchor Institution work, including more affordable housing, local hiring, and support for local transit. 

I am a UCSF staff member, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Jessica Fields 
50 Sea Cliff Ave
San Francisco, CA 94121  
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Hello,

The Parnassus Heights plan will build a new hospital and provide needed housing for our community.

As a SF resident, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements.

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community.

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Paul Tucker 
515 Masonic Ave
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Greetings,

My name is Stephen Fiehler and I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

New housing is vital in San Francisco. Our housing shortage is evident by the increasing homelessness problem and the outrageous cost of housing. Any new housing helps to address the supply shortage. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Stephen Fiehler 
5320 Diamond Heights Blvd
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. 

Having world class healthcare is an imperative for not only today’s residents but to continue to attract and retain top employers and their employees to the city 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Scott Burger 
1526 McAllister St
San Francisco, CA 94115  
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Hello,

My name is Andrew Day. I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to encourage sustainable transportation choices and reduce the campus’ carbon footprint. 

San Francisco is facing a dire housing shortage, and this project can help make a dent in creating affordable housing for our city. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Andrew Day 
1366 Turk St
San Francisco, CA 94115  
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Hello,

My name is David Broockman, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). This will project will provide important hospital, housing, and transit benefits for San Franciscans. I strongly support the project. 

I am a supporter, SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF encourage sustainable transportation choices and reduce the campus’ carbon footprint. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

David Broockman 
55 Page St
San Francisco, CA 94102  
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Hello,

My name is Cynthia Wang. I am a SF resident, neighbor, and supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

San Francisco's soaring housing costs are driven by demand outpacing supply. Now, more than ever, we need to invest in our public health system, in providing more housing at all income levels, and to rebuild our community. This project will provide desperately needed affordable and middle-income housing as well as bolster our public health system and community, providing more foot traffic and customers for neighboring small businesses. A renovated campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Cynthia Wang 
1566 27th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Cynthia Nicolas. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

The UC Parnassus campus must be upgraded and enhanced in order to continue it's ground-breaking, critical medical care and research. My family, friends, and community have directly benefited from having the top doctors accessible and available. It doesn't make financial sense to move these core services to another part of SF just so some of the neighbors don't have their views disrupted. 

I have lived in Cole Valley for 20 years and I support the UCSF plan. Please stop playing politics by "pausing" the plan. It will only get more expensive and take longer to achieve. 

A renovated campus will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

cynthia nicolas 
1345 Cole St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Hello,

My name is Stuart Gansky. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

This modernization project is important for our community to provide many important gains, such as jobs during construction, jobs at UCSF for clinicians, researchers and support staff, cutting edge research translated into compassionate and integrated clinical care for the San Francisco Bay Area including the west side of the City and County, and a more open sustainable campus with green spaces for the neighbors. Now - knowing what we know about pandemics - more than ever, it is vital to have state-of-the-art facilities to replace our community's decaying health care infrastructure. Thank you for supporting this crucial community resource. A renovated campus will help UCSF encourage sustainable transportation choices and reduce the campus’ carbon footprint. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Stuart Gansky 
1678 31st Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Sara Ogilvie, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I support this important project because CPHP will modernize the campus, build a new hospital, and provide more housing and transit to serve San Franciscans - and the world - for years to come.

I am a San Francisco resident and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. My husband was a successful clinical trial patient at UCSF and his life was saved by pioneering atrial fibrillation research and treatment development. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand opportunities for others to receive world-class patient care, find desperately needed new housing, and experience innovative transit solutions for San Francisco.

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I appreciate that UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions and SF Planning Commission hearings to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Sara Ogilvie 
3009 Mission St
San Francisco, CA 94110  
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Hello,

My name is Patrick Wolff, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). UCSF is one of San Francisco's crown jewels. It is essential we invest intelligently in such a fantastic asset. This project is the way for us to do that, and it will make us all better off.

I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco.

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Patrick Wolff 
1262 26th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Hunter Oatman-Stanford. I am a UCSF patient, SF resident, supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

As a longterm patient at UCSF's hematology clinic, I fully support the expansion and modernization project. In particular, as someone who visits this campus frequently, I appreciate the investments in improving public spaces, pedestrian access, streets/transit, and adding much-needed new housing to the neighborhood. A renovated campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new homes, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Hunter Oatman-Stanford 
855 Folsom St
San Francisco, CA 94107  
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Hello,

My name is Justin O'Neill. I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. 

Sam Francisco needs more housing, increased transit support, and better health care. How rare is it for an opportunity to do all three at once! This is such an amazing opportunity for the city and everyone who lives here. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Justin O'Neill 
355 Berry St
San Francisco, CA 94158  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I am within walking distance of the Parnassus Heights Campus and it is clearly evident that an upgrade is necessary for a new hospital, housing, and accessible transit solutions. 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Daniel Zurita 
8 Clairview Ct
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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Greetings,

My name is Alan Ladwiniec and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, supporter, UCSF staff member, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Our facilities are old and in need of upgrade. We need a world class facility to allow us to practice world class medicine at Parnassus Heights. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Alan Ladwiniec 
1376 22nd Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  








Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods

		From

		Eric Sweet-Cordero

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I think it should be evident to everyone now with the pandemic the key role that UCSF plays in maintaining the health of our community. Having worked as a medical student, resident and physician at the Parnassus campus I can attest to the woefully inadequate facilities and the urgent need for a new hospital. For the sake of all your constituents, do not let "nimbyism" get in the way of a critical infrastructural need in our community. 

I am a SF resident, UCSF clinician, UCSF researcher, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Eric Sweet-Cordero 
1411 Church St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, UCSF alumni, SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco.

UCSF is an essential healthcare partner for thousands of San Franciscans and a world-class research institution that serves as a bedrock of our local economy. As a former UCSF graduate student, I can attest to the necessity of an expansion to UCSF's overcrowded, aging Parnassus Heights campus. If UCSF is to continue to provide best-in-class care and to discover fundamental insights underlying new medicines, the institution requires a modern campus with adequate space facilities, students and staff.

The UCSF site importantly will also provide student housing. As a UCSF student, I was forced to live in a mold infested garage that caused me health problems because I could not afford adequate housing in our undersupplied city. UCSF graduate students routinely spend >50% of their income on rent for substandard housing of this sort, enriching local land barons at great sacrifice to their long-term financial well-being. Decades of downzoning and arcane construction limitations designed to prop up the property values of wealthy westside homeowners have exacted a punishing toll on the students and staff of the UCSF community. At a minimum, we must allow the university to construct housing for their students to prevent circumstances like those I suffered through.

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space.

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Jacob Kimmel 
1051 Sanchez St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. Parnassus is in severe need of revitalization. The infrastructure is old which greatly impacts our ability to do the cutting edge research to improve the lives of our patients. For example, my lab has not had functional heat in 5 years, because the heating system is too old to fix. We make do with space heaters and jackets. Certainly, not an optimum environment for moving research forward or for our trainees. 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF clinician, UCSF researcher, UCSF alumni, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Joanne Engel 
457 Frederick St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I greatly support this project! I work at UCSF and commute through SFMTA on a daily basis. I would love to live closer to work in UCSF housing and the campus could greatly use a facelift! This is an exciting project that will help the community as well as the staff at UCSF. 

I am a UCSF staff member, Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Gayle Roca 
741 Ellis St
San Francisco, CA 94109  
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To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. The cost of housing in San Francisco is just insane. Basic economics say more supply will help, so I support the creation of as many units of housing as possible. Also UCSF is a world class medical facility and they deserve the best facilities in the world. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. As a supporter, SF resident, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Tim Haines 
434 Broderick St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Hello,

Modernization of UCSF Parnassus campus will be essential to healthcare in San Francisco and the world. The hospital requires new facilities to meet the needs of patients in San Francisco and meet medical standards and safety requirements. The increasing housing supply will be important to the Parnassus neighborhood. 

As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF student/trainee, UCSF clinician, UCSF alumni, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Farshid Moussavi-Harami 
512 Frederick St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Hello,

Covid-19 will not be the last virus to cause a deadly pandemic. We are currently experiencing almost full capacity in UCSF ICU, and it's likely full capacity will be reached, as seen in Southern California. We must prepare for future pandemics by increase hospital bed capacity. UCSF's modernization is critical to achieve this goal to provide first class medical care to San Francisco and Northern California residents. 

As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Paul Green 
1350 5th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. We need more hospital capacity - so poignantly clear during this pandemic, but also in the event of earthquakes and with our aging population. And we also desperately need more housing, since SF has not kept up with population trends across the state and the nation. This is a great project. 

I am a UCSF patient, SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

David Evans 
775 Chenery St
San Francisco, CA 94131  
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Greetings,

My name is Mitch Conquer and I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

It is so important for our economy to keep developing new opportunities and a research hospital is an incredible example of that. We also need more housing. We need to allow for apartments around the ENTIRE city so people don't have to drive to work. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Mitch Conquer 
145 Casitas Ave
San Francisco, CA 94127  
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Greetings,

My name is Joe Dimento and I am a SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

We need more housing especially for critical workers! This is a great plan! A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Joe DiMento 
425 Beacon St
San Francisco, CA 94131  








A new hospital and plans for UCSF Parnassus Heights

		From

		Robert Francoeur

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hello,

My name is Robert Francoeur. I am a SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

Hello,
I support the expansion of the UCSF Parnasus campus. Investing in medical education, medical research, jobs, and a state of the art hospital is going to be needed as the city struggles with massive amounts of unused office space as tech workers leave the city or work remotely from home. I live in Cole Valley very close to the campus. I am glad to see additional housing and improvements in transit that are part of the package.

Thanks,
Robert Francoeur A renovated campus will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Robert Francoeur 
101 Downey St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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Greetings,

My name is Adriane Crouse and I am a UCSF staff member, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I work in the on the old wing of the hospital that will be replaced. We don’t have any air conditioning and now because of COVID fans have been removed. Our patients deserve a healing environment where they can focus on healing. The last thing they should have to worry about is overheating. It’s patients who will benefit from this new hospital and I for one cannot wait. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Adriane Crouse 
531 Brussels St
San Francisco, CA 94134  
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Hello,

My name is Leah Culver, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I support improving health care as well as building housing. Change is good! 

I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Leah Culver 
30 Walter St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I’m in support of more housing and public transportation. 

I am a SF resident, supporter, Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Kate Agarwal 
432 Moraga St
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Greetings,

My name is Nikki Kaul. As a supporter, SF resident, UCSF patient, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). We need more affordable housing in SF, I cannot believe this is up for debate. I have watch SF devolve over the last few years into a litter box and see expensive high rises come up that do nothing to support the majority. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Nikki Kaul 
199 New Montgomery St
San Francisco, CA 94105  
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Greetings,

My name is William Cline and I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

SF desperately needs new housing and transit improvements. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

William Cline 
1222 Clayton St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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Hello,

We need more housing, house creation has not kept pace with the level of jobs that the city has and is capable of creating. 

As a SF resident, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Curtis Sweeten 
2568 Chestnut St
San Francisco, CA 94123  
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		From

		Sean Sun

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. It's time for this project to move forward. It brings significant benefits to the community, and it's not right for a tiny number of citizens to block this, when it's broadly supported. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. As a SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Sean Sun 
148 Locksley Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Greetings,

My name is Hadar Dor and I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I know many people who would benefit greatly from this being done A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Hadar Dor 
942 Fell St
San Francisco, CA 94117  
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To whom it may concern,

this is great for the neighborhood and its economic development. it has all my support. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

These important updates will allow UCSF to [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Lillian Archer 
1578 8th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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To whom it may concern,

I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. 

This is a no brainer! More housing, more hospital beds, tons of community support. Please don’t let a very small vocal minority drown out the majority in support of this wonderful project. 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Sarah Boudreau 
455 25th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94121  








Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods

		From

		Geoffrey Squires

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. Expansion and re-development are critical components of world class cities that attract and retain a diverse community of highly skilled and educated people. The proposed UCSF expansion and housing exceeds the average bar for due diligence and forward thinking. Support for projects done in the responsible way such as this one is WHY we have elected Supervisors that we demand to support the best interests of the vast majority of their constituents. I have been in SF my whole life and my family moved to the Bay Area 200 years ago and were part of the Bear Flag Revolt. Our experience with the evolution of the city towards a beacon of how great a well run city can be is driving this support, in spite of the incompetence we have seen in City government for the last 50 years. 

I am a SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Geoffrey Squires 
612 Buchanan St
San Francisco, CA 94102  
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Hello,

My name is Ryan Tancredi. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. 

I have been a patient at UCSF Parnassus many times. I can say the facilities are in need of upgrading compared to other hospitals in the city. As for more housing, isn’t that obvious by the astronomical housing and rental prices? 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Ryan Tancredi 
66 Levant St
San Francisco, CA 94114  
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Greetings,

My name is Katie Grote and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I support more housing in San Francisco to address our acute housing crisis. Also, as a UCSF patient who has spent a night in the Parnassus ER after an allergic reaction, I would love to see Parnassus improved. The facility is outdated and it would be great to have the physical space match their excellent quality of care. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Katie Grote 
833 Kirkham St
San Francisco, CA 94122  
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Hello,

My name is Oleg Tomillo. I am a SF resident, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to [@A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will allow UCSF to [select your top priority]]. 

My late father was a patient at this wonderful hospital and my entire family has gotten treatment here! It’s a wonderful facility that needs to me modernized in addition to much needed housing like this project promises 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [@Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to [select your greatest concern]]. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Oleg Tomillo 
5871 Mission St
San Francisco, CA 94112  
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Michael Murano <Michael.Murano.403290282@p2a.co> 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2021 11:49 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods
 

 

I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus
Heights. We really modernize UCSF facilities to maintain SF's privilege of being home to a world class
healthcare system. The project also provides a lot of housing for staff and students. 

I am a SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated
campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF teach and train the next generation of health
care providers. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such
as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s
clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. Updating the Parnassus Medical Center is essential to maintain the excellence in research, education, and medical care for UCSF. 

I am a UCSF researcher, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Lewis Lanier 
229 Juanita Way
San Francisco, CA 94127  
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Hello,

My name is Patrick Traughber. I am a supporter, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. 

This project will provide important new housing and hospital facilities, and open new public space. I'm really excited about it! A renovated campus will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These vital improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Patrick Traughber 
1369 Filbert St
San Francisco, CA 94109  
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Hello,

My name is Matthew Stachler. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF researcher, UCSF clinician, supporter, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. 

I am writing this letter in support of the UCSF Parnassus Heights renovation plans. In a time when business in SF are closing or moving out of the city, supporting local investment is more important than ever. The comprehensive plan is well thought out and provides new hospitals, housing, and updates transit for the community. I am excited and fully support these plans as it will provide significant value to the community by improving patient care and research within the Hospital. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to address the region’s growing critical health care needs. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Matthew Stachler 
1545 Pine St
San Francisco, CA 94109  















updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal
collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community
investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I
appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local
investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will
benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Michael Murano 
720 Presidio Ave
San Francisco, CA 94115 
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Subject: FW: UCSF Parnassus Heights and community investments
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Rachel Freeman <Rachel.Freeman.403235670@p2a.co> 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2021 11:03 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: UCSF Parnassus Heights and community investments
 

 

Hello,

Providing housing for employees reduces car traffic and car ownership while stimulating the
economy of the neighborhood nearby. San Francisco has a doctor shortage and this will also help
alleviate that. UCSF should be allowed to complete this project with as few delays as possible.

As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, I ask for your support of
UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including
affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements.

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF help rebuild the local economy with
thousands of new jobs. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open
space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the
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local economy devastated by COVID-19.

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements
and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based
on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your
support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights
Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Rachel Freeman 
1837 Oak St
San Francisco, CA 94117 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: FW: TIME SENSITIVE RE TODAY"S 1:00 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING - 2013.1535CUA-02: 450-474 O"Farrell

Street/532 Jones Street
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2021 10:56:52 AM
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Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Marcelle Boudreaux <marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>
Date: Thursday, January 7, 2021 at 10:30 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: TIME SENSITIVE RE TODAY'S 1:00 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING - 2013.1535CUA-02:
450-474 O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street
 
This is addressed to the Commission as well as me – can this please be forwarded?
 
Marcelle Boudreaux, AICP, Principal Planner
Citywide Cultural Resource Survey & Landmarks | Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7375 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Ruby Williams <Ruby.Williams@ndlf.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 7, 2021 10:21 AM
To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC) <marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>
Cc: Michael W. Shonafelt <Michael.Shonafelt@ndlf.com>
Subject: TIME SENSITIVE RE TODAY'S 1:00 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING - 2013.1535CUA-02: 450-474
O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street
Importance: High
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Newmeyer & Dillion LLP
895 Dove Street 
Fifth Floor 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
949 854 7000 


Michael W. Shonafelt 
Michael.Shonafelt@ndlf.com 


Las Vegas | Newport Beach | Walnut Creek
newmeyerdillion.com


January 7, 2021 


VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL 


Joel Koppel, President and Members of the  


San Francisco Planning Commission 


C/O San Francisco Planning Department 


Attn: Marcelle Boudreaux, AICP, Principal Planner 


49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


Marcelle.Boudreaux@sfgov.org


Re: 2013.1535CUA-02: 450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street. 


Dear Mr. Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission, 


This office represents Pacific Bay Inn, Inc. (“Pacific Bay”), owner of the Pacific 
Bay Inn Hotel, located at 500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco.  This letter presents 
comments regarding Forge Development Partners’ proposed development at 450-474 
O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street (“Project Site”), case No. 2013.1535EIA (“Revised 
Project”).   


1. The Proposed Project. 


The Revised Project follows on an original project submitted by Fifth Church of 
Christ Scientist (“Church”), and 450 O’Farrell Partners, LLC, which included (among 
other details) a 13-story mixed-use building with 176 residential dwelling units, 6,200 
square feet for restaurant and retail use and 13,595 square feet for a religious institution 
(“Original Project”). (Final Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 
2017022067) (“FEIR”) at p. 2-5.)  The Original Project featured dwelling units that would 
consist of 22 studios, 95 one-bedroom units, 55 two-bedroom units, and four three-
bedroom units.  (Ibid.)   


The Planning Commission certified the Previous Project’s FEIR on September 
13, 2018.  (Addendum at p. 1.) The FEIR evaluated the potential environmental impacts 
to historic architectural and land use resources.  (Id. at 10.)  All other resource topics 
were analyzed as part of the initial study in which the Planning Department concluded 
that the Original Project would not result in significant impacts, with or without 
mitigation.  (Ibid; see also, FEIR, Initial Study at p. 33.)  The Revised Project proceeds 
on an addendum to the FEIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, published 
on December 21, 2020 (“Addendum”) in lieu of a subsequent or supplemental 
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environmental impact report pursuant to Public Resources Code 21166 and CEQA 
Guideline sections 15162 and 15163. 


According to the Revised Project’s description as presented in the Addendum, 
the Proposed Project consists of demolition of buildings on the Project Site and the 
construction of a 13-story building with a basement.  The structure would contain 302 
group housing units (316 beds), 165,972 square feet of residential space, 4,900 square 
feet of open space, 7,959 square feet of residential/retail space, and 10,181 square feet 
for religious institution with a total built area of 199,384 square feet.  (Addendum at pp. 
3-4.)  The Revised Project would also reduce the number of off-street parking from 41 to 
six spaces, which will only be designated for use by the Church.  The building envelope 
would be remain the same with decreased subsurface excavation and changes to the 
building’s design.  (Id. at p.  5.) 


2. Legal Standard. 


The basic purposes of CEQA are fourfold:  


(a) To inform governmental decision makers and the public about the 
potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities;  


(b)  To identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or 
significantly reduced;  


(c) To prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring 
changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures 
when the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and  


(d)  To disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency 
approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant 
environmental effects are involved.   


(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 (“CEQA Guidelines”), § 15002.)  At its heart, therefore, CEQA 
is a public disclosure statute.   


Where a lead agency certifies an initial EIR, subsequent environmental review is 
required on the proposed project where: 


(a)  Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major 
revisions to the EIR;  


(b)  Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which 
the project is being undertaken that will require major revisions to the EIR; 
or  


(c)  New information, which was not known and could not have been known 
when the EIR was certified, comes available.   


(Public Resources Code § 21166; Friends of the College of San Mateo Gardens (2016) 
1 Cal.5th 937, 956; see also Martis Camp Community Association v. County of Placer 
(“Martis Camp”) (2020) 53 Cal.App.5th 569, 604;.)  If the changes to the project do not 
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differ significantly from those described in the prior EIR, a subsequent EIR is not 
required.  (Martis Camp, supra, 53 Cal.App.5th at 607.) Further environmental review is 
required, however, when new information or project revisions reveal that the proposed 
project 


(a) Will have either one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR;  


(b) Significant effects previously examined will be more severe than shown in 
the previous EIR;  


(c) The mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure; or


(d)  Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects.   


(14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15162.)  The lead agency must determine whether the previous 
project’s environmental documents retain relevance despite changes to the project or its 
surrounding circumstances.  (Martis Camp, supra, 53 Cal.App.5th at 608 citing San 
Mateo Gardens, supra, 1 Cal.5th at p. 944.)   


A lead agency may prepare a supplemental EIR in lieu of a subsequent EIR 
where the revised project’s conditions would require preparation of a subsequent EIR 
but only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR 
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15163; 
see also Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 153 Cal.App.4th 523, 542-543.)


3. The Revised Project Features and Circumstances Warrant Further 
Disclosure and Analysis. 


(a) New Information Relating to Revised Project’s Construction Impacts. 


The Addendum concludes that use of construction equipment for the Revised 
Project would be substantially similar to the previous project. (Addendum at p. 6.)  
Based on that assertion, the Addendum concludes that the Project would have the 
same environmental impacts as the Original Project.   


Construction is projected to occur over the course of approximately 18 months 
from groundbreaking.  (See FEIR, Initial Study, p. 71; Addendum at p. 5.)  The 
Addendum does not analyze potential significant construction impacts on sensitive 
receptors within the Revised Project’s vicinity, especially Pacific Bay Inn, over that 18-
month time period.  The Pacific Bay Inn is leased directly by the City and County of San 
Francisco to provide housing to the homeless population of San Francisco. Impacts to 
such sensitive receptors -- and other residents in the project vicinity -- are heightened 
by stay-at-home orders in response to the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic.  Not only the 
homeless residents of Pacific Bay Inn, but other residents, including the vast majority of 
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the San Francisco office labor force, now work from their homes instead of in-office 
settings. As a consequence, they are now continually susceptible to vibrations, noise, 
and other impacts arising from construction at the Project Site throughout the day as 
they remain at home.  The Addendum omits an analysis based on this important new 
circumstance and merely assumes that construction impacts will be the same as the 
Original Project.  Notably, the move to an at-home workforce appears to represent a 
larger social trend that will continue beyond the current global pandemic. Recently, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission approved a long-term vision for the Bay Area 
which included a push for large company employers to have at least sixty percent of 
their employees work from home on any given day in order to curb greenhouse gas 
emissions and reduce traffic congestion by 2035.1  The sea change in how residential 
and office uses will be employed post COVID-19 represents a significant new change in 
circumstances which the Revised Project will be built which requires additional 
environmental analysis via a subsequent EIR.  (Pub. Res. Code, § 21166, subd. (c).)  


While the FEIR concludes that noise and vibration levels meet San Francisco 
noise ordinances levels for sensitive receptors (which are 65 feet from the Project Site), 
mere compliance with a noise ordinance is no assurance against significant 
environmental impacts. (FEIR, Initial Study, at pp. 71-72.)  An agency cannot merely 
invoke compliance with a zoning code or general plan noise standard as a means to 
shirk its duty to conduct a meaningful analysis of potentially significant noise impacts.  
As one court observed, “‘conformity with a general plan does not insulate a project from 
EIR review where it can be fairly argued that the project will generate significant 
environmental effects.’”  (Keep Our Mountains Quiet v. County of Santa Clara (2015) 
236 Cal.App.4th 714, 732 [187 Cal.Rptr.3d 96]; see also, Citizens for Responsible & 
Open Government v. City of Grand Terrace (2008) 160 Cal.App.4th 1323, 1338 [73 
Cal.Rptr.3d 202] [General Plan noise standard], quoting Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v. 
County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 881–882 [274 Cal.Rptr. 720] [same]; 
Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of Port Cmrs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 
1344, 1381 [111 Cal.Rptr.2d 598] [“the fact that residential uses are considered 
compatible with a noise level of 65 decibels for purposes of land use planning is not 
determinative in setting a threshold of significance under CEQA”].)   


Further, the Planning Department did not analyze Pacific Bay Inn as a sensitive 
receptor.  Pacific Bay Inn, located directly adjacent to the Project Site, has 75 Single 
Room Occupancy units, providing living arrangements to many San Franciscan 
residents. Obviously, these residents will be subject to continuous noise and vibration at 
more significant levels than those sensitive receptors at O’Farrell Towers and the 
nearby senior facility analyzed as part of the FEIR and Addendum.  Those impacts will 
continue for over a year as the project is built out.  For example, the Addendum claims 
that the vibrations would be noticeable within the immediate vicinity of the use of heavy 
equipment for the Revised Project yet claims such vibrations would not be noticeable at 
the nearest receptors, i.e. O’Farrell Towers.  (Addendum at p. 24.)  Clearly, the 


1 The Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint can be found at https://www.planbayarea.org/.  
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Addendum has overlooked impacts to sensitive receptors adjacent to the Project Site.  
Demolition of existing hardscape and buildings may be presumed to require the use of 
such equipment as jackhammers, backhoes, tractors and other heavy equipment.  
Demolition equipment generates high levels of noise and ground-borne vibrations.  
Pacific Bay Inn residents will be subject to noise levels well in excess of those 
presented in the FEIR and above the maximum levels in San Francisco’s noise 
ordinance.   


The Revised Project’s environmental effects on the Pacific Bay Inn’s must be 
reviewed and analyzed to determine whether the Revised Project causes any significant 
environmental impacts to Pacific Bay Inn, located at 520 Jones Street.  Without it, the 
Revised Project’s environmental review remains deficient.  


(b) Changing the Use from Residential to Group Home Constitutes a 
New Project Requiring Further Environmental Review. 


The Revised Project changes the main use from multi-family residential units to 
group housing.  (Addendum at p. 1.)  Despite both projects containing 13 floors and the 
same existing footprint, the uses are substantially different.  Group Homes are defined 
as residential uses without individual cooking facilities, by prearrangement for a week or 
more at a time, in a space not defined as a dwelling unit.  (See San Francisco Planning 
Code Section 102.)  The Group Home use category gives rise to substantially different 
environmental impacts on the surrounding community.  For example, multi-family 
dwelling units contain dedicated kitchens.  Group homes by contrast lack such facilities, 
and therefore require entirely different arrangements for dining and preparing meals, 
including -- presumably -- large scale deliveries of food, kitchen staff and other logistical 
considerations borne of the change of use to Group Home. 


The Planning Department should prepare a subsequent EIR to evaluate the 
change in project use.  The change to the Group Home use category, coupled with the 
doubling in commercial square footage require additional environmental analyses not 
contemplated in the FEIR.  (See San Mateo Gardens, supra, 1 Cal.5th at 944 [“the 
central purpose of CEQA is to ensure that agencies and the public are adequately 
informed of the environmental effects of proposed agency action.”].)  


(c) The Addendum Does not Properly Analyze the Significant Impacts 
the Increased Commercial Space Will have on the Surrounding 
Community. 


The expansion of commercial uses will result in an increase in the number of 
employees by twelve from the Previous Project.  (Addendum at p. 13.)  Yet, the Revised 
Project proposes reduction in the number of parking stalls at the site from 41 to six for 
religious use only and reduces bike stalls by 53.  (Id. at p. 4.)  Notwithstanding the lack 
of off-street parking for new residents at the Revised Project site, the reduced parking 
demands with an increased number of employees certainly triggers further review on 
the significance of such changes on the traffic and congestion impacts.  On-street 
parking within the Project Site’s immediately vicinity will be impacted.  
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The Addendum relies upon analysis via a 2020 update to the 2017 Traffic Impact 
Study from LCW Consulting (“TIS”).  LCW contemplates that the number of travel hours 
would be reduced for the Revised Project from the Previous Project.  (Addendum at p. 
18.)  While the numbers appear superior, LCW’s analysis as to why these numbers are 
reduced is lacking.  (Addendum, TIS at p. 5-6.) The TIS provides little to no reasoning 
as to this reduction, merely finding that such reduced hours are determined.  (Ibid.)  
Relying on the TIS, the Addendum does not mention how or why the change of use 
from multi-family residential to group housing contemplates a reduction in trip counts, 
only conclusively finding that such reductions will occur.   


Further questions arise regarding the Revised Project’s ingress and egress 
routes. The TIS contemplates that traffic from ride share and taxis would be from 
O’Farrell while “conservatively” assigning all other vehicle trips to the driveway off 
Shannon Street.  There is no reasoning provided to why and how these assignments 
were made.   


The FEIR fails to adequately assess the Revised Project’s traffic impacts to 
O’Farrell Street through the Addendum.  Further environmental analysis is required to 
properly analyze the cumulative impacts the Revised Project will have given its reduced 
parking, increased commercial use, revised ingress and egress routes, and newly 
approved projects within the Project Site’s vicinity. (See Addendum at pp. 22-23.) 


(d) New Geotechnical Information Specific to San Francisco Has 
Emerged since the Certification the EIR prompting Further 
Environmental Review. 


It is a matter of record that the recently constructed Millennium Tower project 
located in the Embarcadero is sinking.  This phenomenon occurred in 2018, after the 
FEIR was scoped and submitted for public comment.  While initial geology and soils 
reviews suggested the foundation would be adequate for the building, several 
geotechnical experts found that the tower’s foundation was not recommended for 
downtown’s geologic topography.2  Recently, in 2019, San Francisco’s Department of 
Building Inspection Engineering Design and Review approved retrofits to Millennium 
Tower, realizing that these changes were necessary to meet the standards set forth in 
403.9 of the San Francisco Existing Building Code.3


The Revised Project’s location is approximately 0.5 miles from Millennium Tower.  
The original FEIR’s geology and soils review does not factor in whether the soils 
topography is similar to that of Millennium Tower or whether the same effects are 
possible at the Project Site.  (FEIR, Initial Study, at pp. 113-119.)  Such new information 


2 Information related to the Millennium Tower’s sinking can be found through the following sites: < 
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/millennium-tower-san-francisco-leaning-tower-of-lawsuits-60-minutes/>; 
< https://www.spargrp.com/millennium-tower-geotechnical-engineering-importance/ > Most Recently 
accessed on January 6, 2021.) 
3 Information related to this Approval can be found through the following article: < 
https://www.constructiondive.com/news/engineers-approve-100m-retrofit-for-san-franciscos-sinking-
millennium-t/561992/ > (Most Recently accessed on January 6, 2021.) 
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prompts the Planning Department to adequately analyze the soils and determine 
whether they are similarly situated to Millennium Towner and whether factors and 
changed design prompt further geotechnical mitigation or foundational support.  (See 
Pub. Res. Code § 21166, subd. (c); 14 CCR § 15162, sub. (a)(3).)  For example, such 
information could require foundation built using pile-driving techniques which would 
exacerbate the noise and vibrations to nearby receptors.  This new information must be 
reviewed with public comment which a subsequent EIR affords, not after the Revised 
Project has been approved. This is especially the case given the Revised Project now 
contemplates reduced excavation at the site due to reduced parking.  (Addendum at 
p.31.)   


4. Conclusion. 


For the above reasons, the Addendum presents an inadequate analysis of the 
Revised Project’s environmental impacts and therefore fails its purpose as a meaningful 
public disclosure document.  New information related to San Francisco’s geology and 
soil topography, impacts of COVID-19 on work and living patterns, effects to nearby 
sensitive receptors and other such issues require a deeper look than the Addendum 
affords.  The Revised Project’s changes in use, increased commercial space and 
reduced parking may require significant environmental changes to the FEIR, thereby 
requiring a subsequent or supplemental EIR to ensure proper public disclosure and 
informed decision-making.   


Pacific Bay Inn reserves its right to supplement these comments up until the 
close of the final public hearings on the Project.   


Very truly yours, 


Michael W. Shonafelt 


MWS 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: The Role of The Planning Commission In Reviewing and Commenting Upon UCSF Plans Hearing 1/7/21
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2021 10:56:25 AM
Attachments: UCSF City MOU 1987.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Dennis Antenore <antenored@earthlink.net>
Date: Thursday, January 7, 2021 at 10:39 AM
To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond,
Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>,
Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, joshua Switzky <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>, Jeff
Buckley <jeff.buckley@sfgov.org>
Subject: The Role of The Planning Commission In Reviewing and Commenting Upon UCSF
Plans Hearing 1/7/21
 

 

It troubles me that this hearing is limited to an informational  hearing.  The Planning Commission has
an important role in responding to the UCSF expansion plans. On February 17, 1987 UCSF entered
into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the City and County of San Francisco regarding
communication and “oversight” of University master planning, construction and real estate
utilization. (copy attached hereto) That MOU remains in effect and should form the basis of the
City’s review of UCSF plans. Among other provisions the MOU requires UCSF “to advise the City in
writing of all matters concerning master planning, construction and real property utilization initiated
by UCSF which may have an impact on the City. The City Planning Commission will review such
proposals and advise UCSF in writing as to the conformance of such development with the Master
Plan of San Francisco and Planning Code Section 304.5 (Institutional Master Plans) with
recommendations, if any, for amendment to the proposal. (emphasis supplied)
 
I hope that the Commission requests a delay in the consideration of the MOU, until it has an
opportunity to review and comment on it as set forth in the 1987 MOU.   Respectfully submitted, 
Dennis Antenore
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Nicholas Page <Nicholas.Page.403459609@p2a.co> 
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2021 10:32 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: In support of the plans for Parnassus and the community
 

 

Hello,

My name is Nicholas Page, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF student/trainee, and advocate for the UCSF
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help
UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for
decades to come.

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000
patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of
hospital beds. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood
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improvements and am excited by the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local
investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and
community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and
community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support
of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including
affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Nicholas Page 
1265 2nd Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122 
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Ellen Haller <Ellen.Haller.401540808@p2a.co> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 5:36 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: UCSF Parnassus Heights and community investments
 

 

Hello,

I'm a neighbor of the Parnassus Heights campus and am a retired School of Medicine faculty
member. I'm also a UCSF Health patient. The UCSF facilities on Parnassus are outdated and over-
crowded. I'm in full, enthusiastic support of this critically important project! 

As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, UCSF patient, UCSF alumni, I ask for your support of UCSF’s
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UCSF Parnassus Heights and community investments

		From

		Erik Shilts

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Hello,

As a San Francisco resident who lived right next door at Frederick and Belvedere when I first moved to the city, I strongly welcome and support this development. In the midst of a pandemic that has put an enormous strain on our healthcare and social systems, UCSF has been a key institution keeping us safe. California in general, and San Francisco in particular, has a massive housing shortage and the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan is a step in the right direction to provide more housing while building out the incredible hospital.

I am grateful to have UCSF nearby, and I look forward to seeing the plan implemented. 

As a SF resident, supporter, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Erik Shilts 
5411 Diamond Heights Blvd
San Francisco, CA 94131  








Modernizing UCSF Parnassus Heights

		From

		Rushika Perera

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Hello,

My name is Rushika Perera. I am a SF resident, UCSF staff member, UCSF researcher, supporter, UCSF patient, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. 

to better serve our community we need facilities and infrastructure that will enable the most innovative medical and scientific research. The COVID19 pandemic has shown us the importance of having top tier medical facilities, staff and researchers in our community. We should be supporting them by providing the most up-to-date infrastructure, buildings, equipment and staff to continue to provide the best care to our community. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Rushika Perera 
1412 15th St
San Francisco, CA 94103  








The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF

		From

		Adam Mills

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Greetings,

My name is Adam Mills and I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

It's often something other residents forget, but this neighborhood is defined by the campus. Many of the reasons there is so much housing and retail here is because the campus was here first. I am not saying this project should have carte blanche to move forward entirely unimpeded but I am very supportive of the much needed improvements and expansions in consideration. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Adam Mills 
436 Hugo St
San Francisco, CA 94122  








UCSF Parnassus Heights and community investments

		From

		Samuel Deutsch

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Hello,

We are in a pandemic with limited ICU capacity and it's clear that an investment in public health care like UCSF is an investment in public health. 

Furthermore, we are in a housing crisis and budget crisis and the city needs the thousand homes and $20M in Muni funding from this project!

As a SF resident, supporter, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements.

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF encourage sustainable transportation choices and reduce the campus’ carbon footprint. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I learned about the CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital improvements. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Samuel Deutsch 
866 Dolores St
San Francisco, CA 94110  








A shared future for UCSF Parnassus Heights

		From

		Dorian Hollis

		To
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To whom it may concern,

This long-overdue modernization will benefit those receiving care as well as the community and Bay Area as a whole. I am a UCSF staff member, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

These important updates will allow UCSF to continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Dorian Hollis 
0278561.4121388372869043E12
San Francisco, CA 94118  








Asking for your support for UCSF's CPHP and community benefits

		From

		Aleksandar Rajkovic
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		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients
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Greetings,

My name is Aleksandar Rajkovic. As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). I would like to see better physical hospital facility, with nicer and larger rooms, modern infrastructure, easily accessible parking. The current infrastructure is woefully out of touch with other medical centers and is an eyesore in our neighborhood. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Aleksandar Rajkovic 
294 Upper Terrace
San Francisco, CA 94117  








The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF
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Greetings,

My name is Lukas Bacho and I am a SF resident, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

As a young person whose grandmother relies upon UCSF as her local hospital, it's extremely important to me that the future of healthcare is secure for people like her. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Lukas Bacho 
1227 14th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122  








Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods
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		Michael McManus
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		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. I’ve lived in the Inner Sunset for 15 years, working at UCSF and using its hospital services. My kids were born there. Im a homeowner and I walk to work. I love my neighborhood having moved 3X in SF, each time living in the inner sunset. My neighborhood needs these kinds of development projects. I support this. 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, UCSF researcher, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Michael McManus 
1121 Kirkham St
San Francisco, CA 94122  








Sharing support for UCSF's Parnassus and community benefits
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To whom it may concern,

I am a SF resident, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. 

SF desperately needs more housing, jobs, and transit, and this project provides all three. 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

deborah schneider 
947 Church St
San Francisco, CA 94114  








In support of the plans for Parnassus and the community
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		Jesse Robinson
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Hello,

My name is Jesse Robinson, and I am writing you today in regards to my support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). More affordable housing in sf 

I am a SF resident, and advocate for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

Regards,

Jesse Robinson 
33 Haight St
San Francisco, CA 94102  















Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable
housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned
innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. The plan also addresses
local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to
update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety
deadline. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These
updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration,
neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to
our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this
essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Ellen Haller 
457 Frederick St
San Francisco, CA 94117 
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Robert Blelloch <Robert.Blelloch.344494507@p2a.co> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 3:42 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Modernizing UCSF Parnassus Heights
 

 

Hello,

My name is Robert Blelloch. I am a UCSF researcher, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and
support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to continue driving
world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. 

Given its status as one of the premiere biomedical institutes, the current condition of the UCSF
Parnassus campus is an embarrassment. We are losing top notch clinicians and researchers because
of the poor infrastructure. At the same time the hospital is unable to accommodate all patients in
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Modernizing UCSF Parnassus Heights

		From

		Alex Taylor

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Hello,

My name is Alex Taylor. I am a SF resident, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. 

This project will bring much needed housing, healthcare, and transit to SF. This city sorely needs all three, and delaying the project even further will just exacerbate the current challenges 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus Heights.

Alex Taylor 
183 Franklin St
San Francisco, CA 94102  








A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco

		From

		Sachin Agarwal

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I love having the UCSF Parnassus hospital near where I live. It's been great for the community. I fully support the expansion project including all the incredible community investments. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. As a SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, supporter, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Sachin Agarwal 
432 Moraga St
San Francisco, CA 94122  








UCSF Parnassus Heights and community investments
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		Abigail Draper
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		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Hello,

My elderly parents (in their mid-eighties) rely on the specialized and high quality medical care at UCSF. Their medical care is often at UCSF Parnassus. However, both have mobility issues. Accessing their medical care at Parnassus is extremely difficult due to 
1) parking/traffic congestion
2) the dangers of crossing the street from parking lot to hospital
3) physical disability - my father must walk with a cane and has severe hip pain and my mother cannot walk due to osteoperosis back issues
4) the heavy foot traffic make it difficult and stressful - as my parents must keep a safe physical distance from people especially in times of flu season or pandemic.
5) the buildings and layout are extremely confusing for anyone - especially for those who are vulnerable like my parents

Simply put, my elderly parents - and ANYONE - need to be able to reach their medical care without undue stress and danger. 

They also need to get to their medical care office without undue confusion and stress.
As a staff member at Parnassus Heights, I have helped countless UCSF patients struggle to locate their medical office or clinic. At least three times a week, I get a desperate knock on my door from a patient or a patient's family member. They need assistance finding their doctor or clinic - as the Parnassus Heights navigation resources are limited and offices are hidden in a maize of layered additions spanning 100 years. 

All kinds of people seek help finding their way -who already have challenges such as they may be:
1) a non-native speaker or English language may not be their first language
2) elderly 
3) have physical challenges - many whom I have helped are sight-impaired 
4) come from out of town and are unfamiliar with city parking, getting around, navigating UCSF
5) members of the community or visitors who are trying to locate their way to a job interview, find the student graduate exam room, locate the free medical school class, etc....

They come to me - confused and stressed. They are fatigued and have difficulty climbing the hill or the stairs or even opening the door. 

It is distressing to me that Parnassus Heights is such a stressful environment. The overall access, layout and flow of foot and moto traffic are outdated and simply do not meet the current demands of 2021. The proposed changes to the UCSF Parnassus Campus are for everyone - not just patients, but their families, caregivers and medical staff, students, faculty, the community, the neighborhood, visitors from every corner. 

San Francisco is more populated, more congested - yet we need to accept this reality and plan for the future. The pandemic has been a wake up call. It's time for us to update UCSF for the next big, life-changing event so that we are NOT taken off-guard, so that people who need help can receive it. This current pandemic, the next pandemic, the Big One - earthquake - require us to step up NOW. San Francisco, the Bay Area, cannot wait.

As a SF resident, UCSF staff member, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements.

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds.

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Abigail Draper 
544 21st Ave
San Francisco, CA 94121  








Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods
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		Sarah Hoffman

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients
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I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus Heights. This project will create much-needed housing for San Francisco residents and medical professionals, including affordable housing. It will also expand the medical services available to the western neighborhoods.

I am a SF resident and a regular user of the trails around Sutro Forest and Parnassus Heights. I support UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which addresses many challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds.

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Sarah Hoffman 
354 Corbett Ave
San Francisco, CA 94114  








Sharing support for UCSF's Parnassus and community benefits

		From

		Deborah Lee

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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To whom it may concern,

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, and support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). A revitalized campus will help UCSF continue driving world-renowned innovation in research, education, and care delivery for decades to come. 

UCSF is an important life-saving institution in our community. I fully support their expansion and hope that the neighbors will see their way to value this important expansion. I am aCitizen who does not usually support development but I feel this is such an important one and their commitment to expanding low income housing seems very real. It is a problem for us all. I hope we can see our way through this and allow the campus to proceed with these important plan. 

Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. The plan also addresses everyday neighborhood challenges identified by the campus' direct neighbors, including transit, housing, and open space. 

I ask for your support of UCSF, the CPHP, and community benefits. Thank you.

Deborah Lee 
11 Christopher Dr
San Francisco, CA 94131  








A shared future for UCSF Parnassus Heights

		From

		Dean Brown
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		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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To whom it may concern,

I support the work being done at UCSF including important medical research. I believe cities should be the hub for this type of work. The types of jobs being created are good for SF and the Bay Area. I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for UCSF's Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

These important updates will allow UCSF to teach and train the next generation of health care providers. Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities, while addressing everyday neighborhood challenges such as open space, transit, and housing. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support for these critical investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights.

Dean Brown 
458 Carl St
San Francisco, CA 94117  








The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF
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		Dan Federman

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Greetings,

My name is Dan Federman and I am a SF resident, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

I live in the Haight and we need more housing. It’s also a pandemic – we need healthcare capacity. We also need the revenue from these buildings. The city’s budget is busted and we need to build our way out of it. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Dan Federman 
1353 Page St
San Francisco, CA 94117  















need of care. A revitalized campus would not only strengthen UCSF, but also the local neighborhood,
the city, and the Bay Area. 

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable
to maintain UCSF's world renowned reputation in advancing research, patient care, and education. 

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community
input. I provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive
community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and associated
benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I attended information
sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I also appreciate UCSF and the City
and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best
serve the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus
Heights.

Robert Blelloch 
215 10th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94118 
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Martin Strauss <Martin.Strauss.403159729@p2a.co> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2021 6:39 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco
 

 

To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and
associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit
improvements. The global Coronavirus pandemic has shown us the importance of hospital facilities,
and the disasters that await when we run out of capacity. Between this and the ongoing shortage of
housing for all Californians, it's vital that we take every possible opportunity to expand San Francisco
to house and heal as many San Franciscans as possible. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot invest millions in

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://nextdoor.com/pages/san-francisco-planning/
http://signup.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19

Asking for your support for UCSF's CPHP and community benefits

		From

		Louis Hellman

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Greetings,

My name is Louis Hellman. As a SF resident, and advocate, I support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). This seems so self-evident. UCSF is a world-class healthcare organization, but you cannot rest on your laurels. Healthcare facilities must be kept modern and reflect the latest and greatest. Plus, more jobs, more housing, and more transit ON THE WEST SIDE are exactly what this city needs. This is what we used to be good at in America - let's do it again! 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. 

I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Louis Hellman 
876 Shotwell St
San Francisco, CA 94110  








The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF

		From

		Rita Fahrner

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Greetings,

My name is Rita Fahrner and I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF alumni, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

As a graduate student there starting in 1970, and then a staff member and non-paid clinical faculty, and a patient, I am now a mother of a medical student at UCSF. We need to have facilities that are up-to-code as well as more beds to treat the community. More housing is needed for students and trainees. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF remain committed to San Francisco and UCSF's mission to serve the community. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Rita Fahrner 
271 Gates St
San Francisco, CA 94110  








A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco

		From

		Marcia Degelman

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Modernizing this vital asset will help SF thrive in the new century 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot update UCSF’s clinically obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. As a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF clinician, I am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Marcia Degelman 
422 Carl St
San Francisco, CA 94117  








The renewed UCSF Parnassus Heights and solutions for SF

		From

		Sachin Agarwal

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Greetings,

My name is Sachin Agarwal and I am a SF resident, Parnassus Heights neighbor, and advocate for UCSF's plans to revitalize Parnassus Heights. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve our community. 

i want this A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF serve more patients who seek and need specialized care only UCSF can provide. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to put San Franciscans back to work and revitalize the local economy devastated by COVID-19. 

Please support this important plan for the future of UCSF Parnassus Heights and San Francisco. 

Many thanks,

Sachin Agarwal 
432 Moraga St
San Francisco, CA 94122  








UCSF Parnassus Heights and community investments

		From

		Christopher Monnier

		To

		CPC-Commissions Secretary

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



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





 





Hello,

We need more housing. This is more housing. Therefore we need this. 

As a UCSF patient, SF resident, I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. 

A revitalized campus with modernized facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. The plan also addresses local challenges such as housing, transit, and open space. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. 

I recently learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These updates reflect UCSF's mission and community's priorities based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. Please do not delay this essential project that will benefit all San Franciscans. Thank you,

Christopher Monnier 
822 Kansas St
San Francisco, CA 94107  















transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I appreciate UCSF led an
extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and
associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. These updates
reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of internal
collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and the City
and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best
serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct
new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. As a SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, I
am in full support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Martin Strauss 
964 Page St
San Francisco, CA 94117 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request for continuance 1324-1326 Powell Street to 3/11/2021 (Project No. 2019-014451CUA)
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2021 9:37:41 AM

Commissioners,
Please be advised that this matter on today’s Agenda will be continued to March 11, 2021.
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Updegrave, Samantha (CPC)" <samantha.updegrave@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, January 5, 2021 at 1:37 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>, "Asbagh,
Claudine (CPC)" <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>
Subject: Request for continuance 1324-1326 Powell Street to 3/11/2021 (Project No. 2019-
014451CUA)
 
Hi Jonas, 
 
A community member requested a continuance for this project, and the sponsor has agreed.
Can we continue this item from this week to the March 11, 2021 hearing please? 
 

Samantha Updegrave, LEED AP, Senior Planner (she/her)
Northeast Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7322 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map0

 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Public comment on UCSF-CCSF MOU item 11, commission mtg Jan 7
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2021 8:32:27 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Nancy Wuerfel <nancenumber1@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2021 4:46 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Public comment on UCSF-CCSF MOU item 11, commission mtg Jan 7
 

 

Commissioners:
 
Your agenda for the Commission meeting on January 7, 2021 includes item 11  for an
Informational Presentation only on the draft UCSF-CCSF MOU.  This important
document has not had a formally noticed public hearing where the Commission will
take action on approval of the MOU after public comment.  This 21 page document
lists the commitments, financial investments, and obligations that are relevant only to
both parties' collaboration regarding the expansion project at UCSF Parnassus
Heights. This Agreement could be in effect for up to 30 years.
 
For the record, I oppose the draft MOU for the following reasons:
 
            1)  The draft MOU was only made public three days before this January 7
meeting, which is an inadequate amount of time for the public to review and comment
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on such an important legal arrangement between a state agency and a local
government, that is to be included as a "supporting document" to the Long Range
Development Plan for UCSF that could be approved at the January 20-21 meeting of
the Regents of the University of California.
 
            2) There has been no noticed public hearing on the draft MOU at the Board of
Supervisors, who should be part of the development of the MOU, and who approves
the City budget each year which will be affected by the financial commitments  in the
Agreement.
 
            3) The public input meetings were flawed by public comments being tightly
directed to predetermined specific topics, and by written public comments submitted
that  were not referenced or included in the draft MOU.
 
            4)  No elected public official will be a signatory to the MOU, even though
legally binding financial commitments for over $20 million are part of the Agreement.
 
For these reasons I ask the Planning Commission to continue this item for a fully
noticed public hearing with an action item for the Commission to vote on, and to
request that the draft MOU not be submitted to the Regents of the University of
California as a supporting document to the Long Range Development Plan that the
Regents will consider at their January 20-21 meeting.  The Regents' consideration of
this Plan should proceed without a reference to the draft MOU.
 
Thank you for considering my comments.
 
Sincerely,
 
Nancy Wuerfel
Reply Reply All Forward
© 2021 Verizon Media
Send Message (Ctrl + return)
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: UCSF Petition Signers
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2021 8:32:08 AM
Attachments: UCSF Petition Signers Jan. 6th, 2021.xlsx

SFHAC Letter of Support - UCSF Parnassus (1) (1).pdf
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Corey Smith <corey@sfhac.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2021 3:53 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Laura Clark
<laura@yimbyaction.org>; Sagarwal <sagarwal@gmail.com>; Todd David <todd@sfhac.org>
Subject: UCSF Petition Signers
 

 

Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
On behalf of the Housing Action Coalition, SF YIMBY, and GrowSF, please see the attached document
with petition signers in support of the UCSF Parnassus expansion. I've also attached the Housing
Action Coalition's Letter of Support.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
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		First Name		Last Name		Email		Zip Code		Personalize Your Message

		Mark		Cappetta		Mark@gsambc.com		92270-5622

		janet		perlman		jperlman@berkeley.edu		94705

		Rita		Fahrner		ritakell@comcast.net		94110-5659

		Claudia		Schumann		cschumann08@comcast.net		94122

		Richard		Threadgill		vanderv@gmail.com		94127

		David		Broockman		david.broockman@gmail.com		94102

		Ryan		MacPhee		ryan.macphee@gmail.com		94110-2110

		MICHAEL		LAMPERD		mikestheone@sbcglobal.net		94122

		Gregory		Goldgof		ggoldgof@gmail.com		94131

		Katrina		Swanson		kkswanie@gmail.com		94122

		Kenneth		Hu		ken7hu@gmail.com		94122

		Matthew		Janes		mjanes@gmail.com		94110

		Karl M		Ansel		markansel@gmail.com		94117

		Gerry		Moore		gerry@geraldrmoore.com		94131

		Deborah		Schneider		Deborah.Schneider@Gmail.com		94114

		Norma I		Guzman		normaguz@gmail.com		94122

		Hunter		Oatman-Stanford		hoatmanstanford@gmail.com		94107

		Leslie		McFadden		mcfaddenlesliea@gmail.com		95822

		Daniel		Kilduff		daniel.kilduff@gmail.com		94117

		Michael		Murano		mmurano@gmail.com		94115

		Ben		Ewing		bewing91@gmail.com		94117

		Michael		Lee		tenpigs@hotmail.com		94131

		Julie		Gengo		juliegengo@gmail.com		94131

		Sara		Shaffer		shaffer.sara@gmail.com		94609

		Heidi		Willsher		hlwillsher@aol.com		94103

		Andrew		Bader		DREW.BADER@GMAIL.COM		94122

		Kenneth		Laslavic		kenneth.laslavic@gmail.com		94115

		Jonah		Martin		jonahwm@comcast.net		94131		I support housing and especially this project because we need affordable housing near campus for staff and students. Additionally, the Balboa Park station is a major hub and the goal of reducing car usage with ToD is aligned with this project. 

		Auros		Harman		rmharman@auros.org		94066		We need an economically diverse community.  We need enough rental units, at all levels of the income scale, that college educators and students, not to mention service workers and bus drivers, can live in the same city with tech workers and corporate lawyers.

		Julia 		Adler		jram1224@yahoo.com		94122

		Paul 		Wolters		pauljohn.wolters@gmail.com		94131

		danielle		cambier		dcambier@gmail.com		94559

		Justin		Wiley		justinwiley219@gmail.com		94122

		Aliaksandr		Makaranka		amakaranka@gmail.com		94118

		Andrew		Sullivan		andrew@sulli.org		94117

		YinLan		Zhang		yinlanz@yahoo.com		94117

		John		DiMattia		john.dimattia@gmail.com		94115

		Matt		Regan		mregan@bayareacouncil.org		94523

		Michael		Valencia		michael.valencia@ucsf.edu		94143

		Elliot		Schwartz		elliot.schwartz@gmail.com		94107

		Ross		Boucher		rboucher@gmail.com		94114

		Josephine		Zhao		josephine_zhao@yahoo.com		94122

		Rachelle		Lau		littlerachelle@yahoo.com		94122

		Nathanael		Aff		nathanaelaff@gmail.com		94122

		Yvette		Bromberger		ycuca@yahoo.com		94109

		Mike		Murphy		mmurphy27@gmail.com		94114

		Nicasio		Nakamine		n.nakamine@gmail.com		94122

		Jeanine		Hawk		jeanine@mind.net		94112

		Michael		Ducker		miradu@miradu.com		94115		San Francisco needs more housing to make room for our next generation

		Tjarko		Leifer		tjarko@gmail.com		94117

		Meghan		Long		meghan.m.long@gmail.com		94612

		Claire		brindis		claire.brindis@ucsf.edu		94127

		Roan		Kattouw		roan.kattouw@gmail.com		94109

		Sean		Roberts		mls4911@yahoo.com		94555

		Gwen		Essex		gwnsx@me.com		94134

		Nadia		Rahman		nadia.a.rahman@gmail.com		94118

		Arjun		Banker		arjunbanker@gmail.com		94114

		Joe		DiMento		joedimento@gmail.com		94131		We need more housing in San Francisco. Period!

		Andrew		Krause		a.c.krause@gmail.com		94118

		Justin		O'Neill		justinmoneill@gmail.com		94158

		Eugene		Novikov		gene.novikov@gmail.com		94105-1613

		Adam		Evers		adam.evers@gmail.com		94612

		Avishai		Halev		avishaihalev@gmail.com		94133

		Nicholas		Cobb		loyaltyarm@gmail.com		94107

		Charlotte		Pullman		xxirishasianxx@gmail.com		95110

		Joey		Isaacson		joey.a.isaacson@gmail.com		94109

		Alex		Rosen		alexmrosen@gmail.com		94107

		Stephanie		Beechem		sbeechem@gmail.com		94611

		Jeanne		Myerson		jrmyerson@yahoo.com		94117

		Erik		Brown		eabrown12@gmail.com		94110

		James		Ausman		ausman@gmail.com		94110		San Francisco needs it!

		Maxine		Davis		maxine.davis@ucsf.edu		94121

		David		Teitel		dfteitel@mac.com		94131

		Stuart		Gansky		stuartgansky@gmail.com		94122

		Pat		Kilduff		patskilduff@gmail.com		94117

		Stacey		Randecker		stacey@randecker.com		94107

		Elizabeth		Moseley		sfbetty04@hotmail.com		94103

		Stephen		Fiehler		swf5007@gmail.com		94131		We need to provide opportunities for San Francisco's young people to remain in this great city. San Francisco is great because of its diversity of age, race, culture, etc. New housing projects like this help sustain that San Francisco.

		Brynjar		Fredriksen		bafoik@gmail.com		95128

		Larysa		Ramanenka		lromanenko97@gmail.com		94121

		Cliff		Bargar		cliff.bargar@gmail.com		94107

		Kevin		Utschig		ku1313@yahoo.com		94110

		Adan		Aburto		atravelenfool@yahoo.com		94114

		Tim		Haines		tima.haines@gmail.com		94117

		Christopher		Pederson		chpederson@yahoo.com		94112

		Garen		Checkley		garencheckley@gmail.com		94115

		Marissa		Skudlarek		marissa.skudlarek@gmail.com		94122-3754

		Nathan		Lovejoy		nlovejoy@gmail.com		94122

		Eric		Wooley		ewooley@gmail.com		94110

		Max		Ghenis		mghenis@gmail.com		93035

		Robin		McGill		rjcmcgill@gmail.com		94122

		Jason		Hu		jasonhu00@gmail.com		94117

		Nathan		Theobald		naththeo@me.com		94108

		Matthew		Stafford		mattwstafford@gmail.com		94133

		Sean		Hedgpeth		shedgpeth@gmail.com		94117

		Stephen		Worsfold		worsfold@gmail.com		94122

		Lee		Markosian		lee.markosian@gmail.com		94117

		Cynthia		Gregory		cynthia.e.gregory@gmail.com		94131

		Robert		Francoeur		robertfrancoeur101@gmail.com		94117

		Kenneth		Russell		krlist@gmail.com		94132

		Adrianne		Steichen		adriannesteichen@gmail.com		94117

		Sidharth		Kapur		sidharthkapur1@gmail.com		94612

		Mitch		Conquer		mitchconquer@gmail.com		94127

		Timothy		Bauman		tbauman@tbauman.com		94117

		Jacob		Trefethen		jacobtrefethen@googlemail.com		94114

		Sachin		Agarwal		sagarwal@gmail.com		94122

		Bob		Ippolito		bob@redivi.com		94114

		Kate		Agarwal		agarwal.kate@gmail.com		94122

		Shannon		Page		shannon.page1927@gmail.com		94122

		Brian		Frank		brian.frank@gmail.com		94103

		James		Hooker		jimmyjjwalker@gmail.com		94107

		Nikki		Kaul		kaul.nikki@gmail.com		94105

		Benjamin		Neuwirth		benrawk@gmail.com		94117

		Lina		Leon		linamarialeons@gmail.com		94114

		Chris		Heriot		cheriot@gmail.com		94109

		Gordon		Wintrob		gwintrob@gmail.com		94114

		Paul		Sawaya		me@paulsawaya.com		94117

		Amanda		Coggin		amandacoggin@gmail.com		94103

		Hadar		Dor 		me@hadardor.com		94117

		Chris		Orsine		orsinec@mac.com		94114

		Sarah		Boudreau		boudreau.sarah.m@gmail.com		94123

		Abby		Ellis		abigail.lynn.ellis@gmail.com		94117

		Zack		Subin		zack.subin@fastmail.fm		94112

		Kayl√©		Barnes		kaylebarnes@gmail.com		94115

		ilya		kaltman		ilyakaltman@gmail.com		94117

		Brendan		Irvine-Broque		brendanib@gmail.com		94602

		Tim		Duncheon		timothy.duncheon@gmail.com		94117

		Jennifer		Wilson		wattwilson@yahoo.com		94611

		Perry		Wexelberg		pwexelbe@gmail.com		94608

		Jonathan		Tyburski		jtyburski@gmail.com		94117

		Julene		Johnson		flauto@sbcglobal.net		94117

		Penny		Mitchell		4penny@gmail.com		94112

		Sulaiman		Rahman		1srahman@gmail.com		94121

		Alex		Lau		alexlausunyiu@gmail.com		94102

		Annette		Bistrup		abistrup@sbcglobal.net		94116

		Sean		Karlin		sean.karlin@gmail.com		94124

		Chris		Keene		ctkeene@gmail.com		94110

		Seana		Quintero		seanalyn@gmail.com		94107

		David		Miller		dwarnermiller@gmail.com		94618

		Kelly		Wong		kjw0188@gmail.com		94085

		Lillian		Archer		lillian.b.archer@gmail.com		94122

		Ellen		Tighe		ellen.r.tighe@gmail.com		94115

		Nannette		Nemenzo		nnemenzo2@yahoo.com		94015

		Michael		couacaud		couacaud@sbcglobal.net		94941

		Katie		Pulaski		katie.pulaski@gmail.com		94109

		Pete		Huang		peteh22@gmail.com		94118

		Ian		MacGregor		ianmac2100@gmail.com		94114

		Laurie		Tennant		laurie@tennant.net		94117

		Ian		Gonzalez		gonzalez.isv@gmail.com		94122

		Bassem		Al-Sady		bassem.alsady@gmail.com		94539

		Emily		Schell		emilypschell@gmail.com		94117

		Charles		Whitfield		whitfield.cw@gmail.com		94114		More housing means more diverse,  more equitable, more vibrant cities, and protects the planet from harmful urban sprawl

		Josselyn		Eccleston		jossikins@gmail.com		94117

		Margaret		Bonner		meggiebonner@gmail.com		94117

		Joanna		Gubman		jgubman@gmail.com		94114

		Millie		Tolleson		Millietolleson@gmail.com		94109

		Zach		Drucker		zdruck00@gmail.com		94117

		bryan		burkhart		bjb63@yahoo.com		94131

		Daniel		Kluesing		daniel.kluesing@gmail.com		94107

		John		Fisher		jrfisher88@gmail.com		94110

		Kerby		olsen		kerbyolsen@gmail.com		94607

		Aaron		Ford		fordaaronj@gmail.com		94110

		Raymond		Kania		raymond.kania@gmail.com		94122

		David		Kissling		david.kissling.jr@gmail.com		94118

		Stephanie		Mackler		ssmackler@gmail.com		94610

		Michelle		Moritz		michelle.moritz@gmail.com		94121

		Emily		martinez		emily.meagan@gmail.com		94115

		Nathaniel		Furniss		nlfurniss@gmail.com		94158

		Kyle		Kelley		rgbkrk@gmail.com		95060

		Sarah		Hoffman		sarah@hoffman.net.nz		94114

		Joris		van Mens		jorisvanmens@gmail.com		94103

		Allie		Jones		allieherson@gmail.com		94115

		Susan		Karp		slk418@aol.com		94117

		Guillermo		Torres		guillermo@g1sh.com		94117

		Jay		Lee		jayhl77@gmail.com		94105

		Andy		Branscomb		andy.branscomb@gmail.com		94115

		Danielle		Stephens		solascl@hotmail.com		94122

		Abbey		Alkon		abbey.alkon@ucsf.edu		94707

		Orlando		Sanchez		orlando.sanchez@ucsf.edu		94152

		Monica		Shirley		monica.e.shirley@gmail.com		94110

		Helena		Viets		hlviets@gmail.com		94116

		Jason		McDaniel		jasonamcdaniel@mac.com		94117

		Sharon		Priest		sharonpriest@gmail.com		94134

		Dean		Brown		mondean@gmail.com		94117-3602

		Robert		Fruchtman		rfruchtose@gmail.com		94117

		David		Stone		david.curtis.stone@gmail.com		94122

		John		Lisovsky		lisovsky@icloud.com		94117

		Emily		Anthony		emilyanthony@gmail.com		94110

		Peter		Turnbaugh		peter.turnbaugh@gmail.com		94122

		Sulggi		Lee		sulggi.lee@ucsf.edu		94110

		Taylor		Oatis		tayloroatis@gmail.com		94122

		Ariana		Baum		arianabaum@gmail.com		94110

		Oliver		Style		oliverstyle@gmail.com		W11 2NS

		Adam		Mills		slimmada@yahoo.com		94122

		Matt		Dolan		matt.j.dolan@gmail.com		94158

		Marty		Mulkey		mulkeymarty@gmail.com		94117-2426

		Sameer		Bhalla		sbhalla4@gmail.com		94133

		Leonard		Telesca		leonardtelesca@gmail.com		94117

		Jeremy		Linden		jlinden@monkey.org		94103

		Brian		Veit		oceanrenter@gmail.com		94122

		Spencer		Sherwin		spencer.sherwin@gmail.com		94102

		Allison		Cohen		alcohen125@gmail.com		94122

		Andrew		Day		aday.nu@gmail.com		94115

		Scott		Saunders		scopa0304@hotmail.com		94122

		Mary		Lim		marylim@gmail.com		94132

		Robert		Blelloch		blellochr@gmail.com		94118

		Luke		Spray		lukespray@gmail.com		94117

		Joseph		Cox		abovemind@gmail.com		94131

		Matt		Goyne		magoyne@gmail.com		94122

		Kole		Roybal		kole.roybal@gmail.com		94118

		Garry		Tan		garrytan@gmail.com		94131

		Paul		Tucker		paulbtucker@gmail.com		94117

		Edwin		Camarao		edwin.camarao@gmail.com		94122

		Christine		Pollak		christine.pollak@gmail.com		94123

		Jay		Beaman		jbeaman@gmail.com		94117

		Jason		Cunningham		jason.e.cunningham@gmail.com		94117

		Moses		Maynez		mosesmaynez@outlook.com		94612

		Louis		Hellman		louis.hellman@gmail.com		94110

		Ryan		Booth		theocanada@yahoo.com		94117

		Oliver		Zhou		zhou.oliver@gmail.com		94110

		Drew		Lindsey		drewlindsey@gmail.com		94122

		Kyle		Drechsler		kyledrechsler@gmail.com		94110		This is a transit rich location near parks and schools

		James		Kelm		james.kelm@gmail.com		94114

		Jacob		Pemberton		jacobpemberton@gmail.com		94132

		Jeff		Clarke		jeffclarke13346@yahoo.com		94118

		Kathleen		Bates-Woodward		kath_bates@yahoo.com		94103

		John		Jenkins		johnjenkinsnfdu@gmail.com		94103

		David		Evans		devans@mac.com		94131

		Stephen M.		Scarpulla		stephenscarpulla@gmail.com		94117

		Mike		Pinkowish		mikedpink@gmail.com		94117

		Patrick		Traughber		patricktraughber@gmail.com		94109

		Kyra		Geithman		kngeithman@gmail.com		94122

		Sarah		Paris		marksara@sonic.net		94121

		Jeff		Olson		jcolson4@gmail.com		94117

		Gerald		Kanapathy		gkanapathy@hotmail.com		94115

		william		gramlich		will.gramlich@yahoo.com		94122

		Nicholas		Marinakis		hoyanakis@gmail.com		94133

		Anush		Venkatesan		avdude1@gmail.com		94114

		Samir		Gupte		svgupte@gmail.com		94131

		Rachel		Freeman		thebigbadrachel@yahoo.com		94117

		Marty		Cerles Jr		martycerles@gmail.com		94115

		Andrew		Wooster		andrew@andrewwooster.com		94117

		Jeremy		Besmer		jdbesmer@gmail.com		94117

		Oleg		Tomillo		otomillo@gmail.com		94112

		Amy		Wolf		amelia.cayo@gmail.com		94117

		Brett		Hellman		bhellman1@gmail.com		94107

		Keaton		Otake		keatonotake@gmail.com		94109

		Spencer		Guthrie		spencer.guthrie@gmail.com		94118

		Andrew		Martone		amartone@gmail.com		94110

		Theodore		Randolph		public@theodr.net		94112

		Owen		O'Donnell		odonnellowen76@gmail.com		94117

		Phillip		Kobernick		phillipkobernick@gmail.com		94131

		Andrew		Kilduff		a.l.kilduff@gmail.com		94117

		robin		kutner		rlk_117@yahoo.com		94117

		Joanne		Engel		jengel@medicine.ucsf.edu		941117

		Ellen		Haller		ellen.haller@ucsf.edu		94117

		Vanessa		McGraw		vanessa.lin.mcgraw@gmail.com		94122

		Michael		Wilson		mrwilson1@hotmail.com		94556

		Martin		Munoz		martinmunozdz@gmail.com		94117

		Adam		Messinger		adam.messinger@gmail.com		94114

		Dmitry		Kislyuk		kislyuk.d@gmail.com		94117

		Michael		Cutchin		mcutchin@gmail.com		94901

		Andrew		Fister		andrewfister3@gmail.com		94122

		Tamara		Alliston		alliston.johnson@gmail.com		94904

		Daniel		Zurita		danielzurita1965@gmail.com		94131-1205

		Matt		Brezina		mattbrezina@gmail.com		94114

		Adam		Buchbinder		adam.buchbinder@gmail.com		95008

		Michael		Howley		scottgoblue314@gmail.com		94117

		Andrei		Goga		andrei.goga@gmail.com		94129

		Shahin		Saneinejad		shahin.saneinejad@gmail.com		94112		I live across the street from this development, and this community desperately needs the affordable and market-rate housing it will bring. I'm looking forward to the acres of homes and new open space that will replace this empty eyesore parking lot.

		Aaron		Burger		wburglett@gmail.com		94117

		Henry		Mahncke		henry@mahncke.org		94132

		Patrick		Wolff		patrick@grandmastercap.com		94122-1505

		J.		Domenig		jdomenig@gmail.com		95134

		Bret		Peterson		bretnpeterson@gmail.com		94602

		Laimonas		Turauskas		laimiux@gmail.com		94109

		Maxwell		Dubler		maxwellstoreydubler@gmail.com		94103

		Ailene		Estalilla		ailenek@gmail.com		94404

		Adam		Winer		awiner@gmail.com		94122

		cindy		pino		cindykhris@berkeley.edu		94115

		Sabeek		Pradhan		sabeekpradhan@gmail.com		94107

		Kraig		Meyer		kraigmeyer@gmail.com		94117

		Alexandra		holly-gottlieb		alliehg@yahoo.com		94110

		Scott		Burger		scott.a.burger@gmail.com		94115

		Adam				adamslevin@gmail.com		94122

		Amandine		Lee		amandine.m.lee@gmail.com		94117		I'm not a native San Franciscan, but I've lived here for almost 7 years. I don't want my love for the city, and the opportunity I've found here, to come at the expense of longtime residents. I don't want to push out lower income residents, who are forced by lack of housing expansion in a wealthy city to commute long distances by car or inconvenient public transit commutes. Expanding housing, especially near public transit, is the only way to make space for both me, those who came before, and those who come after me looking for opportunity and to share in the vibrancy and bounty of San Francisco with high quality of life. A parking lot is an easy price to pay for housing for thousands of San Franciscans. 

		Sarah		Rogers		serogers@gmail.com		94110

		Greg		Soltis		gsoltis@gmail.com		94122		The city and state are facing a housing crisis, and this project creates homes in close proximity to multiple mass transit lines, which is good for easing traffic concerns while addressing housing needs.

		Jaclyn		Safier		jsafier@prometheusreg.com		94115

		Joshua		Ehrlich		ehrlichjoshua@gmail.com		94117		I support this housing because I want everyone who wants to live in SF to be able to do so.

		Derek		Van Delden		derekvdelden@gmail.com		92833

		Michael		Chen		mychen10@yahoo.com		94109		More housing near transit would be great. More people who can support local businesses would be great. More homes for people struggling to make it is great.

		Arezu		Sarvestani		arezuks@gmail.com		94115

		Dan		Federman		dfed@me.com		94117

		Sally		Marshall		sally.marshall@ucsf.edu		94939

		Beth		Shannon		bethshannon@mac.com		94127

		Kirk		Gharda		kirkgharda@gmail.com		94062-3429

		Josh		Lockwood		lockwoodjosh3@gmail.com		94939

		Theo		Gordon		theodore.a.gordon@gmail.com		94115

		Clinton		Liddick		clint@clintonliddick.com		95014

		Louis		Magarshack		louis.magarshack@gmail.com		94116

		Santiago		Akle		tiagoakle@gmail.com		94107

		Victoria		Wallis		vwallis93@gmail.com		94109		I support housing because its the right thing to do! No one should be homeless 

		Shawn		Drost		sdrost@gmail.com		94708

		Jason		Lor		jasonlor@gmail.com		94107

		Jeff		Parker		limehouse10@gmail.com		94131

		Seeyew		Mo		seeyew@gmail.com		94127

		Karen		Duderstadt		karen.duderstadt@ucsf.edu		94122

		Ryan		Tancredi		ryantancredi@gmail.com		94114

		Debra		Solomon		debrasolomon@yahoo.com		94122

		Dean		Sheppard		dean.sheppard@ucsf.edu		94610

		Burt		Mayer		burtkmayer@gmail.com		94115

		Jody		Baron		jody.baron@ucsf.edu		94941

		Chris		Bunga		chrisbunga@gmail.com		94117

		Wallace		Whittier		hwhittier123@gmail.com		94608

		Laura		Dapkus		lauradapkus@yahoo.com		94061

		Chelsea		Harrison		cjwilson09@gmail.com		94110

		Kevin		Riley		kriley82@gmail.com		94114		The western half of San Francisco needs to start contributing its fair share of the housing stock. It needs to stop its obstructions policies/mindset and come to terms that it is part of the problem. We need more affordable housing for all San Franciscans.  

		Sara		Ogilvie		sara@ogilvie.us.com		94110

		Lewis		Lanier		lewis.lanier@ucsf.edu		94127

		Franco		Sasieta		franco.sasieta@gmail.com		94114

		Alex		Taylor		alextaylor1001@gmail.com		94102

		Sean		Sun		ssnn22@gmail.com		94122

		ed		sidawi		sidawied@gmail.com		94110

		Jeremy		Conrad		conradj@gmail.com		94127

		Andrea		Eastes		a.eastes1@gmail.com		94107

		Christopher		Gordon		chrislukgordon@gmail.com		94117

		rushika		perera		perera.rushika@gmail.com		94103

		Sarah		Knox		sarah.knox@ucsf.edu		94110

		Patrick		Linehan		plinehan@plinehan.com		94112

		Katie		Grote		katie.a.grote@gmail.com		94122

		Lexie		George		lexiefgeorge@gmail.com		94117

		Andrew		Hudlow		a.w.hudlow@gmail.com		94107

		Robert		Spragg		rspragg359@gmail.com		94612

		John		Verdon		jackverdon@gmail.com		94122

		Tamas		Nagy		tamas@tamasnagy.com		94107		I support housing at Balboa reservoir since we need much more housing (affordable and otherwise!) to fix the housing crisis. This is a nice build that balances green area and number of units. Get it built!

		Paul		Rosania		paul@rosania.org		94117

		Scot		Conner		scot.conner@berkeley.edu		94123

		Amy		Sehnert		ajsehn@gmail.com		94131

		John		Malatras		john.malatras@gmail.com		94114

		Ryan		Barrett		ryanbarrett12@gmail.com		94117		Everyone should have the chance to live in San Francisco in their lifetime.

		Wilson		Hardcastle		wilsonh@mac.com		94117

		Paul		Takayama		paul.takayama@yahoo.com		94114

		Jayme		Mejia		jayme.mejia@ucsf.edu		94112

		Alexander		Walker		alex.perry.walker@gmail.com		94123

		Eric		Pettersen		eric.pettersen@gmail.com		94122

		Brendan		Dunnigan		bdunnigan10@gmail.com		94118

		Anant		Vinjamoori		avinjamoori@gmail.com		94121

		Lee		Baker		leebakerxyz@gmail.com		94131

		Scott		Cederberg		cederber@gmail.com		94131

		Bonnie		Johnson		bjj02906@yahoo.com		94107

		Chloe		Hartman		chloesmithhartman@gmail.com		94131

		Ryan		Coate		coate.ryan@gmail.com		94117

		Richard		Manso		rmanso2016@gmail.com		94109

		Wendy		Chang		wendyjchang@gmail.com		94114

		Kat		Wortham		wortham168@gmail.com		94087

		Ian		Kramer		iman823@live.com		90277

		Yin		Shen		yinshen2000@gmail.com		94030

		Paul		LaMartina		lamartpm@gmail.com		94109

		Gabriel		Dion		gabdion@gmail.com		94109

		Corey		Smith		corey@sfhac.org		94117

		Mark		Hogan		markhogan@openscopestudio.com		94122

		Martin		Strauss		martin.strauss@gmail.com		94117

		Jon		Bate		jonobate@gmail.com		94114

		Joe		Connors		jdcnnrs2@gmail.com		94117

		Raynell		Cooper		raynellcooper101@gmail.com		94117

		John		Fahy		john.fahy@ucsf.edu		94116

		Jordon		Wing		jordonwii@gmail.com		94110

		John		Lin		jmlin78@hotmail.com		94404

		William		Cline		wwcline@icloud.com		94114

		Anthony		Fox		sftonyfox@gmail.com		94109

		Wesley		Footracer		wes.footracer@gmail.com		94122		As a CCSF student, we need to prioritize affordable homes over paid parking.

		Vitor		Garcia		vbgarcia@gmail.com		94114

		Alan		Dao		alanndao@gmail.com		94122

		Benedict		Donahue		ben@bendonahue.com		94117

		David		Phillips		davphillips94@gmail.com		94121

		Katie		DiStefano		katieadistefano@gmail.com		94123

		Alexander		Marson		marsonalexander@gmail.com		94117

		Nicole		Style		nicoletstyle@gmail.com		W11 2NS

		Patrick		Newman		patrickhustonnewman@gmail.com		94122

		Steven		Madrid		steven.j.madrid@gmail.com		94117

		Joon-Hyuk		Han		hanjh1@gmail.com		94108

		Judith		Hellman		judith.hellman@ucsf.edu		94110

		Joanna		Balcerek		joanna.balcerek@ucsf.edu		94122

		Ty		Bash		tybash@yahoo.com		94117

		Brad		Bulger		brad@bulgerlists.org		94103

		Andrew		Joseph		andrew.r.joseph@gmail.com		94121

		Hilary		Schiraldi		hs@east12.com		94131

		Prescott		Woodruff		prescott.woodruff@ucsf.edu		94114

		David		Brown		dave@moonspider.com		94117

		Susanne		Dunnigan		susanneice@gmail.com		94118

		Tobias		Wacker		tobiaswacker@gmail.com		94117

		Mary		Miller Fitzsimon		mary-kate.fitzsimon@ucsf.edu		94116

		Emily		Arnold		emily.arnold3@ucsf.edu		94804

		Aubrey		Carstenson		aubrey.carstenson@ucsf.edu		94114

		Abigail		Draper		abigail.draper@ucsf.edu		94121

		Jessica		Fields		jessica.fields@ucsf.edu		94121

		Jennifer		Morris		jennifer.morris@ucsf.edu		94116

		Colette		Ono-Ko		colette.ono@ucsf.edu		94080

		Lisa		Partridge		lisa.partridge@ucsf.edu		94804

		Dorian		Hollis		dorian.hollis@ucsf.edu		94109

		Jolene		Loh		jolene.loh@ucsf.edu		94401

		Charles		Johnson		adam_johnson17@hotmail.com		94114

		Charles		Jurczynski		cjurczynski@gmail.com		94114

		Michael		dimas		mickdimas@gmail.com		94114

		Laurie		Higby		happytobe88@outlook.com		94116

		William		Reeves		wreeves42@gmail.com		94117

		Jan		Chong		jan.chong@gmail.com		94116

		Vamsi		Uppala		uvvamsikrishna@gmail.com		94109

		William		Sterling		william.ellis.sterling@gmail.com		94114

		James		Gardner		jmgardn@gmail.com		94107

		Jennifer		Fox		jgreyfox@hotmail.com		94122

		Nick		Lipanovich		nlipanovich@castlighthealth.com		94118

		Marko		Zivanovic		marko@wescoindustries.com		94502

		Patrick		Gaarder		patrickgaarder@icloud.com		94109

		Andrea		Jadwin		drejadwin@gmail.com		94122

		Kimberly 		Du 		kimberly.du@ucsf.edu		94134

		Cynthia		Wang		cyn@wangins.com		94122

		Tiffany		Lam		tiffanyltw21@gmail.com		94619

		Samuel		Deutsch		sam@alumni.usc.edu		94110

		Farshid		Moussavi-Harami		farshid.harami@gmail.com		94117

						mbeckglaser@gmail.com		80302

		Lucie		Bacho		luciebacho@gmail.com		94122

		Alex		Shvartsman		mralex@gmail.com		94107		We need more housing. 

		Salim		Damerdji		damerdji@berkeley.edu		94122

		Carrie		Haverty		carriehaverty@gmail.com		94131-3052

		Haleigh		Miller		haleigh.miller@ucsf.edu		94960

		Lawrence		Li		lawrence@bureausf.com		94117

		Gordon		Shettle		gordon.shettle@ucsf.edu		94122

		Liz		Thelen-Torres		liz.thelen-torres@gouldevans.com		94122

		Cynthia		Price		cynthia@thclinic.org		94122

		Lukas		Bacho		lukashbacho@gmail.com		94122

		Weston		Cooper		weston.cooperuo@gmail.com		94133

		Will		Allen		willallen1545@gmail.com		94103

		Matthew		Bertenthal		msbit@hey.com		94117

		Harold		Chapman		hal.chapman@ucsf.edu		94143

		james		bennan		james.bennan@ucsf.edu		94127

		Anirudh		Malkani		anirudhmalkani@gmail.com		94131

		Phillip		Kuznetsov		me@philkuz.com		94115

		anna		guthrie		annayck@gmail.com		94118

		Erik		Shilts		erik.shilts@hey.com		94131

		David		Driver		davidrandolphdriver@gmail.com		94117

		Richard		McCoy		rdmccoy@dons.usfca.edu		94118

		Mehrdad		Matloubian		mehrdad.matloubian@ucsf.edu		94122

		Brian		Wong		rdcceglv4@relay.firefox.com		94117

		Benjamin		Catching		benjamin.catching@ucsf.edu		94115

		Benjamin		Jones		benjaminpjones@gmail.com		94115

		Merva		Razzak		merva.razzak@ucsf.edu		94122

		Milo		Trauss		milorauss@gmail.com		94131

		Yohannes		G		dexogoy742@kakekbet.com		94110

		Maria		Cubeta		mcubeta@gmail.com		94122

		Peter		Cook		peter.cook82+yimby@gmail.com		94116

		Charles		MacInnis		matt@macwillia.ms		94117

		Rohan		Sahai		pianosahai@aol.com		94115

		Russell		Tokar		russelltokar@gmail.com		94122

		Mark		Humbert		markh@humbertlaw.is		94110

		Rachel		Brunetti		rachelb0513@gmail.com		94102

		Henrik		Bacho		henrikbacho@gmail.com		94122

		Solomon		Hykes		sh.sfgov@hykes.org		94115

		Hideho		Okada		hideho.okada@ucsf.edu		94941

		Vaibhav		Upadhyay		vaibhav.upadhyay@ucsf.edu		94131

		George		Louis		louis_george@hotmail.com		94080

		Sandy		Feng		sandy.feng@ucsf.edu		94143

		Wu		Li		drwuli@gmail.com		94541

		PAUL		ORTIZ DE MONTELLANO		paulortizdemontellano@yahoo.com		94114

		Octavio		Garcia Farfan		ogarciafarfan@gmail.com		94115

		Melvin		La		melvin.la@ucsf.edu		94107

		Cynthia		Nicolas		cindi.nicolas@gmail.com		94117

		Mary ellen		Kleinhenz		maryellen.kleinhenz@ucsf.edu		94117

		Christopher		Fee		christopher.fee@ucsf.edu		94610

		Alexander		Hartman		alexander.hartman@ucsf.edu		94131

		Molly		Mrowka		molly.mrowka@gmail.com		94117

		Matt		Powell		powell_matt@yahoo.com		94129

		Kevin		Chen		kevin.chen3@ucsf.edu		94110

		Michelle		Mourad		michelle.mourad@ucsf.edu		94131

		Elena		Ho		elena.ho@ucsf.edu		94118

		Michael		McManus		michael.mcmanus@ucsf.edu		94122

		roberto		zoncu		rzoncu@berkeley.edu		94103

		Susan		Fisher		tblaster@mac.com		94122-2615

		Henriette		Macmillan		henriette.macmillan@ucsf.edu		94116

		Ali		Herrli		aliherrli@gmail.com		94122

		Spencer		Guthrie		spencer.guthrie@gmail.con		94118

		Edwin		Gackstetter		eg.junkmail1324@gmail.com		94122

		Matthew		Krummel		matthew.krummel@ucsf.edu		94117

		alexis		Combes		alexis.combes@ucsf.edu		94110

		Michael		Kattah		michael.kattah@ucsf.edu		94044

		Joel		Ernst		joel.ernst@ucsf.edu		94131

		Aric		Prather		aric.prather@ucsf.edu		94118

		Jimmie		Ye		yimmieg@gmail.com		94131

		Arthur		Weiss		arthur.weiss@ucsf.edu		94941

		Melanie		Ott		mott@gladstone.ucsf.edu		CA94941

		Vanessa		Jonsson		vdjonsson@gmail.com		90027

		Eric		Huang		eric.huang2@ucsf.edu		94010

		Minnie		Sarwal		minnie.sarwal@ucsf.edu		94028

		Satish		Pillai		satish.pillai@ucsf.edu		94118

		Abul		ABBAS		abul.abbas@ucsf.edu		94118

		Jayanta		Debnath		jayanta.debnath@ucsf.edu		94143

		Matthew		Kutys		matthew.kutys@ucsf.edu		94117

		Mary Helen		Barcellos-Hoff		mary.barcelloshoff@gmail.com		94705

		Ari		Molofsky		ari.molofsky@ucsf.edu		94116

		Matthew		Spitzer		matthew.spitzer@ucsf.edu		94122

		Anita		Sil		anita.sil@ucsf.edu		94122

		Mark		Looney		mark.looney@ucsf.edu		94127

		Stephen		Nishimura		stephen.nishimura@ucsf.edu		94941

		Arnetha		Whitmore		arnetha.whitmore@ucsf.edu		94112

		Jeroen		Roose		jeroen.roose@ucsf.edu		94941

		Dinara		Azimova		dinara.azimova@ucsf.edu		94122

		Grace		Kim		grace.kim@ucsf.edu		94044

		Emily		Abraham		eabraham@sfchamber.com		94131

		Aleksandar		Rajkovic		rajkovich@gmail.com		94117

		Candy		Cheung		ccheungrn@gmail.con		94122

		Tuan		Ly		tuan.ly@ucsf.edu		94122

		Alan		Ladwiniec		alan.ladwiniec@ucsf.edu		94122

		Walter		Eckalbar		walter.eckalbar@gmail.com		94521

		morgan		vaisset-fauvel		morgan.vaissey-fauvel@ucsf.edu		94523

		Gayle		Roca		gayle.roca@ucsf.edu		94143

		Paul		Green		paulgreen@mac.com		94122

		Marilyn		Bazinski		marilyn.bazinski@ucsf.edu		94143-0296

		Beth		Godfrey		beth.godfrey@ucsf.edu		94116

		Charles		Englert		cpenglert@icloud.com		94080

		Gilbert		Rueda		gtrueda@gmail.com		94122-3002

		Benjamin		Ziemer		benjamin.ziemer@ucsf.edu		94122

		Ted		Meyer		meyerdevelopment@gmail.com		94925

		Margaret		Dolan		mdolan761@aol.com		94110

		Suneil		Koliwad		suneil.koliwad@ucsf.edu		94010

		Angela		See		angela.see@ucsf.edu		94122

		Ellen		Haller		mellenhaller@gmail.com		94117

		Bilal		Hameed		bilalhameedmd@gmail.com		94404

		Joshua		Ouellette		jto-479e@jtouellette.com		94117

		Taylor		Buckley		tbuck345@yahoo.com		94108

		Kaelin		Hooper		ka3lin@gmail.com		94109

		Alyssa		Coulter		alyssagcoulter@gmail.com		94030

		Laurel		Skurko		laurelskurko@gmail.com		94118

		Qizhi		Tang		qizhi.tang@ucsf.edu		94143

		John		Estalilla		john@sfventuresgroup.com		94404

		erica		kalaveras		erica.kalaveras@ucsf.edu		94117

		Chuck		Head		chuckhead+sf@gmail.com		94117

		Adam		Tait		a@adamtait.com		94110

		Julia		Hwang		julia.hwang@ucsf.edu		94131

		Devon		Turner		dturner+1@gmail.com		94109

		Rogelio		Foronda		rforonda@maximusrepartners.com		94131

		Aditya		Bhavnani		adityabhavnani@gmail.com		94115

		Szymon		Pifczyk		szypifczyk@gmail.com		94117

		Danny		Schofield		nad.schof@gmail.com		94117

		Ismael		Juma		ismaelj@gmail.com		94041

		Sean		Oliver		helloseanoliver@gmail.com		94110

		Mike		Lundy		theactionnetwork_parnassus@fluffypenguin.org		94122

		Anthony		Scott		anthony.scott@ucsf.edu		94116

		Natasha		Ravare-Evans		natasha.ravare@ucsf.edu		94806

		Natalia		Acosta		natalia.acosta@ucsf.edu		94122

		Rebecca		Martinez		rebecca.martinez@ucsf.edu		94928

		Sean		Gannon		seananonguy-navy@yahoo.com		94122

		Lea		Wade		lea.wade@ucsf.edu		94595

		Marla		Gust		marla.gust@ucsf.edu		94965

		Linda 		Ferrell 		lindadferrell@gmail.com		94158

		Paula		Gross		paula.gross@ucsf.edu		94121

		Tiffany		Scharschmidt		tiffany.scharschmidt@ucsf.edu		94127

		Kevin		Shannon		kevin.shannon@ucsf.edu		94127

		Elena		Gates		elena.gates@ucsf.edu		94121

		Naomi		Marquez		naomi.marquez@ucsf.edu		94066

		Katie		Maloney		katie.maloney@ucsf.edu		94612

		Andrea		Garber		andrea.garber@ucsf.edu		94116

		Jennifer		Lam		heyjennsf@gmail.com		94116

		Mohamed		Bouzidi		mohamed.bouzidi@ucsf.edu		94115

		MIGUEL		PERALTA		miguel.peralta@ucsf.edu		94103

		Joseph		Owens		owens.phd@gmail.com		94122

		Rebecca		Bronold		becbek217@msn.com		94123

		Michael		O'Leary		michael.o'leary@ucsf.edu		94123








 


 
  
 


 
December 14, 2020 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin St.,12th floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
  
via email to regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
  
RE: San Francisco Housing Action Coalition Endorsement of UCSF’s 
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
  
Dear University of California Board of Regents: 
  
On November 13, 2020 UCSF presented its Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan to 
the Regulatory Committee of the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC) for 
review and consideration. SFHAC is proud to endorse UCSF’s Comprehensive 
Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). 
  
SFHAC is a member-supported nonprofit that advocates for building new well-designed, 
well-located housing at all levels of affordability. For over 20 years, SFHAC’s alliance of 
businesses, organizations, and individuals have been working together to support smart 
housing policy, transit-oriented development, and creative solutions for the diverse 
housing needs of San Francisco’s current and future residents. We were founded on the 
conviction that together we can build the city and neighborhoods we all imagine. 
  
SFHAC supports UCSF’s vision to utilize their Parnassus Heights Campus plan as an 
opportunity to make much-needed improvements to both the surrounding 
neighborhoods and the city as a whole through housing, transit, open space, and 
workforce development. Driven by UCSF’s need to modernize its medical and research 
facilities and meet the state’s 2030 Hospital Seismic Safety requirements, the CPHP 
proposes to increase the site’s capacity by 2.04 million gross square feet, bringing the 
campus to 5.96 million square feet at full build-out.  
  
We understand the need to replace and renovate the medical, clinical, and research 
facilities to avoid obsolescence, meet seismic code upgrade requirements, and maintain 


 







 


Parnassus Heights’ stature as a world-class medical and research hub. SFHAC affirms 
that the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan: 
  


● Is situated at an appropriate location for development, near transit and 
infrastructure. The Parnassus Heights campus is located on the N Judah Muni 
line and near other frequent transit options such as buses and University-run 
shuttles. The Parnassus Heights neighborhood is where UCSF was created 
more than 120 years ago and where many UCSF employees and students live 
today. 


● Utilizes smart urban planning to minimize the impact of CPHP development 
on the community, particularly in the areas of the new hospital’s design, 
transportation, housing, and construction. We appreciate UCSF and the City’s 
shared commitment to addressing potential challenges by increasing on-campus 
housing options, mitigating traffic, and exploring ways to lower the on-campus 
population such as through employee work-from-home solutions. UCSF has 
shared that they already have the lowest drive-alone rate of any UC campus. 


● Addresses critical healthcare needs by building a new hospital. UCSF’s Moffitt 
Hospital was built in 1955. Technology and space usage has changed 
significantly since that time. A new hospital at the Langley Porter Psychiatric 
Institute site will update the aging infrastructure while also increasing patient 
capacity by bringing the total number of beds to 675 to meet the growing demand 
in San Francisco. The new hospital will also feature private patient rooms which 
are vital for infection control. 


● Is responsive to housing demand in San Francisco by providing an additional 
762 net new units of faculty, student/trainee, and workforce housing, and bringing 
a total 1,263 net new units. The plan contributes to the diversity of the city’s 
housing stock, fosters economic development, and provides critical amenities 
and services to the surrounding community. More on-campus housing also 
reduces transportation demand and bolsters the local economy. 


● Will stimulate the local economy by providing thousands of construction jobs 
during the implementation of the plan as well as over 4,000 permanent positions. 
The New Hospital will be a substantial job generator and will create 1,200 to 
1,400 new permanent positions to service the additional beds. In 2011, UCSF 
voluntarily adopted a local hiring goal that mirrors the standards modeled by the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors’ Local Ordinance for projects with a contract 
value of $5 million and above. 


● Creates an enjoyable environment for residents and contributes to a 
walkable environment with conceptual changes proposed in the campus plan 
such as improvements to the Irving Street entry, a “main street” pedestrian focus, 
and streetscape improvements on Parnassus Avenue. We also support the 
restoration of Fourth Avenue to the city grid and the “Park to Peak” connections 


 







 


through campus that make the Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve further 
accessible to the public. 


  
Given all of the above, we support UCSF’s land use planning, including increased 
density at this infill location, and we appreciate the University’s efforts to engage the 
community. Recognizing that this is an early stage of planning, we look forward to final 
commitments regarding public realm concepts and other community benefits, as well as 
future designs of the buildings proposed in the plan. 
  
  
Sincerely, 
  


 


Todd David, Executive Director 


 


 













 
Respectfully,
Corey Smith
Deputy Director, SFHAC
 
--
Corey Smith 陈锐 I Pronouns: he/him
Deputy Director | Bay Area Housing Advocacy Coalition
Deputy Director | San Francisco Housing Action Coalition
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
Office (415) 541-9001 | Cell (925) 360-5290
Email: corey@sfhac.org | Web: sfhac.org

Join us at our 18th Annual Housing Heroes Awards on October 7th! Go to the event page for tickets and
sponsorship information.

mailto:corey@sfhac.org
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//sfhac.org/&g=Y2U0YWUxYmZjNTkxNGMyMw==&h=OTc4NDVlYmVjOWI3MmQ1OTlmMWRkMzFmNWVjMTk5NzNhNmI4ZjRhZDI0MmZhOGJiMmNlZjQyYWE2NGQyOTE4Nw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjE5MGJmNDYyM2UxYmU2OGIyZTNhZWVmMmYzZGM3ZjFiOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//twitter.com/SFHAC&g=M2M5YzI2NDVlOTJjMDQwYQ==&h=ODcyNWRkYzFjYjg3Y2Y5M2U0YmQxYjFmYmZmMTcxZGY2ZTdlMDNlNTZiNTI3ZWY2MWU3NGE4MDAzOTFjZmM3Ng==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjE5MGJmNDYyM2UxYmU2OGIyZTNhZWVmMmYzZGM3ZjFiOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.facebook.com/SFHAC&g=MzY5ZWI3ZGI1NGYwNmMwYQ==&h=YWVlNTlkYTNhNzI1YmJmZjRiYmY4ODQ4ZTk4YjM4M2U5Y2U1MGI4ZTQ4YTJlMzUwMTQzZWYzOGE5OWEzNDRiNg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjE5MGJmNDYyM2UxYmU2OGIyZTNhZWVmMmYzZGM3ZjFiOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.linkedin.com/company/san-francisco-housing-action-coalition%3Ftrk%3Dtyah%26amp%3BtrkInfo%3Dtas%253Asan%2Bfrancisco%2Bhous%252Cidx%253A1-2-2&g=MmZkMjhmYmZkMTJhMmRjOA==&h=MzNlMjE4ZTYyZmJmNjMxOTcwMTdjYWQyNzQ5MjNjZmIzNGUzNDQxY2UwZGEzOGIyYWIyYjc2N2QzNzQzYjViZA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjE5MGJmNDYyM2UxYmU2OGIyZTNhZWVmMmYzZGM3ZjFiOnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.sfhac.org/event/18th-annual-housing-heroes-award/&g=ODU1M2I4YThjMmRhNWI4Nw==&h=NWEwMjEwZmM4MTIwMzA3NmJjZTYwOTdiY2UzOTA3MzlkNTVmMzQ4ZjI3YzZjYTIyMTFmNTI3MTViN2VmN2UyNw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjE5MGJmNDYyM2UxYmU2OGIyZTNhZWVmMmYzZGM3ZjFiOnYx


From: Feeney, Claire (CPC)
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC);

Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: Updated Packet for 2265 McKinnon
Date: Wednesday, January 06, 2021 1:59:50 PM
Attachments: 2265 McKinnon Packet - revised.pdf

Hello Commissioners,
Attached please find an updated Motion for 2265 McKinnon, 2020-005945CUA, which is on the
consent calendar tomorrow. Sentences have been added to make clearer the proposed site
improvements and that DBI and Fire staff will review plans to ensure safety and compliance.
 
Best,
Claire
 
Claire Feeney, AICP, Planner II
Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7313 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating
remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 

mailto:Claire.Feeney@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:deland.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:rachael.tanner@sfgov.org
mailto:richard.sucre@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964



 


 


Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 7, 2021 


 


Record No.: 2020-005945CUA 
Project Address: 2265 McKinnon Avenue 
Zoning: PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning District 
 65-J Height and Bulk District 
 Industrial Protection Zone Special Use District 
Block/Lot: 5588A/002A & 003 
Project Sponsor: Harvey Hacker 
 344 Harriet St, Ste 101 
 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Property Owner: The Lalanne Group 
 214 22nd Ave  
 San Francisco, CA 94121 
Staff Contact: Claire Feeney – (628) 652-7313 
 claire.feeney@sfgov.org  
 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A  CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE 
SECTIONS 210.3, 210.4, 249.22, AND 303 TO ESTABLISH A VOLATILE MATERIALS STORAGE USE AND FOR A LOT LINE 
ADJUSTMENT TO COMBINE TWO ADJACENT PARCELS, LOTS 002A AND 003 ON ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 5588A, AT 2265 
MCKINNON AVENUE IN THE PDR-2 (CORE PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR) ZONING DISTRICT, 
INDUSTRIAL PROTECTION ZONE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND THE 65-J HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND 
ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 
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PREAMBLE 
On June 18, 2020, Harvey Hacker on behalf of the Lalanne Group (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) submitted 
application No. 2020-005945CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”), which was deemed accepted on August 17, 2020, for a Conditional Use Authorization to establish 
a Volatile Materials Storage use and a lot line adjustment to combine two adjacent parcels (hereinafter “Project”), 
at 2265 McKinnon Avenue, Block 5588A Lots 002A and 003 (hereinafter “Project Site”). 
 
On January 7, 2021, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed 
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on the Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2020-
005945CUA. 
 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 and 3 categorical 
exemption. 
 
The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2020-
006608CUA is located at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has further 
considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department staff, and other 
interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in Application No. 
2020-005945CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following 
findings: 
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FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and arguments, 
this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 


1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 


2. Project Description. The Project proposes to establish a Volatile Materials Storage use (d.b.a. Airgas) 
within two existing warehouses (collectively measuring 4,923 square feet) and a lot line adjustment to 
combine two adjacent parcels. A covered breezeway will be constructed between the two warehouses 
and a tank storing liquid nitrogen will be added to the premises. Lots 002A and 003 on Block 5588A will be 
merged into a single 45,070 square foot parcel.  


3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project is located on two lots (with a lot area of approximately 
45,070 square feet), with an approximately 268-foot frontage along McKinnon Avenue and an 
approximately 34-foot frontage along Newcomb Avenue. The Project Site contains a one-story and two-
story warehouse, which are 2,400 and 3,266 square feet respectively.  


4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is an industrial area in the Bayview 
neighborhood. The Project Site is located between Highways 101 and 280 and is near their interchange. 
The immediate vicinity consists of primarily of one- and two-story industrial warehouses. Many lots also 
have large surface parking lots. There are a several large-scale retailers nearby along Bayshore Boulevard 
which sell construction supplies and home improvement goods and services, as well few chain 
restaurants.  


5. Public Outreach and Comments. The Department has received no letters in support or opposition of 
the Project. One message of opposition was submitted, however it was later withdrawn upon discussion 
between the community member and the Project Sponsor. 


The Sponsor emailed nearby property owners and tenants to inform them of the Project and create 
opportunity for discussion, no recipients responded to the message. In addition, the Project was 
scheduled to be discussed by the Bayview Hunters Point Citizen Advisory Committee at their November 
4, 2020 meeting, as is required of all CUA’s within the Bayview Hunters Point Planning Area. This meeting 
was cancelled by the Committee Members. 


6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 


A. Storage, Volatile Materials. An Industrial Use defined as bulk storage of inflammable, highly 
combustible, or explosive materials. 


The Project Sponsor is proposing to increase industrial operations within the two existing warehouses 
on site by adding facilities for Volatile Materials Storage. The Project Brief includes a list of flammable 
gaseous materials which may be stored on site, as well handling, storage, and safety procedures. The 
volatile materials will be available for purchase and use by other industrial, construction, and heavy 
industry businesses for use in their work. The storage of these materials will follow all established local, 
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state and federal guidelines. In addition, staff from both the San Francisco Fire Department and 
Department of Building Inspection will review building permits for the Project and ensure that all life 
safety, building code, and mechanical requirements are followed and that the proposed use is as safe 
as possible. 


B. Industrial Protection Zone Special Use District. This district allows the zoning controls for the M-2 
Zoning District to prevail, and prohibits housing and office use within the boundaries of the SUD. 


Like PDR-2 Zoning District, in the M-2 Zoning District, Conditional Use Authorization is required to 
establish a Volatile Materials Storage use.  


7. Conditional Use Findings. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission 
to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization. On balance, the project 
complies with said criteria in that: 


A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed 
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible with, the 
neighborhood or the community. 
 
Both warehouses on site will continue to be used solely heavy industrial uses. There are no proposed 
expansions or new buildings, excluding the proposed breezeway. The Project Site is the same size, or 
smaller than, other nearby warehouses. The addition of this new PDR use which provides industrial 
supplies and volatile materials will benefit other businesses in the area. As such, the Project provides a 
use that is necessary and desirable, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and 
community. 


B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of 
persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project that could be 
detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area, in that:  


(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 
arrangement of structures;  
 
The height and bulk of the existing building will remain the same. The Project will add a new 
breezeway between the two industrial warehouses, which will be consistent with the 
prevailing character of the nearby industrial area. The Project will not alter the existing 
appearance or character of the project vicinity.  


(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such 
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  
 
The Planning Code does not require parking or loading for any uses. There is existing surface 
parking on site which will be maintained. 


(3) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust 
and odor;  
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The Project Sponsor has provided documentation of the materials which will be stored on site, 
as well as the handling, storage, and safety procedures which will be employed (See Exhibit F). 
The Project does not anticipate the production of noxious or offensive emissions related to 
noise, glare, dust, and odor.  


(4) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
 
The existing parking area will remain largely unchanged and there are no proposed 
landscape improvements nor requirements. There will be no changes to loading facilities, 
open space, or service areas. All Project signage, lighting, and projections will be consistent 
with the controls of the Planning Code. 


C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 
The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is 
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 


D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose of 
the applicable Use District. 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the stated purposes of the PDR-2 Zoning District and the 
Industrial Protection Zone SUD. Volatile Materials Storage is only permitted in the M-2 and PDR-2 
Zoning Districts. The PDR-2 Zoning District is specifically intended to “encourage the introduction, 
intensification, and protection of a wide range of light and contemporary industrial activities.” 
Housing, office space, retailers are all prohibited to encourage the most intense industrial uses 
possible. The Industrial Protection Zone SUD was established for the sole purpose of fostering 
intense industrial businesses and uses. Its purpose is to “In order to protect and preserve 
production, distribution and repair land uses and activities from competing higher priced land 
uses and activities.” Therefore, the proposed Volatile Materials Storage use consistent with both 
the Zoning District and Special use District. 


8. Additional Conditional Use Findings for Volatile Materials Storage. Planning Code Section 202.2(d) 
establishes additional criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications for 
Volatile Materials Storage uses. On balance, the project complies with said criteria in that: These uses are 
required to operate within a completely enclosed building, with no opening, other than fixed windows or 
exits required by law, within 500 feet of any R District or NC District; No noise, vibration, or unhealthful 
emissions shall extend beyond the premises of the use. 


Any noise, vibration, and emissions is not anticipated to exceed that of regular car traffic and delivery trucks, 
nor should it extend beyond the premises. While the Project Site is not within 500-feet of an R or NC District, 
the buildings will still not have any openings, other than solid metal doors and roll-up doors. All building 
permits for the Project will also be reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department and the Department of 
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Building Inspection to ensure compliance with all building and life-safety requirements. The safe operation 
of this facility in conformance to local and State law will further support the minimization of odors, noise, 
vibrations, and unhealthful emissions. 


 
9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and 


Policies of the General Plan: 


COMMERCE & INDUSTRY ELEMENT 


Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 2 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL STRUCTURE 
FOR THE CITY. 
 
Policy 2.1 
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the city. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4 
IMPROVE THE VIABILITY OF EXISTING INDUSTRY IN THE CITY AND THE ATTRACTIVENESS OF 
THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY. 
 
Policy 4.1 
Maintain and enhance a favorable business climate in the city. 


 


COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT  


Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NONSTRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY AND MINIMIZE 
PROPERTY DAMAGE RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS. 
 
Policy 1.23 
Enforce state and local codes that regulate the use, storage and transportation of hazardous materials in 
order to prevent, contain and effectively respond to accidental releases. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 
ESTABLISH STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS THE IMMEDIATE EFFECTS OF A DISASTER. 
 
Policy 3.12 
Address hazardous material and other spills by requiring appropriate cleanup by property owners per 
local, state, and federal environmental laws. 
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BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN 


Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 
STIMULATE BUSINESS, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING GROWTH WITHIN THE EXISTING 
GENERAL LAND USE PATTERN BY RESOLVING CONFLICTS BETWEEN ADJACENT INDUSTRIAL 
AND RESIDENTIAL AREAS. 
 
Policy 1.3 
Maintain buffer zones where housing and industry occur in close proximity to each other to better define 
the configuration of residential neighborhoods and areas reserved for industrial activity. 
 
Policy 1.5 
Encourage a wider variety of light industrial uses throughout the Bayview by maintaining the newly 
established Production, Distribution and Repair zoning, by more efficient use of industrial space, and by 
more attractive building design. 


 
OBJECTIVE 8 
STRENGTHEN THE ROLE OF BAYVIEWʼS INDUSTRIAL SECTOR IN THE ECONOMY OF THE 
DISTRICT, THE CITY, AND THE REGION. 
 
Policy 8.1 
Maintain industrial zones for production, distribution, and repair activities in the Northern Gateway, 
South Basin, Oakinba, and India Basin Industrial Park subdistricts. 
 
OBJECTIVE 9 
IMPROVE LINKAGES BETWEEN GROWTH IN BAYVIEWʼS INDUSTRIAL AREAS AND THE 
EMPLOYMENT AND BUSINESS NEEDS OF THE BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT COMMUNITY. 
 
Policy 9.1 
Increase employment in local industries. 
 
Policy 9.2 
Encourage the local business community to play a larger role in Bayview s̓ industrial sector. 
 
The Project proposes to retain and improve existing PDR facilities. The two industrial warehouses at the 
Project Site will be joined together with a breezeway so that a single Volatile Materials Storage use can occur. 
The City has taken numerous steps to preserve PDR uses and the associated businesses and supporting jobs. 
The opportunities for heavy industrial operations are narrow in the City. 2265 McKinnon Street is a suitable 
and permittable location for a Volatile Materials Storage use.  
 
Industrial operations, such as the Project, create stable jobs for people with a variety of skill sets and 
educational backgrounds. The Project Sponsor has provided extensive information about safety procedures 
and mitigating risk with the flammable materials which will be kept on site. The Project Sponsor will take all 
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necessary precautions to maintain a safe work site and an overall safe neighborhood. The Project Sponsor 
will adhere to all local, state and federal guidelines for the governance of these volatile materials. On 
balance, the Project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 


 
10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 


permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies in that:  


A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 
The project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses and is not anticipated to 
significantly affect the few neighborhood-serving retailers in the area. No existing neighborhood-
serving retail use exists on the project site or nearby. 


B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 


The Project site does not possess and existing housing and is not anticipated to adversely affect 
housing or the character and diversity of the neighborhood. 


C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.  
 
The Project would not have any adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.  


D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking.  


The Project will not overburden traffic in the area. A small number of customers and clients will visit 
the Project Site which will generate minimal vehicular traffic. There are three Bay Wheels bike share 
stations located nearby along Oakdale Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard. The Project is also near 
multiple Muni bus lines (9 San Bruno, 9R San Bruno Rapid, 8BX Bayshore B Express, 14X Mission 
Express, 23 Monterey, 24 Divisadero, 44 O’Shaugnessy, and the T Third Street metro light rail). 


 
E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 


displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 


The Project will expand an existing industrial facility and establish a larger, more intense PDR use. 
The Project Site is within an area that the City has specifically designated for significant industrial 
operations and PDR uses. The Project will not displace or adversely affect any service or industrial 
businesses and it does not include any commercial office development.   


F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 
in an earthquake. 
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The Project will not adversely affect the property’s ability to withstand an earthquake. The Project 
will comply with the requirements of the California Building Code.  
 


G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 


The Project Site does not contain any City landmarks or historic buildings.  


H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The Project will have no negative effect on existing parks and open spaces, and will not adversely 
affect their access to sunlight or vistas  


11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code provided 
under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character and stability of 
the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  


12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote the 
health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other interested 
parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other written materials 
submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 
2020-005945CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with 
plans on file, dated June 1, 2020, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though 
fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use Authorization 
to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion 
shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of 
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board 
of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 that is 
imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code Section 66020. The 
protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of 
the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or 
exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of 
the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.  
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s 
Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the development and the City hereby 
gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has 
already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun for the subject development, then this document 
does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on January 7, 2021. 
 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   


NAYS:   


ABSENT:   


RECUSE:  


ADOPTED: January 7, 2021 
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EXHIBIT A 
Authorization 


This authorization is for a Conditional Use Authorization to establish a Volatile Materials Storage use within two 
existing warehouses and a lot line adjustment to combine two adjacent parcels, Block 5588A Lot 002A and Lot 003, 
into a single 42,343 square foot parcel at 2275 McKinnon Avenue, Lots 002A and 003 of Block 5588A., pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 210.3, 210.4, 249.22, and 303, within the PDR-2 Zoning District, the Industrial Protection 
Zone Special Use District, and a 65-J Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated June 1, 
2020, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Record No. XXXXXX and subject to conditions of approval 
reviewed and approved by the Commission on January 7, 2021 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and 
the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator. 
 


Recordation of Conditions Of Approval 


Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning Administrator 
shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County 
of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is subject to the conditions of 
approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission on January 7, 2021 under 
Motion No XXXXXX. 
 


Printing of Conditions of Approval on Plans 


The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the site or building permit application for the 
Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional Use authorization and any 
subsequent amendments or modifications.  
 


Severability 


The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section or any 
part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not affect or impair 
other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, 
or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. 
 


Changes and Modifications  


Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. Significant 
changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new Conditional Use 
authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance,  
Monitoring, and Reporting 


 


Performance 
1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from the effective 


date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building Permit or Site Permit 
to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-year period. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period has lapsed, 
the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for an amendment to 
the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, 
and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to 
consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following 
the closure of the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463,  
www.sfplanning.org 


3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence within the 
timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to completion. 
Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the approval if more than three (3) 
years have passed since this Authorization was approved. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning 
Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal or a legal 
challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge has caused delay. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement shall be 
approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time of such approval. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
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www.sfplanning.org 


 


Design – Compliance at Plan Stage 
6. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the building design. 


Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be subject to Department staff review 
and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department prior 
to issuance.  


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7313, 
www.sfplanning.org 


7. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, composting, 
and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly labeled and illustrated on 
the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of recyclable and compostable materials that 
meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program 
shall be provided at the ground level of the buildings.  


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7313, 
www.sfplanning.org 


8. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall submit a roof 
plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application. Rooftop 
mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required to be screened so as not to be 
visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject building. 


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org  


9. Signage. A sign permit(s) and compliance with Article 6 and Section 145 of the Planning Code will be required. 


For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 628.652.7313, 
www.sfplanning.org 


 


Parking and Traffic 
10. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall coordinate 


with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
(SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning Department, and other construction 
contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation 
effects during construction of the Project. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
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www.sfplanning.org 


 


Monitoring - After Entitlement 
11. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this Motion or 


of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the enforcement 
procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The 
Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for 
appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


12. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in complaints from 
interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved by the Project Sponsor 
and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific conditions of approval for the Project as 
set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, 
after which it may hold a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


 


Operation 
13. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all 


sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the Department 
of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 


For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 
628.271.2000, www.sfpublicworks.org 


14. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement the 
approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with the issues of concern 
to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator 
and all registered neighborhood groups for the area with written notice of the name, business address, and 
telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning 
Administrator and registered neighborhood groups shall be made aware of such change. The community 
liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what 
issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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15. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding sidewalk 
area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. Nighttime lighting 
shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed so as to constitute a nuisance 
to any surrounding property. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 


16. Volatile Materials Storage Use. Per Planning Code Section 202.2(d)(3), this use is required to operate within 
a completely enclosed building, with no opening, other than fixed windows or exits required by law. Within 
500 feet of any R District or NC District, no noise, vibration, or unhealthful emissions shall extend beyond the 
premises of the use. 


For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 628.652.7463, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
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From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, January 6, 2021 at 9:31 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO ROADWAY CONDITION
SCORES A ‘GOOD’ RATING, REACHING 10-YEAR GOAL
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 6, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO ROADWAY CONDITION SCORES A

‘GOOD’ RATING, REACHING 10-YEAR GOAL
City investments make the roads smoother for drivers, cyclists, transit riders, pedestrians;

Proposition A, approved by voters in November 2020, will provide another $31.5 million for
street resurfacing projects

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced City’s regionally tracked
roadway condition score hit its 10-year goal, demonstrating the benefits of a systematically
planned and executed public infrastructure investment strategy to improve the streets of
San Francisco.
 
The Pavement Condition Index, or PCI, is tracked by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, the regional transportation planning and funding agency that monitors the
condition of Bay Area roads. San Francisco’s PCI score for 2020 hit 75 out of 100, exceeding
the region-wide average of 67. A PCI score of 75 puts the roads collectively in “good”
condition, requiring mostly preventative maintenance. A score of 100 is assigned to a newly
paved road.
 
In 2011, after years of deferred maintenance of San Francisco’s street infrastructure due to
declining funding, voters approved the $248 million Road Repaving and Street Safety Bond,
which jumpstarted a 10-year investment strategy to increase the PCI from 64 to 75. Additional
support for road resurfacing has come from the City’s General Fund, the vehicle registration
fee, and the half-cent transportation sales tax to build on the progress. The City spent

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, January 6, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
SAN FRANCISCO ROADWAY CONDITION SCORES A ‘GOOD’ 


RATING, REACHING 10-YEAR GOAL 
City investments make the roads smoother for drivers, cyclists, transit riders, pedestrians; 


Proposition A, approved by voters in November 2020, will provide another $31.5 million for 
street resurfacing projects 


 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced City’s regionally tracked 
roadway condition score hit its 10-year goal, demonstrating the benefits of a systematically 
planned and executed public infrastructure investment strategy to improve the streets of 
San Francisco. 
 
The Pavement Condition Index, or PCI, is tracked by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission, the regional transportation planning and funding agency that monitors the 
condition of Bay Area roads. San Francisco’s PCI score for 2020 hit 75 out of 100, exceeding the 
region-wide average of 67. A PCI score of 75 puts the roads collectively in “good” condition, 
requiring mostly preventative maintenance. A score of 100 is assigned to a newly paved road.  
 
In 2011, after years of deferred maintenance of San Francisco’s street infrastructure due to 
declining funding, voters approved the $248 million Road Repaving and Street Safety Bond, 
which jumpstarted a 10-year investment strategy to increase the PCI from 64 to 75. Additional 
support for road resurfacing has come from the City’s General Fund, the vehicle registration fee, 
and the half-cent transportation sales tax to build on the progress. The City spent approximately 
$650 million over the past 10 years, delivering the promised street improvements on time and on 
budget. 
 
Last fall, San Francisco voters approved Proposition A, the Health and Recovery General 
Obligation Bond, which will bring an additional $31.5 million to help augment the Public Works 
Street Resurfacing Program budget. 
 
“I am grateful to City leaders and San Francisco voters who 10 years ago had the foresight to 
plan and invest in the City’s infrastructure,” said Mayor Breed. “The Street Resurfacing Program 
not only makes roads safer and smoother for drivers, cyclists, transit riders, and pedestrians in 
neighborhoods all across San Francisco, but it generates jobs, which is particularly crucial now 
in our economic recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic. We still have more work ahead of us 
to maintain our street conditions and keep improving the overall quality and safety of our roads 
and sidewalks, and I’m committed to ensuring our public infrastructure continues to get the 
attention it deserves.”  
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Public Works maintains more than 900 miles of streets comprising some 12,900 blocks. Well-
maintained streets provide safe mobility for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians and make 
possible the movement of goods and services. Since 2011, 600 blocks have been resurfaced on 
average each year. 
 
“San Francisco’s streets are critical infrastructure, used by just about everybody, every day,” said 
Acting Public Works Director Alaric Degrafinried. “A decade ago, we set a PCI target of 75 to 
get the roads in good condition, and we reached that goal through sound planning, design and 
delivery. The 10-year investment paid off and now we must keep the momentum going.” 
 
The PCI assessment is based on visual surveys performed by specially trained and certified staff. 
Each segment is evaluated based on ride quality, cracking and signs that the roadway may be 
breaking up in places. 
 
The Street Resurfacing Program is guided by a geographical equity lens, which ensures street 
improvements occur in all of San Francisco’s neighborhoods. Public Works evaluates the 
impacts of wear, erosion, and aging of each street, and assesses street deterioration with a rating 
for each of the City’s blocks. Currently, nearly two-thirds of San Francisco blocks have a rating 
of good or excellent. For more information, refer to Street Resurfacing Program. 
 
Public Works’ pavement strategy adheres to best industry practices by preserving streets in good 
condition instead of letting them deteriorate. This approach is the most cost-efficient and 
effective. Extending the life of a block in San Francisco that is in good condition costs 
approximately $50,000. By comparison, the cost to completely reconstruct a block in very poor 
condition can run as high as $500,000. 
 


### 



https://www.sfpublicworks.org/street-resurfacing





approximately $650 million over the past 10 years, delivering the promised street
improvements on time and on budget.
 
Last fall, San Francisco voters approved Proposition A, the Health and Recovery General
Obligation Bond, which will bring an additional $31.5 million to help augment the Public
Works Street Resurfacing Program budget.
 
“I am grateful to City leaders and San Francisco voters who 10 years ago had the foresight to
plan and invest in the City’s infrastructure,” said Mayor Breed. “The Street Resurfacing
Program not only makes roads safer and smoother for drivers, cyclists, transit riders, and
pedestrians in neighborhoods all across San Francisco, but it generates jobs, which is
particularly crucial now in our economic recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic. We still
have more work ahead of us to maintain our street conditions and keep improving the overall
quality and safety of our roads and sidewalks, and I’m committed to ensuring our public
infrastructure continues to get the attention it deserves.”
 
Public Works maintains more than 900 miles of streets comprising some 12,900 blocks. Well-
maintained streets provide safe mobility for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians and make
possible the movement of goods and services. Since 2011, 600 blocks have been resurfaced on
average each year.
 
“San Francisco’s streets are critical infrastructure, used by just about everybody, every day,”
said Acting Public Works Director Alaric Degrafinried. “A decade ago, we set a PCI target of
75 to get the roads in good condition, and we reached that goal through sound planning, design
and delivery. The 10-year investment paid off and now we must keep the momentum going.”
 
The PCI assessment is based on visual surveys performed by specially trained and certified
staff. Each segment is evaluated based on ride quality, cracking and signs that the roadway
may be breaking up in places.
 
The Street Resurfacing Program is guided by a geographical equity lens, which ensures street
improvements occur in all of San Francisco’s neighborhoods. Public Works evaluates the
impacts of wear, erosion, and aging of each street, and assesses street deterioration with a
rating for each of the City’s blocks. Currently, nearly two-thirds of San Francisco blocks have
a rating of good or excellent. For more information, refer to Street Resurfacing Program.
 
Public Works’ pavement strategy adheres to best industry practices by preserving streets in
good condition instead of letting them deteriorate. This approach is the most cost-efficient and
effective. Extending the life of a block in San Francisco that is in good condition costs
approximately $50,000. By comparison, the cost to completely reconstruct a block in very
poor condition can run as high as $500,000.
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Wong, Lily (University Relations) <lily.wong3@ucsf.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 7:42 PM
To: Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial,
Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>;
Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Vega, Francesca (UCSF) <Francesca.Vega@ucsf.edu>; Newman, Brian (UCSF)
<Brian.Newman@ucsf.edu>; Takayama (UCSF) <Paul.Takayama@ucsf.edu>; Alden, Amiee (UCSF)
<Amiee.Alden@ucsf.edu>; Jones, Allie (UCSF) <Allie.Jones@ucsf.edu>; Murasaki, Alicia (UCSF)
<Alicia.Murasaki@ucsf.edu>; Beauchamp, Kevin (UCSF) <Kevin.Beauchamp@ucsf.edu>; Switzky,
Joshua (CPC) <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>; Nickolopoulos, Sheila (CPC)
<sheila.nickolopoulos@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2020-002347CWP Support Document Submission
 

 

Good Evening San Francisco Planning Commissioners, Director Hillis, and Secretary Ionin:
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January 5, 2021 
 
San Francisco Planning Department  
49 South Van Ness, 14th Floor  
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
San Francisco Planning Commissioners and Director Hillis,  
 
Over the last two years, UCSF has worked with thousands of community 
members to develop a bold 30-year vision for our original campus at 
Parnassus Heights called the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
(CPHP).  
 
UCSF is planning to update the campus to continue to meet our mission in 
the midst of growing regional patient demand and need for modern facilities 
to support UCSF’s care delivery, research, education, and public service 
missions. Together with accompanying community investments, the plan 
envisions a future Parnassus Heights campus and hospital that not only 
supports UCSF’s health science mission but also improves the daily 
experience of our neighbors and addresses local challenges facing our city.  
 
Working with neighbors, community leaders, elected officials, and city 
partners, the community identified 25 specific investment ideas that aim to 
benefit the local community and address potential impacts of the CPHP.  
Over the last several months, UCSF has worked closely with the City and 
County of San Francisco to develop a Memorandum of Understanding that 
refines and aligns the opportunities where UCSF and the City will collaborate 
on community investments to accompany the CPHP.  
 
The MOU includes investments in housing, transportation and open space, 
which are the priority investment areas requested by the community during 
UCSF’s extensive community engagement process. The MOU also includes 
UCSF's commitment to continuing and expanding its long-standing 
partnerships with the city on community workforce development, education 
and equity opportunities, and behavioral health services. Community 
investments in the MOU go beyond CEQA mitigation measures, which will 
be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report. We thank the City 
family for their time and feedback, and commitment to making sure UCSF’s 
community investments align with the City’s priorities and community 
feedback. 
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We are proud to have received support letters for the plans for Parnassus Heights from over 20 
community organizations, including SPUR, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Inner Sunset Park 
Neighborhood Association Board of Directors, Westside Transportation and Accessibility 
Coalition, Bay Area Council, San Francisco Housing Action Coalition, local Chambers of 
Commerce, and elected officials, such as Congresswoman Jackie Speier, State Senator Scott 
Wiener, Assemblymember Phil Ting, Assemblymember David Chiu, Assemblymember Kevin 
Mullin, and Assemblymember Marc Levine. These letters are enclosed and addressed to the 
UC Board of Regents, who will vote to approve the plan to revitalize our Parnassus Heights 
campus in January. We are also honored to have received hundreds of support letters from San 
Francisco residents and hundreds more who have signed a petition in support of the plans for 
Parnassus.  
 
The CPHP is the roadmap to modernize our labs and classrooms and build a new hospital to 
serve our community – including an emergency room with enough beds to accommodate 
current and future patient demand. The MOU is our commitment to San Francisco to create a 
more welcoming environment for the community with pathways to Mount Sutro, enhance 
onsite amenities and services, generate local jobs and stimulate the economy during a 
pivotal time for the future of our city.  
 
Parnassus Heights is more than where we work, study and provide care. It’s the 
neighborhood where UCSF was born more than a century ago, and where many of us live 
today. We look forward to our continued work together to support new housing and transit 
solutions that will help us address everyday challenges facing our shared neighborhood.  
 
Thank you for your leadership in our community and partnership with UCSF. UCSF remains 
committed to continuing engagement on future projects, such as with the New Hospital design 
process that is anticipated to begin in early 2021. We look forward to our continued 
collaboration.  
 
In partnership,  
 


 
 
Francesca Vega 
Vice Chancellor, UCSF Community & Government Relations 
 


 











 


 


 


 


January 4, 2021 


 


 


 


The Honorable John Pérez, Chair 


University of California, Board of Regents 


1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 


Oakland, CA 94607 


 


Dear Chair Pérez, 


 


As legislators representing the City and County of San Francisco, San Mateo, Marin and Sonoma 


Counties, we are pleased to offer our support for UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 


(CPHP).  For more than a century, UCSF at Parnassus Heights has been the birthplace of world-


class research, a top-ranked training ground for health care professionals and scientists, and the 


destination for complex care that only UCSF can provide. 


 


The shared history of the Bay Area  and UCSF spans more than a century of partnership in 


ensuring the health of our community.  From the 1906 earthquake to the HIV epidemic to 


COVID-19, UCSF has served the health care needs of Northern California’s diverse communities 


during public health care crises and every year in between. 


 


To keep pace with the Bay Area’s and California’s growing health care needs, UCSF is making 


plans to replace and renovate some of its outdated and seismically vulnerable buildings.  State-


of-the-art facilities will strengthen UCSF’s renowned research and training programs.  Due to 


the COVID-19 pandemic, every Californian understands the importance of this research and 


training at UCSF. 


 


The project also includes a modern hospital with more capacity so that the UCSF Helen Diller 


Medical Center at Parnassus Heights no longer has to turn away patients because it does not 


have enough beds.  UCSF states it will have to turn away 3,000 patients this year alone.  With 


the Bay Area and California’s population projected to grow over the next decade – including 


among the elderly, who typically require specialized care – it is essential for UCSF to build a 


modern hospital to address this critical capacity shortage. 


 







The Parnassus Campus is located in the heart of San Francisco.  With this in mind, the 


collaborative work that UCSF has done with the community and the city to address the impact 


of the development in the neighborhood pleases us.  Most importantly, we understand that 


UCSF is working with city and community leaders to address the potential challenges of a 


redeveloped campus.  UCSF is planning over 1,000 units of new housing and commits itself to 


exploring with the city ways to ease traffic through enhancements to transit and employee 


work-at-home solutions to lower the on-campus population. 


 


We are proud to represent UCSF and nearby communities in the Legislature, and support their 


efforts through the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan to maintain their position as the 


leading university dedicated exclusively to the health sciences. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


Philip Y. Ting      Scott Wiener 


Assemblymember, 19th District   Senator, 11th District 


 


 


 


  
David Chiu      Kevin Mullin 


Assemblymember, 17th District    Assemblymember, 22nd Assembly District 


 


 


 


 
Marc Levine 


Assemblymember, 10th District  


 







1032 Irving Street, #511, San Francisco CA 94122 


www.inner-sunset.org   info@inner-sunset.org 


ISPN is a 501(c)(3) Corporation, Tax-ID 94-3115573 


November 5, 2020 


University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 


Dear University of California Board of Regents, 


The Board of Directors of the Inner Sunset Park Neighbors (ISPN) writes in support of the University of 
California, San Francisco’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).   


UCSF is a valued contributor within San Francisco’s economic and social landscape. As a top job creator 
and the second largest employer in the City and County, UCSF contributes to San Francisco’s energy and 
“innovation ecosystem,” attracting world-class talent to live, work, and study; many of whom choose to live 
in our beloved neighborhood- the Inner Sunset.  The CPHP will bring much-needed improvements to the 
Parnassus Heights campus, allowing UCSF to continue being a major economic driver in the Inner Sunset. 


Over the past two years, ISPN board members have been engaged in developing the CPHP through the 
thoughtful process UCSF created to embed neighbor voice in the plan. Members of our organization were 
engaged from the beginning as part of the Parnassus Heights Community Working Group to create a plan 
that opens the campus to the neighborhood. ISPN members also participated in the Advisory Committee on 
the Future of Parnassus Heights to identify potential improvements to help further neighborhood goals for 
the Parnassus Heights campus. UCSF was responsive and eager to hear our input. 


With the input of organizations like the ISPN, a variety of community investments were identified in the 
areas of open space, mobility, and housing. ISPN is encouraged by UCSF’s collaboration with the City and 
County of San Francisco to develop a MOU and discuss the feasibility of these ideas that range from 
building more housing, increasing capacity of Muni lines that serve our neighborhood, and connecting 
Golden Gate Park and Mount Sutro through our neighborhood streets.  


On behalf of the Inner Sunset Park Neighbors, we urge you to support UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus 
Heights Plan as they are a valued neighbor. The ISPN looks forward to continuing to work with UCSF to 
bring these community investments to fruition and ensure neighbor voice continues to be part of the 
process.  


Sincerely, 


Martha D. Ehrenfeld 


Martha Ehrenfeld 
President, Inner Sunset Park Neighbors 



http://www.inner-sunset.org/

mailto:info@inner-sunset.org





 


 


July 10, 2020 
 
 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin St.,12th floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email to regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
RE: SPUR Endorsement of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents:  
 
UCSF presented its Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan Vision to SPUR’s Project Review 
Advisory Board at our June 30, 2020 meeting for review and consideration. The SPUR Project 
Review Advisory Board finds this plan to be an appropriate set of uses for this location and 
endorses UCSF’s concept as presented at this time, recognizing that project design and 
some policy details are not yet solidified. 
 
SPUR is generally focused on policies, plans and codes rather than on individual projects. In 
order to support well-designed, high-quality infill development, we prefer to help set good rules 
around zoning, fees, housing affordability, sustainability, etc.  However, on occasion, our Project 
Review Advisory Board will review and endorse development proposals of citywide or regional 
importance, such as the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, evaluating their potential 
to enhance the vitality of the city and region according to the policy priorities and principles of 
good placemaking supported by SPUR.  
  
Located south of Golden Gate Park and north of Mount Sutro, between the Cole Valley and Inner 
Sunset neighborhoods, the Parnassus Heights Campus is a 107-acre site (including 61 acres of 
Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve). Driven by UCSF’s need to modernize UCSF’s medical and 
research facilities and meet the state’s 2030 Hospital Seismic Safety requirements, the 
Comprehensive Plan proposes to increase the site’s capacity by 2.04 million gross square feet, 
bringing the campus to 5.96 million square feet at full build-out. The plan will add 762 net new 
units of faculty and student/trainee housing, bringing the total to 984 units.  
 







 


 


The Comprehensive Plan lays out master plan-level guidance for the overall physical 
environment at Parnassus Heights. While it does not include specific architectural designs for 
individual buildings or projects, it does include design guidelines and outlines the configuration 
of buildings and open space areas as well as the major types of uses within them (such as 
inpatient, outpatient, research, instruction, support, housing, and parking), with special attention 
paid to the adjacency of uses especially at the intersection of clinical, research and instruction 
uses.  
 
SPUR affirms that the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan: 
 


ü Is located at an appropriate location for development, near transit and infrastructure 
and not on a greenfield site. The Parnassus Heights campus is located in an infill location, 
on the N Judah Muni line and near other frequent transit options such as buses and 
University-run shuttles.  


ü Provides an appropriate mix of land uses including medical, research, clinical, 
educational, residential and open space uses. The plan contributes to the diversity of the 
city’s housing stock, fosters economic development and provides critical amenities and 
services to the surrounding community. This complex plan replaces an aging hospital, 
research facilities and infrastructure, and it incorporates an additional 762 units of much-
needed faculty and student housing into the overall campus.  


ü Provides sufficient density at the site without expanding the existing campus 
boundaries, supporting a key medical institution in San Francisco and preventing 
underutilization of land, serving the future needs of Bay Area residents.  


ü Creates a good place for people and contributes to a walkable environment with 
conceptual proposed changes to the campus plan, including improvements to the Irving 
Street entry, a “main street” pedestrian focus and streetscape improvements on Parnassus 
Avenue, the restoration of Fourth Avenue to the city grid and the “Park to Peak” 
connections through campus that further open up Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve to the 
public. We also appreciate that the plan reduces the amount of parking by 380 spaces 
from the existing number. 


 
The SPUR Project Review Advisory Board finds this plan to set out an appropriate set of 
land uses for this location and endorses the concepts proposed in the Comprehensive 
Parnassus Heights Plan. We understand the need to replace and renovate the medical, clinical 
and research facilities to avoid obsolescence, meet seismic code upgrade requirements and 







 


 


maintain  Heights’ stature as a world-class medical and research hub.  support
UCSF’s  use planning, including  density, at this infill location, and we appreciate 
the  efforts to engage the  With that in  is crucial that robust transit 
and public realm improvements be paired with these changes. We would also support any 
additional housing that could be added, which serves a dual role as a transportation demand 
management measure. Lastly, we are excited about the “Park to Peak” concept, which could be a 
character-defining feature for the community, and we encourage the university to 
comprehensively build out those physical connections. Recognizing that this is an early stage of 
planning, we look forward to final commitments around public realm concepts and other 
community benefits. We are encouraged by the design team selection this week and look forward 
to future designs of the buildings proposed in the plan.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us or Kristy Wang, SPUR’s Community Planning Policy 
Director, with any questions or clarifications.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Charmaine Curtis   Diane Filippi 
Co-Chairs, SPUR Project Review Advisory Board  
 
cc: SPUR Board of Directors 







 


 


 


 


 


June 3, 2020 


 


SENT VIA EMAIL 


 


San Francisco Planning Commission 


1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400 


San Francisco, CA, 94103 


 


RE: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 


 


Dear President Koppel and Planning Commissioners, 


 


California is experiencing an unprecedented housing shortage that, without significant 


intervention, will devastate our cities and communities. The California Department of Housing 


and Community Development estimates that the state needs to build 180,000 new units of 


housing annually by 2025 to meet projected population growth - over 100,000 more units than 


our current pace.  According to Next 10’s Missing the Mark: Examining the Shortcomings of 


California's Housing Goals, San Francisco is far behind in most of their RHNA (Regional 


Housing Needs Allocation) targets. In fact, the report estimates the County will not meet its 


very low income target until 2030, low income until 2025, and moderate income levels until 


2045. This shortage is degrading the quality of life for all of San Francisco, pushing out long-


time residents and future generations alike.  


 


The UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan includes a densification and expansion of 


housing opportunities on campus, more than quadrupling the number of units that currently 


exists. This plan will create new on-campus housing opportunities for students, trainees, 


faculty, and staff. As you are aware, there is a significant need for additional housing in San 


Francisco, especially for students and the workforce. For this and the following reasons, the 


Bay Area Council strongly supports this proposed project: 


• New On-Campus Housing for Students and Trainees – This project will increase the 


amount of housing on site by over 4x and provide housing for students, medical 


trainees, faculty and workforce housing. The on-campus housing opportunities will allow 


residents to walk to their daily activities on campus. This project demonstrates that 


locating housing near jobs can alleviate traffic with new housing, rather than exacerbate 


it. The housing densification project is a priority and will occur in first 10 years of the 


project as part of the Initial Phase.  


 







 


 


 


• Transit Accessibility & Alternative Transportation – Over half of those arriving to 


UCSF Parnassus arrive by transit or bicycle. The campus is directly connected to the 


SFMTA transit system via the N Judah light rail line which runs by the Irving Street 


entrance. Improvements to the Irving Street entrance will further encourage use of 


public transit, improve the arrival experience, and create a welcoming campus to 


visitors, patients and the public. The plan includes a mobility component to promote and 


support alternative transportation strategies and provide pedestrian safety 


improvements.  


 


• Robust Community Engagement and Community Benefits – Community 


engagement efforts for this project have been ongoing since the fall of 2018. The 


process began with a community working group in which the neighborhood was 


engaged in a re-envisioning process to inform the plan. Over 1,000 survey responses 


with community member concerns and feedback were considered. The ongoing effort 


has included focused discussions on the public realm, connectivity to nature, mobility, 


and housing. A wide range of community benefits have been incorporated into the plan 


in order to offset impacts to the existing community, including a new network of public 


open spaces, improved streetscapes, and publicly-accessible connections between 


Golden Gate Park and Mount Sutro.  


 


• New Hospital at Parnassus – A new hospital will increase patient capacity to keep 


pace with demand and provide additional space for research, academic, support, and 


clinical uses. The new hospital will address issues with overcrowding, seismic 


compliance, and functional obsolescence that the aging Moffit Hospital currently faces.  


 


The UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan improves upon the existing condition of 


the campus by drastically increasing the amount of housing on-site, expanding medical and 


research capacity with new state-of-the-art facilities, and improving the public realm for the 


community. On behalf of the Bay Area Council, we urge you to support this project.  


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


 


Matt Regan 


Senior Vice President 


Bay Area Council 







 


 


Mission Hiring Hall, Inc. 
3080 16th Street • San Francisco, CA 94103 • Tel (415) 626-1919 


1048 Folsom Street • San Francisco, CA 94103 • Tel (415) 865-2105  
www.missionhiringhall.org 


 
 
December 18, 2020 
 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street 
12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Re: UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan- Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents, 
 
I write to you to convey Mission Hiring Hall’s enthusiastic support for the University of California, San 
Francisco’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).   
 
UCSF is a powerful contributor within San Francisco’s economic and social landscape. As a top job 
creator and the second largest employer in the City and County, UCSF contributes to San Francisco’s 
energy and “innovation ecosystem,” attracting world-class talent to live, work, and study. 
 
As San Francisco recovers from the economic toll of COVID-19, UCSF’s thirty-year plan will be a key 
economic driver in rebuilding our workforce.  New jobs will be created over the course of redeveloping 
the Parnassus Heights campus, including an estimated 1,200-1,400 labor jobs through construction of the 
new, state-of-the-art hospital and the same amount of permanent positions once the hospital opens.   
 
This CPHP envisions a reinvigorated Parnassus Heights campus that both strengthens the neighborhood’s 
economic and cultural vitality and allows UCSF to deliver world-class health care and research to San 
Francisco, the Bay Area, and the global community for decades to come. 
  
On behalf of Mission Hiring Hall, I urge you to support the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. 
 
Sincerely,  
 


 
Michelle Leonard-Bell 
General Manager  
Email: mleonardbell@missionhiringhall.org 
 
 
 



http://www.missionhiringhall.org/
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University of California Board of Regents                            November 16, 2020 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents   
1111 Franklin Street 
12 th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Re: UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan- Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents, 
 
I write to you to convey Charity Cultural Services Center’s enthusiastic support for the 
University of California, San Francisco’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
(CPHP).   
 
UCSF is a powerful contributor within San Francisco’s economic and social landscape. 
As a top job creator and the second largest employer in the City and County, UCSF 
contributes to San Francisco’s energy and “innovation ecosystem,” attracting 
world-class talent to live, work, and study. 
 
As San Francisco recovers from the economic toll of COVID-19, UCSF’s thirty-year 
plan will be a key economic driver in rebuilding our workforce.  New jobs will be 
created over the course of redeveloping the Parnassus Heights campus, including an 
estimated 1,200-1,400 labor jobs through construction of the new, state-of-the-art 
hospital and the same amount of permanent positions once the hospital opens.   
 
This CPHP envisions a reinvigorated Parnassus Heights campus that both strengthens 
the neighborhood’s economic and cultural vitality and allows UCSF to deliver 
world-class health care and research to San Francisco, the Bay Area, and the global 
community for decades to come. 
  
On behalf of Charity Cultural Services Center-San Francisco, I urge you to support the 
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Ashley Cheng  
Executive Director 


Charity Cultural Services Center - Tax ID # 94-2922453 











Coalition to Grow San Francisco 
San Francisco, CA 


December 28, 2020 


University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 


RE: Support for UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan from Grow SF 


Dear University of California Board of Regents, 


Grow SF envisions a San Francisco that is inclusive, livable, sustainable, and affordable for all 
families. We want healthy transportation systems, more housing, and smart growth to happen in 
partnership with organizations and their employees who are committed to San Francisco.  


That is why we wholeheartedly support UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) 
and their inclusive community engagement process that resulted in identifying neighbor-driven 
priorities for community investments such mobility and housing. UCSF is a valued contributor 
within San Francisco’s economic and social landscape. As a top job creator and the second 
largest employer in the City and County, UCSF attracts and maintains world-class talent to live, 
work, and study in San Francisco; many of whom choose to live in the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The CPHP will bring much-needed improvements to the Parnassus Heights 
campus, allowing UCSF to continue being a major economic driver in the city. 


San Francisco has not been able to build enough housing for decades. This has led to 
skyrocketing rents, increasing homelessness, and reduced economic opportunity as rent eats up 
an ever-growing amount of everyone’s paycheck. We support making it easier to build homes at 
all price points to reduce rent and displacement pressures, once again making San Francisco a 
city where renters and first-time homeowners can thrive. San Francisco’s transit network could 
be one of the best in the country, but unfortunately gets caught in the same traffic as cars, 
reducing reliability, service, and efficiency. We support making San Francisco a truly transit-first 
city with more bus lanes, bike infrastructure, and Muni/BART investments that make it easier for 
everyone to get around. Climate Change is real, and automobiles are the number one source of 
carbon emissions in the state. We support building more housing in urbanized coastal areas with 
temperate weather and strong public transit to reduce VMT.  



mailto:regentsoffice@ucop.edu





The UCSF Parnassus Heights campus plan would bring a world class hospital and research 
facility to the immediate neighborhood and beyond. It would also create over 1,000 new housing 
units, thousands of jobs, additional bike infrastructure, and direct millions of dollars to San 
Francisco’s transit system. COVID-19 has taken a massive toll on our great city. People are out 
of work, our public transportation systems have a huge deficit, and our hospital beds are filling 
up. This project is exactly what we need for San Francisco to come back from the pandemic even 
stronger. 


We are encouraged by UCSF’s collaboration with the City and County of San Francisco to 
develop a Memorandum of Understanding and discuss the feasibility of community ideas that 
range from constructing more housing, increasing capacity of Muni to serve our neighborhood, 
and connecting Golden Gate Park and Mount Sutro through our neighborhood streets.  


On behalf of the GrowSF, we urge you to support UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights 
Plan as a valued contributor to creating a better future for San Francisco.  


Sincerely, 


Sachin Agarwal  
Founder, Grow SF 







235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104 
tel: 415.392.4520 • fax: 415.392.0485 
sfchamber.com • twitter: @sf_chamber 
 


June 3, 2020 
 
President Koppel and San Francisco Planning Commission 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 


Re: UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 


Dear President Koppel and Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission, 


On behalf of the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, I am pleased to support the UCSF 
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. As San Francisco recovers from the COVID-19 pandemic 
and re-opens its economy, this 30-year project will be a key economic driver for the City, adding jobs in 
health care and construction and increasing economic activity citywide. 


UCSF plays an essential role in San Francisco, as a top-ranked medical center, University of California 
health sciences campus, and major biotechnology research center. UCSF is also the second-largest 
employer in San Francisco, after the City itself, and half of its employees are San Francisco residents. 


UCSF’s aging facilities have not kept pace with the University’s renowned status nationwide. Its 
flagship Moffitt Hospital was designed in the 1940s and opened in the 1950s, and is now unable to 
meet the growing demand for patient referrals and modern standards of care. Its aging research labs 
make it more difficult for UCSF to recruit and retain the world-class faculty and students that make 
UCSF a world-class university and medical center, and which UCSF needs in order to lead cutting edge 
research to fight diseases like COVID-19. 


Over the last two years, UCSF has engaged in an open and transparent process with its neighbors 
regarding the plan. The Chamber is excited about the benefits that this plan will provide to the City, 
including: jobs, new housing, transportation enhancements, and improved access to open space. 


The Chamber looks forward to implementation of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights plan, and 
urges your support. 


Respectfully, 
    


Jay Cheng 
Public Policy Director 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
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September 24, 2020 
 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street 
12th Floor, Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Re: UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan- Hispanic Chambers of Commerce 
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents, 
 
I write to you to convey the Board of Directors of the Hispanic Chambers of Commerce of San 
Francisco’s enthusiastic support for the University of California, San Francisco’s Comprehensive 
Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).   
 
UCSF is a powerful contributor within San Francisco’s economic and social landscape. As a top job 
creator and the second largest employer in the City and County, UCSF contributes to San Francisco’s 
energy and “innovation ecosystem,” attracting world-class talent to live, work, and study. 
 
As San Francisco recovers from the economic toll of COVID-19, UCSF’s thirty-year plan will be a key 
economic driver in rebuilding our workforce.  New jobs will be created over the course of 
redeveloping the Parnassus Heights campus, including an estimated 1,200-1,400 labor jobs through 
construction of the new, state-of-the-art hospital and the same number of permanent positions 
once the hospital opens.   
 
The CPHP envisions a reinvigorated Parnassus Heights campus that both strengthens the 
neighborhood’s economic and cultural vitality and allows UCSF to deliver world-class health care and 
research to San Francisco, the Bay Area, and the global community for decades to come. 
  
On behalf of the Hispanic Chamber of Commerce of San Francisco, we urge you to support the 
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. 
 
Sincerely yours;  
 
 
 


Carlos Solórzano-Cuadra 
CEO 
Hispanic Chambers of Commerce 
Of San Francisco (HCCSF) 
Office: 415.735.6120 
E mail: carlos@hccsf.com  


EXECUTIVE BOARD 
 


Carlos Solórzano-Cuadra 
CEO 


Multi Visión Latina, LLC 
Business Consulting & PR 


 
Victor Reyes-Umana 


Chairman of the Board 
Bodega del Sur Winery 


 
A. Raúl Hernández 


CFO/Treasurer 
Hood & Strong, LLC 


 
Frank A. Ayala 


Secretary 
Ayala Realty & Investments 


 
 


DIRECTORS 
 


Martha Vaughan 
Futura Realty 


 
Miriam Chaname 


MC Taxes & Immigration 
Services 


 
Randy Olson-Gallegos 


Olson Consulting 
 


Carlos Bonilla 
C&P Auto Body 


 
Guillermo Moran 


Eco-Delight Coffee 
Roasting Company 


 
Antonio Lau 
InovaNow 


IT & Web Services 
 


Manuel Cosme Jr. 
Payroll Partners, Inc. 


Legislative Committee Chair 
 


Alex Maltez 
Bay Area Homes 


 
ADVISORS 


 
Adam Thongsavat 


Airbnb 
 


Astrid Acero-Lopez 
Medicare Plans Broker 


 
Eduardo Arenas 
EAB Brokerage 


 
Eric Maldonado 


Redwood Credit Union 
 


Gabriela Sapp, MBA 
Equitable Growth Solutions 


 
Sandra Beaton 


Beaton Global Connections 
 


Servio Gomez 
Back to The Picture 


 
Manuel Rosales 


The Latino Coalition 
 


Karla Garcia 
Bris’s Creations 


CEIWY 
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San Francisco Filipino American  


Chamber of Commerce 
 www.sffilamchamber.org             


 


   233 Sansome Street, Suite 1008 
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October 1, 2020 
 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Re: UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan- San Francisco Filipino American Chamber of Commerce  
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents, 
 
I write to you to convey the San Francisco Filipino American Chamber of Commerce’s enthusiastic support for the 
University of California, San Francisco’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).   
 
UCSF is a powerful contributor within San Francisco’s economic and social landscape. As a top job creator and 
the second largest employer in the City and County, UCSF contributes to San Francisco’s energy and “innovation 
ecosystem,” attracting world-class talent to live, work, and study. 
 
As San Francisco recovers from the economic toll of COVID-19, UCSF’s thirty-year plan will be a key economic 
driver in rebuilding our workforce.  New jobs will be created over the course of redeveloping the Parnassus 
Heights campus, including an estimated 1,200-1,400 labor jobs through construction of the new, state-of-the-art 
hospital and the same amount of permanent positions once the hospital opens.   
 
The CPHP envisions a reinvigorated Parnassus Heights campus that both, strengthens the neighborhood’s 
economic and cultural vitality through enhanced retail and amenities, and allows UCSF to deliver world-class 
health care and research to San Francisco, the Bay Area, and the global community for decades to come. 
  
The San Francisco Filipino American Chamber of Commerce looks forward to collaborating with UCSF on this 
transformative effort.  On behalf of the San Francisco Filipino American Chamber of Commerce, I urge you to 
support the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan.   
 
Sincerely,  
 


 
Jose Pecho President  
San Francisco Filipino American  
Chamber of Commerce 
jose@sffilamchamber.org  



http://www.sffilamchamber.org/
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November 16, 2020 
 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Re: SF Bike Coalition Support for UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents, 
 
On behalf of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, I am writing to express strong support for the 
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) at the University of California, San Francisco 
(UCSF).  
 
UCSF’s flagship campus was established at Parnassus Heights over 150 years ago and is in 
critical need of revitalization. As the COVID-19 pandemic has shown, we need to invest in our 
local hospitals, specifically their need for additional beds and technological improvements to 
serve increased patient demand. We’ve also seen how we need to critically reevaluate the ways 
we navigate our dense, urban areas and create a shift in modality away from single-occupancy 
vehicles. 
 
The CPHP envisions a Parnassus Heights campus with improved medical and research 
facilities, including building a new hospital to meet state seismic requirements, while 
strengthening neighborhood mobility through critical transportation and safety improvements. In 
particular, we are enthusiastic about the opportunity to improve the bicycle network between 
Golden Gate Park and the Parnassus Heights campus to serve all bicyclists in the 
neighborhood.  
 
UCSF engaged in a thoughtful, two-year, collaborative process with neighbors to develop a list 
of proposed community investments to be made throughout the life of the plan. Their proposed 
mobility investments include expanding bicycle routes to and through the campus, working with 
the City to increase capacity and reliability of Muni lines serving the Parnassus Heights campus, 
and connecting Golden Gate Park and Mount Sutro with greater access paths, all of which will 
lead to a safer and more livable community for the surrounding neighbors and staff. We look 
forward to further collaborating on these investments alongside UCSF staff. 
 
I strongly urge you to support UCSF’s plans to revitalize their campus, making it a safer place to 
live, bike, work, and walk.  We look forward to partnering with UCSF in implementation of the 
CPHP.  
 
Sincerely,  
Kristen Leckie 
Senior Community Organizer 
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition  
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December 14, 2020 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin St.,12th floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
  
via email to regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
  
RE: San Francisco Housing Action Coalition Endorsement of UCSF’s 
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
  
Dear University of California Board of Regents: 
  
On November 13, 2020 UCSF presented its Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan to 
the Regulatory Committee of the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC) for 
review and consideration. SFHAC is proud to endorse UCSF’s Comprehensive 
Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP). 
  
SFHAC is a member-supported nonprofit that advocates for building new well-designed, 
well-located housing at all levels of affordability. For over 20 years, SFHAC’s alliance of 
businesses, organizations, and individuals have been working together to support smart 
housing policy, transit-oriented development, and creative solutions for the diverse 
housing needs of San Francisco’s current and future residents. We were founded on the 
conviction that together we can build the city and neighborhoods we all imagine. 
  
SFHAC supports UCSF’s vision to utilize their Parnassus Heights Campus plan as an 
opportunity to make much-needed improvements to both the surrounding 
neighborhoods and the city as a whole through housing, transit, open space, and 
workforce development. Driven by UCSF’s need to modernize its medical and research 
facilities and meet the state’s 2030 Hospital Seismic Safety requirements, the CPHP 
proposes to increase the site’s capacity by 2.04 million gross square feet, bringing the 
campus to 5.96 million square feet at full build-out.  
  
We understand the need to replace and renovate the medical, clinical, and research 
facilities to avoid obsolescence, meet seismic code upgrade requirements, and maintain 


 







 


Parnassus Heights’ stature as a world-class medical and research hub. SFHAC affirms 
that the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan: 
  


● Is situated at an appropriate location for development, near transit and 
infrastructure. The Parnassus Heights campus is located on the N Judah Muni 
line and near other frequent transit options such as buses and University-run 
shuttles. The Parnassus Heights neighborhood is where UCSF was created 
more than 120 years ago and where many UCSF employees and students live 
today. 


● Utilizes smart urban planning to minimize the impact of CPHP development 
on the community, particularly in the areas of the new hospital’s design, 
transportation, housing, and construction. We appreciate UCSF and the City’s 
shared commitment to addressing potential challenges by increasing on-campus 
housing options, mitigating traffic, and exploring ways to lower the on-campus 
population such as through employee work-from-home solutions. UCSF has 
shared that they already have the lowest drive-alone rate of any UC campus. 


● Addresses critical healthcare needs by building a new hospital. UCSF’s Moffitt 
Hospital was built in 1955. Technology and space usage has changed 
significantly since that time. A new hospital at the Langley Porter Psychiatric 
Institute site will update the aging infrastructure while also increasing patient 
capacity by bringing the total number of beds to 675 to meet the growing demand 
in San Francisco. The new hospital will also feature private patient rooms which 
are vital for infection control. 


● Is responsive to housing demand in San Francisco by providing an additional 
762 net new units of faculty, student/trainee, and workforce housing, and bringing 
a total 1,263 net new units. The plan contributes to the diversity of the city’s 
housing stock, fosters economic development, and provides critical amenities 
and services to the surrounding community. More on-campus housing also 
reduces transportation demand and bolsters the local economy. 


● Will stimulate the local economy by providing thousands of construction jobs 
during the implementation of the plan as well as over 4,000 permanent positions. 
The New Hospital will be a substantial job generator and will create 1,200 to 
1,400 new permanent positions to service the additional beds. In 2011, UCSF 
voluntarily adopted a local hiring goal that mirrors the standards modeled by the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors’ Local Ordinance for projects with a contract 
value of $5 million and above. 


● Creates an enjoyable environment for residents and contributes to a 
walkable environment with conceptual changes proposed in the campus plan 
such as improvements to the Irving Street entry, a “main street” pedestrian focus, 
and streetscape improvements on Parnassus Avenue. We also support the 
restoration of Fourth Avenue to the city grid and the “Park to Peak” connections 


 







 


through campus that make the Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve further 
accessible to the public. 


  
Given all of the above, we support UCSF’s land use planning, including increased 
density at this infill location, and we appreciate the University’s efforts to engage the 
community. Recognizing that this is an early stage of planning, we look forward to final 
commitments regarding public realm concepts and other community benefits, as well as 
future designs of the buildings proposed in the plan. 
  
  
Sincerely, 
  


 


Todd David, Executive Director 


 


 







December 1, 2020 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin St., 12th floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 


Via email to regentsoffice@ucop.edu 


RE: SF YIMBY Support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) 


Dear University of California Board of Regents:  


On November 10, 2020, UCSF presented its Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan to SF YIMBY. 
Having taken into consideration the presentation, vision and scope of this project, SF YIMBY is 
pleased to support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).  


SF YIMBY is a network of grassroots pro-housing activists advocating for more inclusive housing 
policies in San Francisco. We drive policy change to increase the supply of housing at all levels of 
affordability to bring down the cost of living in opportunity-rich cities and towns. We envision an 
integrated society where every person has access to a safe, affordable home near jobs, services and 
opportunity.  


UCSF demonstrated the need to modernize its medical and research facilities in order to meet 
California’s 2030 Hospital Seismic Safety requirements and maintain its reputation as a world-class 
medical and research hub. CPHP proposes to increase the site’s capacity by 2.04 million gross square 
feet, bringing the campus to 5.96 million square feet upon full build-out. The plan proposes 762 net 
new units of faculty and student/trainee housing, bringing the total to 984 units. Additionally, UCSF 
plans to expand upon housing investments at other UC sites across the city, for a total portfolio of 
1,163 new units.  


We commend UCSF for re-imagining its campus to better meet the healthcare needs of tomorrow in 
a way that provides desperately needed housing for its students, staff and faculty. The plan is an 
extraordinary commitment on behalf of the university to uphold its legacy of being a beloved 
neighbor. We understand the project is in the early stages of planning, look forward to collaborating 
with UCSF to finalize its commitments to community benefits, and eagerly anticipate reviewing 
future designs of the specific buildings proposed in the plan.  


Cordially, 


SF YIMBY 







 
December 1, 2020 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin St., 12th floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 


 
Via email to regentsoffice@ucop.edu 


 
RE: HAND’s Support for the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) 


 
Dear University of California Board of Regents:  


 
On November 10, 2020, UCSF presented its Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan to the Haight-


Ashbury Neighbors for Density (HAND). Having taken into consideration the presentation, vision 


and scope of this project, HAND is pleased to support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus 


Heights Plan (CPHP).  


 
HAND is the Haight-Ashbury and District 5 neighborhood affiliate of San Francisco YIMBY. SF 


YIMBY is a network of grassroots pro-housing activists advocating for more inclusive housing 
policies in San Francisco. We drive policy change to increase the supply of housing at all levels of 


affordability to bring down the cost of living in opportunity-rich cities and towns. We envision an 


integrated society where every person has access to a safe, affordable home near jobs, services and 


opportunity.  


 
UCSF demonstrated the need to modernize its medical and research facilities in order to meet 


California’s 2030 Hospital Seismic Safety requirements and maintain its reputation as a world-class 


medical and research hub. CPHP proposes to increase the site’s capacity by 2.04 million gross square 


feet, bringing the campus to 5.96 million square feet upon full build-out. The plan proposes 762 net 


new units of faculty and student/trainee housing, bringing the total to 984 units. Additionally, UCSF 


plans to expand upon housing investments at other UC sites across the city, for a total portfolio of 


1,163 new units.  


 
We commend UCSF for re-imagining its campus to better meet the healthcare needs of tomorrow in 


a way that provides desperately needed housing for its students, staff and faculty. The plan is an 
extraordinary commitment on behalf of the university to uphold its legacy of being a beloved 


neighbor. We understand the project is in the early stages of planning, look forward to collaborating 


with UCSF to finalize its commitments to community benefits, and eagerly anticipate reviewing 


future designs of the specific buildings proposed in the plan.  


 
Cordially, 


 
The Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density 







 


University of California Board of Regents 


Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 


1111 Franklin St., 12th floor 


Oakland, CA 94607 


 


RE: SFWTAC Endorsement of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 


 


Dear University of California Board of Regents: 


 


The San Francisco Westside Transportation and Accessibility Coalition (SFWTAC) is writing to 


express our support for the UCSF Parnassus Heights Plan.  


 


SFWTAC is an organically unified group, established in October 2019. Together, we are 


comprised of merchant groups, disability rights activists, first responders, neighborhood 


organizations, and neighbors with a common goal of equity to access for all. All members align 


with the mission of bringing safe, equitable, and reliable transportation to the west side of San 


Francisco. The Coalition engages with stakeholders and elected officials to inform and advocate 


our approach.  


 


UCSF presented its Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) to SFWTAC on July 15, 


2020. Driven by UCSF’s need to modernize UCSF’s medical and research facilities and meet the 


state’s 2030 Hospital Seismic Safety requirements, the Comprehensive Plan proposes to increase 


the site’s capacity and add 762 net new units of faculty and student/trainee housing. Most 


importantly, UCSF’s planning team has thought deeply about how to improve arrival, via all 


modes of transport, to campus, is looking at how to address larger mobility challenges by 


partnering with SFMTA, and is exploring the safety and greening improvements at the difficult 


intersection of Irving/Carl/Arguello. UCSF has worked to study their surrounding area to learn 


about the transportation needs of their visitors and neighbors. SFWTAC hopes to capitalize on 


the UCSF traffic study and expand it to the entire west side of San Francisco to provide 


comprehensive data to help inform policy decisions.  


 


SFWTAC supports the June 2020 UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan because it 


brings the potential to enhance the transportation of the west side of San Francisco. We look 


forward to continuing an open dialogue with UCSF as the CPHP develops. Moving forward, 


UCSF and WTAC will fight to bring more equitable and reliable transportation to the west side.  


 


Thank you for your time and consideration of this letter. Please direct any inquiries for the 


SFWTAC to sfwtac@gmail.com.  
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Sincerely, 


 
 


Samantha Delucchi  


Coalition Secretary 


San Francisco Westside Transportation and Accessibility Coalition 







 
December 23, 2020 
 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Re: San Francisco Urban Riders Support for UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents, 
 
The San Francisco Urban Riders are excited to share our support for the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights 
Plan (CPHP) at the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF). 
 
UCSF’s flagship campus was established at Parnassus Heights over 150 years ago and is in critical need of 
revitalization.  The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the need to invest in our local hospitals and that 
access to open space is a public health necessity.  UCSF’s Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve is a unique 
aspect of their campus as it is a 61 acre preserve adjoining their campus that residents throughout San 
Francisco utilize. 
 
As the COVID-19 pandemic has illustrated, access to nature and the outdoors is an essential public health 
need. The San Francisco Urban Riders are proud to be partners with a leader in healthcare during this crisis 
to expand access to this area. We are pleased that the plan prioritizes nature and green space and 
thoughtfully incorporates the surrounding open space, including Mount Sutro, for the benefit of patients, 
staff, and visitors, alike. 
 
We applaud UCSF’s commitment to maintaining Mount Sutro for public use and the intentional 
incorporation of this treasured place into the long-term vision for the revitalized campus. We also support 
the planned increase of open space on campus, more than doubling what exists today (exclusive of the 
Reserve) and greater community access to Mount Sutro. The CPHP’s “Park to Peak” design concept opens 
up the campus, which is situated between Golden Gate Park and Mount Sutro, through the coordination of 
planned trailheads at Mount Sutro, improved landscaping, and an enhanced connection between these two 
parks.  In particular, we are enthusiastic about the opportunity to improve the bicycle network and trails, 
and the continued stewardship of the Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve and support for the Sutro Stewards 
programs. 
 
UCSF engaged in a thoughtful, two-year, collaborative process with neighbors to develop a list of proposed 
community investments to be made through the life of the plan. 
I strongly urge you to support UCSF’s plans to revitalize their campus, making it a safer place to live, bike, 
work, and walk.  The San Francisco Urban Riders are looking forward to partnering with UCSF in 
implementation of the CPHP. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Matthew Blain 
Chair, San Francisco Urban Riders 
 


 
SF Urban Riders is a Park Partner of the San Francisco Parks Alliance. info@sfurbanriders.org 


 











 


 


August 12, 2020 


 


2020 University of California Board of Regents  


Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents  


1111 Franklin St., 12th floor  


Oakland, CA 94607  


 


via email to regentsoffice@ucop.edu 


 


RE: SFMMS Endorsement of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan  


 


Dear University of California Board of Regents: 


 


The San Francisco Marin Medical Society (SFMMS) represents over 3000 physicians across all 


medical specialties and phases of their careers in San Francisco and Marin Counties. We 


appreciate the UCSF team presenting its Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan Vision to the 


SFMMS Executive Committee in June 2020 for its review and consideration, and the extent of 


community consultation undertaken. 


 


The SFMMS Executive Committee discussed the plan during its meeting of August 2020, with 


attention paid to the increased capacity to serve patients that redevelopment of the Parnassus 


Heights Campus would provide. It is our belief that this redevelopment is necessary if the 


physician community that we represent is to continue to provide excellent care to San Francisco 


and Marin Counties. Driven by UCSF’s need to modernize UCSF’s medical and research facilities 


and meet the state’s 2030 Hospital Seismic Safety requirements, the Comprehensive Plan proposes 


to increase the site’s capacity while replacing and renovating the medical, clinical and research 


facilities to avoid obsolescence and maintain Parnassus Heights’ stature as a world-class medical 


and research facility. We believe the planned enhancements to the only health-focused academic 


medical center and campus within the University of California system will continue to attract the 


world’s best physicians to San Francisco. 


 


SFMMS is pleased to support the proposed Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan Vision. We 


encourage the team at UCSF to continue to work with SFMMS as needed and via its Executive 


Committee so that we may provide the feedback of our members during future planning and 


execution of the Campus Redevelopment. 


 


We look forward to our continued collaboration. 


 


Sincerely,  


  
Brian Grady, M.D.  


President, San Francisco Marin Medical Society 
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December 17, 2020 


 


To the University of California Regents: 


 


The California Life Sciences Association is pleased to support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus 


Heights Plan. CLSA is the largest statewide life sciences public policy and business leadership 


organization in the state, and we have been advocating for sound public policy on this issue for nearly a 


decade.  Our mission is to advance California’s world-leading life sciences innovation ecosystem by 


advocating for effective national, state, and local public policies and supporting entrepreneurs and life 


science business. 


 


As you know, the Bay Area is a hotbed for innovation. The region boasts one of the most robust 


biomedical hubs in the world and supports 27% of California’s life sciences jobs. In San Francisco alone 


there are close to 40 companies, from small incubators to large facilities like FibroGen, Bristol Meyers 


Squibb, and Nektar who work to bring new therapies to the market to help fight COVID-19, cancer, 


kidney disease, blindness, and HIV. To that end, UCSF plays an essential role in the life science 


ecosystem as a top-ranked medical center, University of California health sciences campus, and major 


biotechnology research center.  Numerous biotechnology companies have been created because of 


biotechnology research pioneered at UCSF.   


 


UCSF’s aging facilities have not kept pace with the University’s renowned status nationwide.  Its flagship 


Moffitt Hospital was designed in the 1940s and opened in the 1950s and is now unable to meet the 


growing demand for patient referrals and modern standards of care.  Its aging research labs make it 


more difficult for UCSF to recruit and retain the world-class faculty and students that make UCSF a 


world-class university and medical center, and which UCSF needs in order to lead cutting edge research 


to fight diseases like COVID-19. 


 


To that end, CLSA believes that UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan is key to maintaining 


California’s leadership in biotechnology research and urges your support. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


Mike Guerra 
President & CEO | California Life Sciences Association (CLSA)  


The Premier Life Sciences Trade Association for California 











              


 
November 24, 2020 
 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Re: Support for UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents, 
 
I am writing today on behalf of the California Pharmacists Association to express support for the University 
of California, San Francisco’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).  
 
The California Pharmacists Association (CPhA) was founded in 1869 and is the largest state association 
representing pharmacists. CPhA represents pharmacists, technicians and student pharmacists from all 
practice settings. These practice settings include community pharmacy (both independent owners and 
employees working in chain drug stores), hospitals & health-systems, and specialty practices such as 
compounding, managed care, and long term care. 
 
UCSF has been an anchor institution in the San Francisco Bay Area for over a century and is a major 
contributor to the health and well-being of the community. Home to nationally ranked professional health 
science schools, cutting edge research, and high-quality patient care, Parnassus Heights is UCSF’s original 
campus and in need of investment.  
 
While UCSF is an acclaimed academic medical center, the facilities at Parnassus Heights do not match the 
quality of health sciences within. UCSF’s Moffitt Hospital was built in 1955 and cannot accommodate 
advancements in medical equipment and technology. A 21st century state-of-the art pharmacy is critical 
to retaining and recruiting top clinicians, staff, researchers and students and is necessary to sustaining 
UCSF’s public mission of top-quality patient care, research and education.  
 
The future UCSF Helen Diller Medical Center at Parnassus Heights is an integral part of the CPHP. The new 
hospital at Parnassus Heights plans to increase the square footage of the main and the operating room 
pharmacies to accommodate growth commensurate with a larger hospital. The future hospital will also 
allow the pharmacy to be in closer proximity to patients and the operating rooms so medications can be 
more readily distributed to critical areas. More collaborative spaces envisioned within the new hospital will 
allow for focused discussions regarding plan of care, timely decisions and teaching opportunities for our 
future pharmacists. 
 
With the current patient census at record highs, it is essential for UCSF to expand access to accommodate 
increasing patient demand. The new hospital will increase UCSF’s capacity by 42% to keep pace with the 
increase and aging population and growing need for complex care. 
 
To ensure UCSF can continue to advance health in partnership with the California Pharmacists Association, 
I urge you to support UCSF’s plans to revitalize their flagship campus and build a new hospital. 
 
Sincerely,  
 


 
 
Susan Bonilla, MEd 
Chief Executive Officer and Secretary of the Board of Trustees, 
California Pharmacists Association 
 



mailto:regentsoffice@ucop.edu





Golden-Gate Chapter of Health-System Pharmacists 
821 Irving St #225072 
San Francisco, CA 94122 
http://cshpgoldengate.org  
 


 
 
November 20, 2020 
 
University of California Board of Regents 
Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
via email: regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Re: Support for UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
 
Dear University of California Board of Regents, 
 
The Golden Gate Society of Health-System Pharmacists Board is in full support for the 
University of California, San Francisco’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP).  
 
UCSF’s facilities at Parnassus Heights are outdated, inflexible, undersized and clinically 
obsolete. State seismic laws call for Moffitt Hospital to be structurally retrofitted or 
decommissioned as an inpatient facility by 2030. The future UCSF Helen Diller Medical Center 
at Parnassus Heights is an integral part of the CPHP. While UCSF is an acclaimed academic 
medical center, the facilities at Parnassus Heights do not match the quality of health sciences 
within. UCSF’s Moffitt Hospital was built in 1955 and cannot accommodate 21st century 
advances in medical equipment and technology.  
 
With the current patient census at record highs, it is essential that UCSF expands access to 
accommodate increasing patient demand. The new hospital at Parnassus Heights will increase 
UCSF’s capacity by 42% to keep pace with the increase and aging population and growing 
need for complex care – increasing the number of beds from 475 to 675. 
  
A 21st century state-of-the art pharmacy is critical to retaining and recruiting top clinicians, staff, 
researchers and students and is necessary to sustaining UCSF’s public mission of top-quality 
patient care, research and education. The new hospital at Parnassus Heights plans to increase 
the square footage of the main and the operating room pharmacies to accommodate growth 
commensurate with a larger hospital. The future hospital will also allow the pharmacy to be in 
closer proximity to patients and the operating rooms so medications can be more readily 
distributed to critical areas. More collaborative spaces envisioned within the new hospital will 
allow for focused discussions regarding plan of care, timely decisions and teaching 
opportunities for our future pharmacists. 


 



http://cshpgoldengate.org/
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To ensure UCSF can continue to advance health in partnership with the Golden Gate Society of 
Health-System Pharmacists, I urge you to support UCSF’s plans to revitalize their flagship 
campus and build a new hospital. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Sylvia Stoffella , PharmD  
President, Golden Gate Society of Health-System Pharmacists 







	
	
	


June 1, 2020 
 


AAUCSF Supports the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
 
The Board of Directors of the Alumni Association of UCSF emphatically supports 
the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. This long-term planning project 
prioritizes community engagement in order to envision a 21st century educational 
and clinical health science campus. The new design of the Parnassus Campus aims 
to create an environment that is more welcoming, navigable, and accessible to the 
campus and local communities alike. The plan also brings the campus up to the 
latest seismic codes.  
 
For over 100 years Parnassus Heights has been a vital academic healthcare partner 
for San Franciscans as a whole. From assisting thousands of San Franciscans 
following the 1906 earthquake to the present COVID-19 pandemic, UCSF remains 
committed to the health of those both at home and afar.  
 
The Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan will allow future UCSF students to 
receive top-tier training in facilities promoting interdisciplinary collaboration and 
highly specialized care in order to further the UCSF mission of advancing health 
worldwide. We are proud of the 68,000 alumni we represent as they apply UCSF’s 
passion for educating, improving and saving lives, and generating and sharing new 
knowledge across the country and the world. No matter how long it has been since 
they last set foot at Parnassus Heights, it remains pivotal in their success as leaders 
in health care and science.  
 
The Comprehensive Parnassus Heights plan will ensure that generations to come 
will benefit from and contribute to the legacy of UCSF. From epidemiologic 
research on vulnerable populations to the latest in minimally invasive neonatal 
surgery, UCSF is known for passionate researchers and consistent advancement of 
the biomedical field. As alumni we see the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
as a vital vision for a modernized future of UCSF. 
 


 
This statement was approved by the AAUCSF Board of Directors on June 2, 2020. 
 
 
 


 
Judith Lamberti, MD ’78 
President, Alumni Association of UCSF 
 


 
Alumni Association of UCSF 


UCSF Box 0970 
San Francisco, CA 94143 


www.ucsf.edu 
alumni.ucsf.edu 
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On behalf of Vice Chancellor Francesca Vega, I respectfully submit the attached packet for item

number 2020-002347CWP for the January 7 Commission meeting. Over the last several months,

UCSF has worked closely with the SF Planning Department and other city departments to

create a Memorandum of Understanding between our University and the City and County of

San Francisco. We look forward to presenting the MOU and the extensive engagement that

UCSF has done for over two years and the collaborative engagement UCSF has done with the

City over the last several months. 

 
Lily Wong, MPP MDR
Associate Director, Community Relations
UCSF Office of Community & Government Relations
Pronouns: She/Her/Hers
 
University of California, San Francisco
490 Illinois Street, 11th Floor, Box 0462 | San Francisco, CA 94143
tel: 415.476.8318 | mobile: 415.650.7443
Lily.Wong3@ucsf.edu

LIKE CGR on Facebook!

Sign up for the CGR listserv!
 

 
_______________________________________    
 
Learn More at UCSF.edu | Facebook | Twitter
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Thursday, January 21, 2021 Hearing Date
Date: Wednesday, January 06, 2021 8:15:22 AM
Attachments: 446-448 Ralston Plan Set_11_20_20 (ID 1210597).pdf[63].pdf

image013.png
image014.png
image015.png
image016.png
image017.png
image018.png

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 6:00 PM
To: Richard Marlowe <richardmarlowe415@gmail.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: rc marcus <richardmarlowe415@gmail.com>; Apple Id App Store & I Cloud For Ampy
amparom9@aol.com <amparom9@aol.com>; mro929@aol.com; Y77168@yahoo.com
Subject: Re: Thursday, January 21, 2021 Hearing Date
 
Thank you Richard, Amparo, and Rosalind.
 
Your comments will be summarized in the staff report for this hearing.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
*There was a minor plan set in the error, here is the corrected version.
 
Thanks,
Bridget Hicks, Senior Planner
Office of Executive Programs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7528 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: Richard Marlowe <richardmarlowe415@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, January 4, 2021 at 12:46 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: rc marcus <richardmarlowe415@gmail.com>, Apple Id App Store & I Cloud For Ampy
amparom9@aol.com <amparom9@aol.com>, mro929@aol.com <mro929@aol.com>,
Y77168@yahoo.com <Y77168@yahoo.com>, Hicks, Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>
Subject: Thursday, January 21, 2021 Hearing Date

 

Project Address: 446 - 448 Ralston Street
Cross Streets: Halloway Ave and Gargield St.
Block / Lot No: 6995 /035 and 036
Zoning Districts RH-1 / 40-X
Oceanview Large Residence
Special Use District
Record No: 2016 - 008743CUA/VAR
January 4, 2021
 
 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
 
My wife (Amparo Marlowe), myself (Richard Marlowe ), and our daughter (Rosalind Marlowe), all
object to the above proposed Conditional Use Authorization and the proposed rear yard Variance.
 All three of us live at the nearby property known as 466 Ralston Street, San Francisco, Ca. 94132.
 
1. The project in essence turns a single duplex unit into two separate duplex units.  The creation of
two additional units (for a total of four units) will burden the streets with additional competition for
street parking for the present existing residents.  
 

https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/node/1978
https://sfplanning.org/covid-19
mailto:richardmarlowe415@gmail.com
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:richardmarlowe415@gmail.com
mailto:amparom9@aol.com
mailto:amparom9@aol.com
mailto:mro929@aol.com
mailto:mro929@aol.com
mailto:Y77168@yahoo.com
mailto:Y77168@yahoo.com
mailto:Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org


2. The creation of a three story residence in a primary two story residence community will change
the character of the existing neighborhood.
 
3. The year yard of five feet for the proposed rear yard Variance will interfere and block the scenic
view of the area.
 
4. Two additional three story buildings side by side, and one or both with a rear yard variance will
interfere with the scenic view of the area.  Also, nearby existing residents will have their use and
enjoyment of their own backyards interfered with from the viewing eyes glaring down from three
story window.
 
5. The uniformity of the backyards in the area will be disrupted.
 
Please reject the proposed Conditional Use Authorization and the rear yard Variance.
 
 
 
Yours truly
 
Richard Marlowe - richardmarlowe415@gmail.com (415) 254-9855
Amparo Marlowe - amparom9@aol.com
Rosalind Marlowe - Mro929@aol.com

mailto:richardmarlowe415@gmail.com
mailto:amparom9@aol.com
mailto:Mro929@aol.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVES MANNY YEKUTIEL AND FIONA HINZE TO

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 3:28:01 PM
Attachments: 01.05.2021 SFMTA Board of Directors_Yekutiel and Hinze.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, January 5, 2021 at 3:07 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVES MANNY
YEKUTIEL AND FIONA HINZE TO SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL
TRANSPORTATION AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 5, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVES MANNY YEKUTIEL

AND FIONA HINZE TO SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL
TRANSPORTATION AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Yekutiel and Hinze, nominated by Mayor Breed, will represent small business and disability
rights communities and will complete the seven-member SFMTA Board of Directors

 
San Francisco, CA — The Board of Supervisors today approved Manny Yekutiel and Fiona
Hinze to serve on the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of
Directors. They were nominated to the SFMTA Board of Directors by Mayor London N.
Breed and will fill the remaining two vacant seats on the seven-member Board.
 
“Manny and Fiona will each bring their unique perspectives and experience to help guide the
SFMTA during this critical time for our transit system and our entire city, and I’m proud to
have nominated them to serve on the Board of Directors,” said Mayor Breed. “Our transit
system is a critical City service that our residents rely on and that our economy needs to
recover. As we’re dealing with the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic and facing
significant budget deficits, it’s important that we have a full Board at the SFMTA guiding
policy. With Manny and Fiona on the Board, I’m confident that we’ll have the leadership we
need to help the SFMTA as it does the hard work of keeping our transit system running while
advancing our efforts to make transit more convenient, easy to use, and equitable.”
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, January 5, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVES MANNY YEKUTIEL 


AND FIONA HINZE TO SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL 
TRANSPORTATION AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


Yekutiel and Hinze, nominated by Mayor Breed, will represent small business and disability 
rights communities and will complete the seven-member SFMTA Board of Directors 


 
San Francisco, CA — The Board of Supervisors today approved Manny Yekutiel and Fiona 
Hinze to serve on the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of 
Directors. They were nominated to the SFMTA Board of Directors by Mayor London N. Breed 
and will fill the remaining two vacant seats on the seven-member Board. 
 
“Manny and Fiona will each bring their unique perspectives and experience to help guide the 
SFMTA during this critical time for our transit system and our entire city, and I’m proud to have 
nominated them to serve on the Board of Directors,” said Mayor Breed. “Our transit system is a 
critical City service that our residents rely on and that our economy needs to recover. As we’re 
dealing with the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic and facing significant budget deficits, 
it’s important that we have a full Board at the SFMTA guiding policy. With Manny and Fiona on 
the Board, I’m confident that we’ll have the leadership we need to help the SFMTA as it does the 
hard work of keeping our transit system running while advancing our efforts to make transit 
more convenient, easy to use, and equitable.”  
 
“I’m deeply grateful to the Board of Supervisors for their confirmation today and am honored to 
serve alongside my fellow nominee Fiona Hinze who has dedicated her life to access and 
advocacy,” said Manny Yekutiel. “On this board my goal is to serve as a bridge builder at a 
moment when our City and its public transportation system sits at a crossroads. I look forward to 
rolling up my sleeves and getting to work.” 
 
“I am excited to work with SFMTA and community members to ensure that San Francisco’s 
transit system and streetscape is accessible and equitable for all San Franciscans, including 
seniors and people with disabilities,” said Fiona Hinze. 
 
Mayor Breed nominated Manny Yekutiel to the SFMTA Board of Directors in October 2020. 
Yekutiel is the owner of Manny’s, a civic gathering space featuring a cafe, restaurant, and 
bookshop in the Mission District. He currently serves on the San Francisco Small Business 
Commission, a position he will step down from upon his swearing-in to the SFMTA Board, and 
is a board member of the Valencia Corridor Merchants Association. 
 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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The Valencia Corridor Merchants Association worked with the City to close Valencia Street as 
part of the Shared Spaces program, an initiative created by Mayor Breed to help neighborhood 
businesses to share a portion of the public right-of-way for outdoor dining and other 
neighborhood retail activity. Manny also served on the SFMTA 16th Street Bus Improvement 
Project Mitigation Task Force. 
 
Yekutiel comes from a long line of small business owners; his grandparents owned a grocery 
store in Brooklyn and his father, who emigrated from Afghanistan, had a small business in 
Southern California selling tablecloths. Yekutiel is a graduate of Williams College, and was a 
public engagement intern focusing on the LGBTQ and Tribal communities under the Obama 
Administration. He currently lives in the Castro District in San Francisco. 
 
Mayor Breed nominated Fiona Hinze to the SFMTA Board of Directors in October 2020 to 
advocate for people with disabilities and ensure equitable access to transit. Hinze lives with 
Cerebral palsy and she uses her power chair to get around the city, including on public transit. In 
addition to her own experience navigating transit, Hinze advocates for people with disabilities, 
with a particular focus on employment, transportation access, healthcare access, and civic 
participation. 
 
Hinze currently works as the Director of Systems Change for Independent Living Resource 
Center San Francisco (ILRCSF), a disability rights advocacy and support organization. She 
dedicates her time to the development of strategies around ILRCSF’s systems change and 
advocacy efforts by tracking key state and local advocacy issues and attending community 
committee and task force meetings. She works to ensure consumers are aware of advocacy 
opportunities in the community. Hinze is a graduate of Stanford University and has a B.A. in 
Psychology, with a concentration in Health and Development. She was born and raised in 
San Francisco’s Outer Richmond neighborhood. 
 
 


### 







“I’m deeply grateful to the Board of Supervisors for their confirmation today and am honored
to serve alongside my fellow nominee Fiona Hinze who has dedicated her life to access and
advocacy,” said Manny Yekutiel. “On this board my goal is to serve as a bridge builder at a
moment when our City and its public transportation system sits at a crossroads. I look forward
to rolling up my sleeves and getting to work.”
 
“I am excited to work with SFMTA and community members to ensure that San Francisco’s
transit system and streetscape is accessible and equitable for all San Franciscans, including
seniors and people with disabilities,” said Fiona Hinze.
 
Mayor Breed nominated Manny Yekutiel to the SFMTA Board of Directors in October 2020.
Yekutiel is the owner of Manny’s, a civic gathering space featuring a cafe, restaurant, and
bookshop in the Mission District. He currently serves on the San Francisco Small Business
Commission, a position he will step down from upon his swearing-in to the SFMTA Board,
and is a board member of the Valencia Corridor Merchants Association.
 
The Valencia Corridor Merchants Association worked with the City to close Valencia Street
as part of the Shared Spaces program, an initiative created by Mayor Breed to help
neighborhood businesses to share a portion of the public right-of-way for outdoor dining and
other neighborhood retail activity. Manny also served on the SFMTA 16th Street Bus
Improvement Project Mitigation Task Force.
 
Yekutiel comes from a long line of small business owners; his grandparents owned a grocery
store in Brooklyn and his father, who emigrated from Afghanistan, had a small business in
Southern California selling tablecloths. Yekutiel is a graduate of Williams College, and was a
public engagement intern focusing on the LGBTQ and Tribal communities under the Obama
Administration. He currently lives in the Castro District in San Francisco.
 
Mayor Breed nominated Fiona Hinze to the SFMTA Board of Directors in October 2020 to
advocate for people with disabilities and ensure equitable access to transit. Hinze lives with
Cerebral palsy and she uses her power chair to get around the city, including on public transit.
In addition to her own experience navigating transit, Hinze advocates for people with
disabilities, with a particular focus on employment, transportation access, healthcare access,
and civic participation.
 
Hinze currently works as the Director of Systems Change for Independent Living Resource
Center San Francisco (ILRCSF), a disability rights advocacy and support organization. She
dedicates her time to the development of strategies around ILRCSF’s systems change and
advocacy efforts by tracking key state and local advocacy issues and attending community
committee and task force meetings. She works to ensure consumers are aware of advocacy
opportunities in the community. Hinze is a graduate of Stanford University and has a B.A. in
Psychology, with a concentration in Health and Development. She was born and raised in
San Francisco’s Outer Richmond neighborhood.
 
 

###



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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1/7/21 1324-1326 Powell Street CUA Hearing
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 2:44:56 PM
Attachments: Signed Letter 1324-1326 Powell St.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Maggie Dong <maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org>
Date: Tuesday, January 5, 2021 at 2:12 PM
To: "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Updegrave, Samantha (CPC)" <samantha.updegrave@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1/7/21 1324-1326 Powell Street CUA Hearing
 

 

Dear President Koppel, Planning Commissioners, and Planning staff,
 
Please find the letter attached regarding the 1324-1326 Powell Street project (Item 12 under
Regular Calendar for 1/7/21).
 
Sincerely,
 
Maggie Dong (she/her)
Planner
Chinatown Community Development Center 
Email: maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org
 
 
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED’S LEGISLATION PROVIDING FEE WAIVERS AND

DEFERRALS FOR SMALL BUSINESSES PASSES AT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 2:44:17 PM
Attachments: 01.05.2021 Business Fee and Tax Waivers and Deferrals.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, January 5, 2021 at 2:35 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED’S LEGISLATION
PROVIDING FEE WAIVERS AND DEFERRALS FOR SMALL BUSINESSES PASSES
AT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 5, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED’S LEGISLATION PROVIDING FEE

WAIVERS AND DEFERRALS FOR SMALL BUSINESSES
PASSES AT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Mayor Breed’s legislation to waive fees for small businesses struggling due to COVID-19 will
provide much-needed financial relief to thousands of businesses

 
San Francisco, CA — Today, Mayor London N. Breed’s legislation to provide $5 million in
fee and tax waivers and deferrals for San Francisco businesses passed at the Board of
Supervisors. The legislation, which was introduced by Mayor Breed and Supervisor Rafael
Mandelman, gives businesses additional time to pay certain business taxes and fees, and also
fully waives some fees for a subset of small businesses that have been particularly hard-hit by
COVID-19, including entertainment and nightlife venues and restaurants.
 
“Our small businesses are critical to San Francisco’s local economy, and they’ve had to make
countless sacrifices over the past year to protect their employees, their customers, and our
city’s public health. New financial support from the federal government will help some, but
we know it’s not enough on its own,” said Mayor Breed. “Throughout our COVID-19
response, we’ve continued to look for ways to support these businesses. This legislation is
another step to ease some of the burden on businesses that are struggling to survive. On top of
this fee and tax relief, we’ll continue to advocate for additional state and federal funding, and
keep up our efforts to help businesses apply for funding.”

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, January 5, 2021 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED’S LEGISLATION PROVIDING FEE 


WAIVERS AND DEFERRALS FOR SMALL BUSINESSES 
PASSES AT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


Mayor Breed’s legislation to waive fees for small businesses struggling due to COVID-19 will 
provide much-needed financial relief to thousands of businesses 


 
San Francisco, CA — Today, Mayor London N. Breed’s legislation to provide $5 million in fee 
and tax waivers and deferrals for San Francisco businesses passed at the Board of Supervisors. 
The legislation, which was introduced by Mayor Breed and Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, gives 
businesses additional time to pay certain business taxes and fees, and also fully waives some fees 
for a subset of small businesses that have been particularly hard-hit by COVID-19, including 
entertainment and nightlife venues and restaurants. 
 
“Our small businesses are critical to San Francisco’s local economy, and they’ve had to make 
countless sacrifices over the past year to protect their employees, their customers, and our city’s 
public health. New financial support from the federal government will help some, but we know 
it’s not enough on its own,” said Mayor Breed. “Throughout our COVID-19 response, we’ve 
continued to look for ways to support these businesses. This legislation is another step to ease 
some of the burden on businesses that are struggling to survive. On top of this fee and tax relief, 
we’ll continue to advocate for additional state and federal funding, and keep up our efforts to 
help businesses apply for funding.” 
 
“When businesses are struggling, the last thing they need are mounting bills from the City,” said 
Treasurer José Cisneros. “I’m grateful we can provide this much needed relief.” 
 
“COVID-19 has devastated our small businesses. Many have been stuck on a merry go round of 
re-openings, closures, and new restrictions, while others have been unable to operate at all since 
March,” said Supervisor Mandelman. “This legislation will provide more than $5 million in fee 
relief for some of our hardest hit businesses. This round of relief cannot be the end of the City’s 
efforts to support our small businesses, but it does re-affirm our commitment to creating an 
environment where longtime businesses can stabilize and re-grow and new businesses can 
flourish.” 
 
Mayor Breed will work with Treasurer José Cisneros to notify businesses of the waivers and new 
due dates. Businesses can find information about the various fees and tax deferrals, as well as 
other city, state, and federal support for small businesses online at oewd.org/covid19. Businesses 
can also call the hotline at 415-554-6134, and employees can call the hotline at 415-701-4817. 
Assistance is available in multiple languages. 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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“Our small business community is the backbone of our economy, but these local gems have been 
among the hardest hit during this difficult time,” said Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “We owe it 
to them to provide relief. Deferring fees and providing additional subsidies will be key lifelines 
as we continue to combat the virus.” 
 
“This legislation will immediately impact businesses in every neighborhood, many which have 
not found a cent of relief,” said Supervisor Gordon Mar. “As a small businesses find creative 
ways to save jobs and serve residents, we will continue to find additional ways to support their 
safe reopening and the vibrancy of our corridors.” 
 
“The COVID-19 pandemic has hit our city and especially our small neighborhood businesses,” 
said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “The fee and tax waivers are a small step in helping our small 
businesses sustain through these tough times.” 
 
“I am in touch every day with small business owners asking for help. COVID has been brutal to 
them, and the fallout in lost jobs and vacant storefronts will be felt by all of us,” said Supervisor 
Hillary Ronen. “I am hopeful that the latest round of federal support will be distributed quickly 
and that we will see more substantial help coming from Washington soon. In the meanwhile, this 
package of fee and tax relief is one thing we can and must do at the local level.” 
 
Fee and Tax Relief for Businesses 
In October, Mayor Breed and Treasurer Cisneros announced San Francisco would waive certain 
fees and taxes for businesses that have been unable to open due to COVID-19 or have been 
otherwise significantly impacted. Included in the Mayor’s legislation, which the Board approved 
on the first reading today, is $5 million in fee and tax waivers for entertainment and nightlife 
venues and restaurants. Eligible businesses will be notified by the Treasurer’s Office. The 
businesses that receive a waiver do not have to pay back the fees at a later date. 
 


• $2.5 million in fee and tax waivers for entertainment and nightlife venues. 
o The City will provide financial relief for approximately 300 businesses that have a 


Place of Entertainment permit and that have gross receipts of less than $20 
million, representing a total of approximately $2.5 million in support for these 
businesses.  


o Relief will be provided by waiving regulatory license fees and Business 
Registration Fees for two years, and by waiving Payroll Expense Taxes for 2020.  


o Businesses that already paid these taxes and fees will receive an automatic 
refund. Businesses will still be required to file all applicable business tax returns. 


• $2.5 million in fee and tax waivers for restaurants.  
o The City will provide financial relief for approximately 1,500 businesses with a 


Restaurant permit and that have gross receipts of less than $750,000.  
o Relief will be provided by waiving the previously deferred regulatory license and 


Business Registration Fees due on March 1, 2021, and by waiving Payroll 
Expense Taxes for 2020.  
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o Businesses that already paid these taxes and fees will receive an automatic 
refund. Businesses will still be required to file all applicable business tax returns. 


 
More Time to Pay Fees and Taxes 
Early in the City’s response to COVID-19, Mayor Breed and Treasurer Cisneros announced a 
series of fee and tax deferrals to ease some of the financial burden on San Francisco businesses. 
Given the pandemic’s continued impact on businesses, Mayor Breed introduced legislation to 
further extend the deadlines of business registration fees and other fees. Now that the Board of 
Supervisors has approved the legislation, the following deadline extensions will go into effect: 
 


• Extension of deadline for the Business Registration Fees. The fees, which were 
originally due on May 31, 2020 will now be due on April 30, 2021.  


o This deadline extension will affect approximately 100,000 businesses, and 
represents a deferral of $46 million in revenue for the City. 


• Extension of deadline for the Unified License Fees, which include charges from City 
departments to restaurants and food businesses, bars, convenience stores, many small 
retailers, hotels, tour operators, and other businesses. 


o The unified license fees for the 2020 calendar year, which were originally due on 
March 30, 2020, will now be due on November 1, 2021. The unified license fees 
for 2021 will also be due on November 1, 2021, giving businesses an additional 
seven months to pay. 


o These deferrals will give approximately 19,000 businesses additional time to pay 
roughly $16 million in fees.  


o Approximately 20% of businesses have not yet paid their 2020 Unified License 
Fee. For these 3,800 businesses, this represents $2.2 million in fees that they will 
now have more time to pay.  


o For businesses that have paid their 2020 Unified License Fee, they will now have 
additional time to pay their 2021 fee.  


• Extension of the deadline for Annual Business Taxes. The taxes for the 2020 calendar 
year will now be due on April 30, 2021, instead of on March 1, 2021. 


o This deadline extension will give approximately 20,000 businesses additional 
time to pay their 2020 payroll expense tax, gross receipts tax, commercial rents 
tax, and homelessness gross receipts tax. 


 
“The recent opening of new state and federal financial resources could not come soon enough for 
all of our small businesses and restaurants struggling around the clock to make ends meet,” said 
Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. “To support 
them in accessing these critical dollars, we’re tracking developments with the new relief 
programs in real-time and doing ongoing outreach across every sector of the economy to ensure 
businesses and workers get the most up-to-date information possible. We’re also providing 
technical services to help businesses and workers prepare the necessary information and 
paperwork in advance, so that they can apply right away when the applications become live. For 
information or to connect, businesses and workers can always call our hotlines and check our 
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webpage, or work with one of our partner small business services organizations that can also 
assist in different languages.” 
 
“The Board’s approval of Mayor Breed’s legislation offers real reprieve to small businesses,” 
said Cyn Wang, San Francisco Entertainment Commissioner. “Nightlife, entertainment, and arts 
are vital parts of San Francisco’s vibrant culture and contribute greatly to our economy – and 
they are in existential crisis. This initiative offers immediate relief from paying local fees and 
taxes at a time when they are earning little to no revenue, giving them and other small businesses 
a fighting chance to survive.” 
 
“We appreciate the efforts by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to continue to find money 
in the budget to provide desperately needed financial relief to our restaurant industry,” said 
Laurie Thomas, Executive Director, Golden Gate Restaurant Association. “The forgiveness of 
business license fees and payroll taxes due for 2020 is a good step to help out those smaller 
restaurants who are most in need. We continue to ask the Federal Government and the State of 
California to find more relief funds for all restaurants and our suffering workers.” 
 
“The San Francisco Venue Coalition is grateful for the acknowledgement of our industry by City 
leaders with these fee and tax waivers,” said Rob Ready, Co-Owner & Artistic Director of 
PianoFight. “This pandemic has decimated our industry; first to close, last to reopen, zero 
revenue and all the overhead costs. While there is more work to be done this is a promising step 
in the right direction to ensure that venues will be around to help San Francisco recover, both 
economically and emotionally.” 
 


### 







 
“When businesses are struggling, the last thing they need are mounting bills from the City,”
said Treasurer José Cisneros. “I’m grateful we can provide this much needed relief.”
 
“COVID-19 has devastated our small businesses. Many have been stuck on a merry go round
of re-openings, closures, and new restrictions, while others have been unable to operate at all
since March,” said Supervisor Mandelman. “This legislation will provide more than $5 million
in fee relief for some of our hardest hit businesses. This round of relief cannot be the end of
the City’s efforts to support our small businesses, but it does re-affirm our commitment to
creating an environment where longtime businesses can stabilize and re-grow and new
businesses can flourish.”
 
Mayor Breed will work with Treasurer José Cisneros to notify businesses of the waivers and
new due dates. Businesses can find information about the various fees and tax deferrals, as
well as other city, state, and federal support for small businesses online at oewd.org/covid19.
Businesses can also call the hotline at 415-554-6134, and employees can call the hotline at
415-701-4817. Assistance is available in multiple languages.
 
“Our small business community is the backbone of our economy, but these local gems have
been among the hardest hit during this difficult time,” said Supervisor Catherine Stefani. “We
owe it to them to provide relief. Deferring fees and providing additional subsidies will be key
lifelines as we continue to combat the virus.”
 
“This legislation will immediately impact businesses in every neighborhood, many which have
not found a cent of relief,” said Supervisor Gordon Mar. “As a small businesses find creative
ways to save jobs and serve residents, we will continue to find additional ways to support their
safe reopening and the vibrancy of our corridors.”
 
“The COVID-19 pandemic has hit our city and especially our small neighborhood
businesses,” said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “The fee and tax waivers are a small step in
helping our small businesses sustain through these tough times.”
 
“I am in touch every day with small business owners asking for help. COVID has been brutal
to them, and the fallout in lost jobs and vacant storefronts will be felt by all of us,” said
Supervisor Hillary Ronen. “I am hopeful that the latest round of federal support will be
distributed quickly and that we will see more substantial help coming from Washington soon.
In the meanwhile, this package of fee and tax relief is one thing we can and must do at the
local level.”
 
Fee and Tax Relief for Businesses
In October, Mayor Breed and Treasurer Cisneros announced San Francisco would waive
certain fees and taxes for businesses that have been unable to open due to COVID-19 or have
been otherwise significantly impacted. Included in the Mayor’s legislation, which the Board
approved on the first reading today, is $5 million in fee and tax waivers for entertainment and
nightlife venues and restaurants. Eligible businesses will be notified by the Treasurer’s Office.
The businesses that receive a waiver do not have to pay back the fees at a later date.
 

$2.5 million in fee and tax waivers for entertainment and nightlife venues.
The City will provide financial relief for approximately 300 businesses that have a
Place of Entertainment permit and that have gross receipts of less than $20

https://oewd.org/covid19


million, representing a total of approximately $2.5 million in support for these
businesses.
Relief will be provided by waiving regulatory license fees and Business
Registration Fees for two years, and by waiving Payroll Expense Taxes for 2020.
Businesses that already paid these taxes and fees will receive an automatic
refund. Businesses will still be required to file all applicable business tax returns.

$2.5 million in fee and tax waivers for restaurants.
The City will provide financial relief for approximately 1,500 businesses with a
Restaurant permit and that have gross receipts of less than $750,000.
Relief will be provided by waiving the previously deferred regulatory license and
Business Registration Fees due on March 1, 2021, and by waiving Payroll
Expense Taxes for 2020.
Businesses that already paid these taxes and fees will receive an automatic
refund. Businesses will still be required to file all applicable business tax returns.

 
More Time to Pay Fees and Taxes
Early in the City’s response to COVID-19, Mayor Breed and Treasurer Cisneros announced a
series of fee and tax deferrals to ease some of the financial burden on San Francisco
businesses. Given the pandemic’s continued impact on businesses, Mayor Breed introduced
legislation to further extend the deadlines of business registration fees and other fees. Now
that the Board of Supervisors has approved the legislation, the following deadline extensions
will go into effect:
 

Extension of deadline for the Business Registration Fees. The fees, which were
originally due on May 31, 2020 will now be due on April 30, 2021.

This deadline extension will affect approximately 100,000 businesses, and
represents a deferral of $46 million in revenue for the City.

Extension of deadline for the Unified License Fees, which include charges from City
departments to restaurants and food businesses, bars, convenience stores, many small
retailers, hotels, tour operators, and other businesses.

The unified license fees for the 2020 calendar year, which were originally due on
March 30, 2020, will now be due on November 1, 2021. The unified license fees
for 2021 will also be due on November 1, 2021, giving businesses an additional
seven months to pay.
These deferrals will give approximately 19,000 businesses additional time to pay
roughly $16 million in fees.
Approximately 20% of businesses have not yet paid their 2020 Unified License
Fee. For these 3,800 businesses, this represents $2.2 million in fees that they will
now have more time to pay.
For businesses that have paid their 2020 Unified License Fee, they will now have
additional time to pay their 2021 fee.

Extension of the deadline for Annual Business Taxes. The taxes for the 2020 calendar
year will now be due on April 30, 2021, instead of on March 1, 2021.

This deadline extension will give approximately 20,000 businesses additional
time to pay their 2020 payroll expense tax, gross receipts tax, commercial rents
tax, and homelessness gross receipts tax.

 
“The recent opening of new state and federal financial resources could not come soon enough
for all of our small businesses and restaurants struggling around the clock to make ends meet,”
said Joaquín Torres, Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. “To



support them in accessing these critical dollars, we’re tracking developments with the new
relief programs in real-time and doing ongoing outreach across every sector of the economy to
ensure businesses and workers get the most up-to-date information possible. We’re also
providing technical services to help businesses and workers prepare the necessary information
and paperwork in advance, so that they can apply right away when the applications become
live. For information or to connect, businesses and workers can always call our hotlines and
check our webpage, or work with one of our partner small business services organizations that
can also assist in different languages.”
 
“The Board’s approval of Mayor Breed’s legislation offers real reprieve to small businesses,”
said Cyn Wang, San Francisco Entertainment Commissioner. “Nightlife, entertainment, and
arts are vital parts of San Francisco’s vibrant culture and contribute greatly to our economy –
and they are in existential crisis. This initiative offers immediate relief from paying local fees
and taxes at a time when they are earning little to no revenue, giving them and other small
businesses a fighting chance to survive.”
 
“We appreciate the efforts by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to continue to find
money in the budget to provide desperately needed financial relief to our restaurant industry,”
said Laurie Thomas, Executive Director, Golden Gate Restaurant Association. “The
forgiveness of business license fees and payroll taxes due for 2020 is a good step to help out
those smaller restaurants who are most in need. We continue to ask the Federal Government
and the State of California to find more relief funds for all restaurants and our suffering
workers.”
 
“The San Francisco Venue Coalition is grateful for the acknowledgement of our industry by
City leaders with these fee and tax waivers,” said Rob Ready, Co-Owner & Artistic Director
of PianoFight. “This pandemic has decimated our industry; first to close, last to reopen, zero
revenue and all the overhead costs. While there is more work to be done this is a promising
step in the right direction to ensure that venues will be around to help San Francisco recover,
both economically and emotionally.”
 

###
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Jonathan Tyburski <Jonathan.Tyburski.403161005@p2a.co> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 1:36 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco
 

 

To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and
associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit
improvements. The CPHP will provide much needed housing and transit to service San Francisco for
years. This alone should be reason enough to support, but it is also crucial in these pandemic times
to build out the right hospital infrastructure to keep our community healthy and safe. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot invest millions in
transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community. I appreciate UCSF led an
extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard about the plan and
associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision. I learned about the
CPHP and community benefits through my community organization and support these vital
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improvements. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based
on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also
appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance
local investments that best serve the community. 

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to
address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. As a SF resident, supporter, I am in full
support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Jonathan Tyburski 
1849 Page St
San Francisco, CA 94117 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: General Public Comment January 7, 2021
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 2:11:06 PM
Attachments: Demo Memo.pdf
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 2:06 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>; Chan,
Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung,
Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Tanner,
Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
<elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC)
<aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Merlone, Audrey (CPC) <audrey.merlone@sfgov.org>; Washington, Delvin
(CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Ajello
Hoagland, Linda (CPC) <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>; Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
<gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>; Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC) <stephanie.cisneros@sfgov.org>; Hicks,
Bridget (CPC) <Bridget.Hicks@sfgov.org>; Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
<cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org>; Balba, Ryan (CPC) <ryan.balba@sfgov.org>; Lindsay, Ashley (CPC)
<ashley.lindsay@sfgov.org>; Fahey, Carolyn (CPC) <carolyn.fahey@sfgov.org>; Speirs, Jeffrey (CPC)
<jeffrey.speirs@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC)
<corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Tam, Tina (CPC) <tina.tam@sfgov.org>; Wong, Kelly (CPC)
<kelly.wong@sfgov.org>; Berger, Chaska (CPC) <chaska.berger@sfgov.org>
Subject: General Public Comment January 7, 2021
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Additional Alteration Projects to Consider Since 2019 as Potential Demolitions 


Some of these projects have been completed and sold.   Some of these projects have 
been completed and have not yet sold.  Some of these projects have been approved.  
Some of these projects have construction underway.  Some of these projects have 
been approved and either sold their entitlements or are attempting to sell the 
entitlement.   Some of these projects were two legal units but marketed as one unit.  
Some of these projects have had enforcement actions and had their Calcs adjusted, 
including one project that was found to be TTD and had a CUA.  Some of these 
projects have extremely close to the threshold Demo Calcs.  Some have no published 
Demo Calcs.  Some would exceed the Demo Calcs if the Calcs had been adjusted per 
Section 317 (b) (2) (D).  The four projects that were “flipped” and sold after the CFC had 
an increase in sales price of $3.9 Million to $7.4 Million compared with the price prior to 
permits. 



1647 Sanchez/290 Day Street

1132-1134 Sanchez Street

1363 Sanchez Street

1369-1371 Sanchez Street 
147 29th Street

438 29th Street

565 29th Street

489 30th Street

578 Elizabeth Street

752 Elizabeth Street

464-468 Elizabeth Street

403 28th Street

3880-3882 19th Street

3757 21st Street

3766 21st Street

4363 26th Street

4227 24th Street

4441 25th Street

4449 25th Street

292 Eureka Street	 	 	 	 	 1621 Diamond Street		 	
340 Jersey Street	 	 	 	 	 333 Diamond Street

250 Jersey Street	 	 	 	 	 335 Diamond Street

1029 Douglass Street	 	 	 	 368 Diamond Street

579 Clipper Street	 	 	 	 	 1068-1070 Noe Street	 	
428 Collingwood Street








	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 














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

 

 

 
Dear Commissioners:
Happy New Year to you and all those cc’ed here.
Above is a three page pdf that I submitted in May 2019 to the BIC and the Planning Commission at
the time of a joint hearing between the two Commissions.  This was about a year and a half after the
Staff withdrew the RET in December 2017 and six months before the Peskin Legislation was
withdrawn in October 2019. 
The first page is a memo, the second page is a “LIST" of projects that probably should have received
greater scrutiny and the third page is a work sheet on what the values would be if the Demo Calcs
had been adjusted in a similar time frame, mirroring when the value for the demonstrably
unaffordable value in the RH-1 been adjusted.  
(This of course was prior to the legislation last year re the demonstrably unaffordable homes, but I
think the linkage is still valid based on the rationales in the original Section 317 legislation and
background documents.  That value was adjusted for the RH-1 five times between 2010 and 2019 to
follow the market prices). 
Only three of the current Commissioners were seated in May 2019  (President Koppel, Vice
President Moore and Commissioner Fung) which is one reason I am re-sending this as part of
General Public Comment for January 7, 2021.
The other reason is that despite an energy and an urgency to fix Section 317 from various segments
of those concerned with the need to fix Section 317, I am skeptical given the two previous failed
attempts, that anything will happen to fix it.
That is why I keep pestering everyone about fixing Section 317 using the existing fix.  That existing fix
is already in the Planning Code, available to the Commission and gives the Commission sole power to
fix .   
It is:   Section 317 (b) (2) (D).
Attached below are some updates to the original “LIST".  I don’t think that either “list" is exhaustive
and certainly it focuses on Noe Valley…which are projects I have mostly followed in person….many
projects in the other neighborhoods I have extrapolated from either real estate ads, Google Earth
photos and the SFPIM.  
These projects have the fundamental characteristics of projects approved as Alterations that should
be reviewed as Demolitions as I outlined in my General Public Comments on December 17, 2019 and
as are included in the Minutes for that day’s hearing.
I cc’ed Director Hillis, ZA Teague, Assistant ZA Sanchez, Ms. Watty, Mr. Starr, Ms. Merlone, Mr.
Winslow, Ms. Tam and her colleagues, and Mr. Washington and his SW Quadrant Team colleagues,
because I know they have worked on and care about this issue too.
Thank you and take very good care and be well and be safe.  
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Alex Shvartsman <Alex.Shvartsman.403160880@p2a.co> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 4:38 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco
 

 

To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and
associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit
improvements. The area needs it. We need housing. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot treat over 3,000 patients
annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital
beds. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process.
These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities based on years of
internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also appreciate UCSF and
the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that
best serve the community. 
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A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct
new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. As a SF resident, I am in full support the
UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits. 

Kind regards,

Alex Shvartsman 
1057 Mississippi St
San Francisco, CA 94107 
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: A new hospital and plans for UCSF Parnassus Heights
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2021 1:05:23 PM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Ryan MacPhee <Ryan.MacPhee.403159981@p2a.co> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 4:38 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: A new hospital and plans for UCSF Parnassus Heights
 

 

Hello,

My name is Ryan MacPhee. I am a SF resident, UCSF patient, UCSF clinician, UCSF researcher, UCSF
student/trainee, and am asking for your support of UCSF and the plans to revitalize Parnassus
Heights. 

With the Covid epidemic, we owe it to UCSF to be able to build a better facility for all people in SF.
We also desperately need more housing which this project provides. The modernized campus will
allows us to serve so many more SF residents and we cannot allow a few nay sayers to block
progress for our city. Thank you! A renovated campus will help UCSF utilize smart urban planning to
address local transportation, housing, and open space needs. UCSF cannot maintain the status quo.
Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000 patients annually who seek care but
cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of hospital beds. 
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I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I heard
about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the vision.
I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I provided
input into the CPHP and community benefits. I recently learned about the plans for renewed
campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am excited by the vision. These vital
improvements reflect UCSF's mission and community priorities with years of internal collaboration
and community engagement. 

I appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance
local investments that best serve the community. I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive
Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community investments including affordable housing,
thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. Please do not delay this essential project that will
benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time.

Ryan MacPhee 
2625 18th St
San Francisco, CA 94110 
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Modernizing UCSF Parnassus Heights
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San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Ryan Booth <Ryan.Booth.403166811@p2a.co> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 4:38 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Modernizing UCSF Parnassus Heights
 

 

Hello,

My name is Ryan Booth. I am a SF resident, supporter, UCSF services user, and support the UCSF
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan, which will allow UCSF to utilize smart urban planning to
address local transportation, housing, and open space needs.

I am glad to see improvements made to this area. I am glad the amount of housing has increased but
we need even more. 4,600+ new jobs, 1,200 units of housing. That's the math that continually leaves
SF housing in short supply. Please max housing!

Please also don't squash this. Let this happen sooner than later. Ensure it happens sooner than later.

Without the plan to revitalize UCSF Parnassus Heights and build a new hospital, UCSF will be unable
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to invest millions in transportation, affordable housing, and a new hospital for the community.

These updates reflect years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community
input. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process. I
heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the
vision. I attended information sessions to learn more about the CPHP and community benefits. I
provided input into the CPHP and community benefits. I also appreciate UCSF and the City and
County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local investments that best serve
the community. 

Thank you, and I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to the community and Parnassus
Heights.

Ryan Booth 
561 Baker St
San Francisco, CA 94117 
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: FW: Today"s communications from outside your district
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San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation
Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 

From: One Click Politics <myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 5:05 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Today's communications from outside your district
 

 

Re: Today's communications from outside your district

Dear Planning Commissioners,

This is a message from OneClickPolitics.com 
You've received a communication from a voter outside of your district. 
Rather than forward each of them to you, we've compiled them into a summary:

1 users sent the message: 
'Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project'...

Sincerely, 
One Click Politics
myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com
1824 Jefferson Place NW Washington, DC 20036

Prepared by OneClickPolitics (tm) at https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?
o=www.oneclickpolitics.com.&g=ZjRmMzhhZDY5ZGY5Yjg3Zg==&h=ZTM2ZDg3YmY5MzRlNzg4MzkwMjAyYzU0MTUyYTYyNTRmYjMzODc2MzQ2ZGZmNDUzMTExN2FkYWI2MmFiZjc2ZQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjAyNmIxOTYwNzkwZjIzZDE1ZTE0ZjIzM2M5YmEzNDQ3OnYx
OneClickPolitics provides online communications tools for supporters of a cause, issue, organization or association to contact their elected officials. For more information regarding our policies and services, please contact info@oneclickpolitics.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Nickolopoulos, Sheila (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: UCSF CPHP Comments - Sierra Club
Date: Monday, January 04, 2021 5:22:37 PM
Attachments: 2021-01-04 Sierra Club - UCSF - CPHP comments.pdf

 

 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

 

From: Kathy Howard <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>
Date: Monday, January 4, 2021 at 4:14 PM
To: "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)"
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, Theresa Imperial
<theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
"joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, Kathrin Moore <mooreurban@aol.com>,
"Tanner, Rachael (CPC)" <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: Barry Hermanson <barry@hermansons.com>
Subject: UCSF CPHP Comments - Sierra Club
 

 

San Francisco Group, SF Bay Chapter
Serving San Francisco County                            

 

January 4, 2021
 
Board of Regents
University of California at San Francisco
c/o Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents
1111 Franklin St.,12th floor
Oakland, CA 94607
 

Subject:   Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP)
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San Francisco Group, SF Bay Chapter 
Serving San Francisco County  


 
January 4, 2021 
 
Board of Regents 
University of California at San Francisco 
c/o Office of the Secretary and Chief of Staff to the Regents 
1111 Franklin St.,12th floor 
Oakland, CA 94607 
regentsoffice@ucop.edu 
 
Subject:   Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) 
 
Dear Board of Regents,  
In December 2020, the Sierra Club held a meeting to discuss the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan 
(CPHP) attended by representatives from UCSF and from the local community.  The topics discussed at 
that meeting were transportation, housing, open space, and community participation in the planning 
process.    
First let us say that we deeply appreciate the work that the staff of UCSF has done during the COVID-19 
pandemic and the benefit that they bring to the community.  We also understand the need to update or 
replace facilities that may be at the end of their lifespan.  We appreciate UCSF's goals to incorporate 
"planning elements that seek to improve mobility, increase campus housing, and create significantly 
more open spaces and greater community access." 1   After reviewing the CPHP planning and 
environmental documents and hearing from community members who have been involved with this 
project and with UCSF for many years, we are submitting the following concerns for your consideration. 
 
Transportation 
UCSF proposes to add an average of 8,000 people to its daily population.  UCSF estimates that this will 
mean adding approximately 3,000 automobile trips a day, about two-thirds of which would be people 
driving alone, with an additional 2,500 people taking public transportation.  
This will place a substantial strain on an already over-burdened transportation system and in particular 
on the N Judah streetcar, the primary route to downtown for the entire northern part of the Sunset 
District.  Pre-COVID, the N Judah streetcar route was one of San Francisco's most heavily used transit 
lines, with full-capacity trains that often didn't stop to pick up passengers at rush hour.   We commend 


 
1  "Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan," Updated June 2020, Page 3. 
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UCSF for volunteering to donate approximately $20 million 2 to San Francisco's Transportation 
Sustainability Fee program for transit improvements, an amount equal to that which would normally be 
paid by a private developer; however, it is unlikely that the proposed fee will be enough to 
accommodate the additional riders that will use public transit over the life of the project.  It is also 
unclear how the current system could be expanded to handle the additional projected ridership. 
Furthermore, projecting 3,000 automobile trips a day is not a sustainable approach to transportation. 
The increase in air pollution and greenhouse gases alone are of concern.  The State of California has an 
ambitious goal of reducing greenhouse gasses, and an aggressive transit element in the UCSF proposal is 
necessary.  Any increase in the amount of automobile traffic will also have a negative impact on the 
surrounding residential neighborhood.    
Better plans for and more extensive funding of public transit are going to be needed to keep people out 
of their cars and meet climate goals regarding greenhouse gases.    
 
Jobs and Housing Balance 
The project will bring approximately 4,100 new staff and students to the UCSF campus on Parnassus by 
2030. However, only 134 units of housing will be developed by 2030.  By 2050, another 1,000 jobs will 
be created and some additional housing units are planned, but only a fraction of what is needed.  In 
addition, there is no housing planned for the workforce that will be needed to support the additional 
faculty and staff.  It is likely that the result will be the further gentrification of the housing surrounding 
the UCSF campus as well as the loss of affordable housing for those living nearby through evictions, 
raised rents, or other pressures. 
The Sierra Club is a strong advocate for social equity.  A large portion of the existing workforce already 
cannot afford to live in San Francisco.  We urge UCSF to better balance the amount of housing with the 
number of new jobs. We commend UCSF for increasing the percentage of affordable housing to 40% 
affordable, which is much closer to our preference for 50%.  However, there is no indication when the 
affordable homes will be built other than a promise to do so by 2050.  The need is now, not in 30 years. 
Many workers commute daily from as far away as Tracy and Sacramento. Without a substantial increase 
in the workforce housing, this project will put more economic pressures on the staff and have an 
enormous negative impact on the local community.  Pushing the workforce into extended commutes 
will result in significant increases in greenhouse gas emissions and undermine attempts to reduce the 
amount of climate change we are already facing in the future.  
The housing-jobs balance for this project should be re-evaluated for the impact it will have on housing 
not only for the current residents of the neighborhood and the City as a whole, but also for the new 
workforce. 
 
Open Space – Shadows and Wind 
We appreciate the emphasis on open space that is shown in the Programmatic EIR.  The Sierra Club 
supports providing more open space for people who will be working on the new campus as well as for 
the local residents.  Opening up the campus so that there is a connection between Mt. Sutro and Golden 
Gate Park ("Park to Peak") is also to be commended.  However, there is a certain irony to this 
connection, because the proposed new hospital – the height of a 30-story-tall building - will have a 
negative impact in terms of wind and shadows on the open space as well as on Golden Gate Park. 


 
2  SF Chronicle, January 4, 2021.   
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A three-hundred-foot building is completely out of scale with this residential neighborhood.  Because it 
is being placed on the side of a hill, the top of the building will be over 400 feet above the level of 
Golden Gate Park.  This building will have considerable impacts in terms of shadows and wind. 
The Sierra Club recognizes the importance of open space in urban areas.  Parks are a vital resource not 
only for public health and recreation but also as necessary habitat for wildlife.  Wildlife is struggling 
everywhere, and our cities are becoming one of the areas where they can eke out survival.  As isolated 
parkland surrounded on three sides by urban development, Golden Gate Park is easily impacted by any 
negative changes in its environment.  Even limited shadowing will have an impact on the health of the 
plant life and on the wildlife habitat as well as detract from the park experience for people, who use the 
park at all hours of the day. 
The EIR illustrates shadowing in Golden Gate Park, including the Park nursery, an area that would be 
especially sensitive to the need for steady sunlight.  In addition, two schools (including school yards 
open for the public as part of the City’s shared Schoolyard Project) and an additional park and a 
playground, as well as part of the Reserve will be in shadow part of the time with the new project.  The 
Sierra Club opposes any shadowing of our parks, and asks that this plan be modified so that the new 
buildings will not shadow our parks and have a limited shadow impact on other outdoor space in the 
neighborhood, such as backyards, which also provide habitat. 
An increase in the wind in the area is also a concern.  Parnassus Heights is already a windy area.  The On-
shore breezes sweep in from the ocean.  Once the wind hits the proposed 300-foot-tall building, it will 
be intensified and bounce down into the open space and the surrounding neighborhoods.  Although 
UCSF states that it will meet the City’s requirement for wind hazards, that requirement is only for 26-
mph winds that don’t last more than one hour; this does not make for a comfortable park experience 
and most plants do not do well in a constantly windy environment. 
Moreover, stating in the EIR that tall buildings can be built even if wind speed reduction strategies are 
“not feasible” or cost more money, 3  is essentially the same as saying that wind reduction does not have 
to be done. 
A shorter building, wind baffles and other controls on all of the buildings to decrease windspeed, and a 
more stringent requirement for a lower wind speed throughout the project site should be part of the 
analysis of this project.   
In addition, the CPHP proposes adding outdoor heating elements to mitigate the wind conditions on the 
project. 4  This is not environmentally sustainable and should not be considered for this site.  
Instead, a building and open space design that naturally protects open space from wind and preserves 
natural sunlight should be supported.  
 
Community input 
The CHPC states, "We are excited to begin the transformation of Parnassus Heights, a process that will 
be guided by the continued collaboration and guidance of our stakeholders over many decades".5  
However, many neighbors feel that the local community's suggestions have not been given serious 
consideration and that UCSF entered the public feedback process with a predetermined plan that was 


 
3  “OCSF CPHP, EIR”. July 2020 page 4.1-47 
4   “Design buildings and public spaces to address the local microclimate (wind, solar access, fog). Exterior spaces 
should function for year-round occupancy and include wind mitigation treatments, heating elements, and efficient 
lighting.” 
5  ."Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan," Updated June 2020, Page 3. 
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more or less unchangeable.  The Sierra Club has signed on to the Jemez Principles for Democratic 
Organizing, which support local determination for communities.  6  
We suggest that UCSF go back to the neighborhood and include residents’ ideas in the plans for the 
CPHP. 
 
Conclusion 
The Sierra Club understands the importance of up-to-date facilities for medical care; however, we would 
also like to put forward the idea that a healthy environment is important for the well-being of local 
communities and to combat climate change.  A project of this magnitude needs to address its 
environmental and social equity impacts.   
The project’s massive increase in square footage, resulting in a much larger campus and 
patient/workforce/commuter population, as well as the addition of a 300-foot-tall building on a hillside 
in the middle of a residential community with parks, schools, and other open space, are major factors in 
the negative environmental impacts that this project will have on this residential section of San 
Francisco. 
New developments should strive to balance new jobs with providing new housing and meeting social 
equity goals by having a large percentage of the housing be affordable.  Providing sufficient affordable 
housing will also help reduce the greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the number of car trips needed 
by employees who will walk to work rather than commute long distances.  In addition, the project will 
need an aggressive mass transit program in order to reduce single car use so that the project will not 
result in increased greenhouse gas emissions. 
The Sierra Club urges UCSF to rethink the parameters of this project and create a more environmentally-
sustainable, equitable, and neighborhood-friendly project. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 Sincerely, 


Barry Hermanson 
Barry Hermanson 
On behalf of the 
San Francisco Group Executive Committee 
 
cc:   San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
 San Francisco Planning Commission 


 
6   http://www.ejnet.org/ej/jemez.pdf 







Dear Board of Regents,

In December 2020, the Sierra Club held a meeting to discuss the Comprehensive Parnassus Heights
Plan (CPHP) attended by representatives from UCSF and from the local community.  The topics
discussed at that meeting were transportation, housing, open space, and community participation in
the planning process.  

First let us say that we deeply appreciate the work that the staff of UCSF has done during the COVID-
19 pandemic and the benefit that they bring to the community.  We also understand the need to
update or replace facilities that may be at the end of their lifespan.  We appreciate UCSF's goals to
incorporate "planning elements that seek to improve mobility, increase campus housing, and create

significantly more open spaces and greater community access." [1]   After reviewing the CPHP
planning and environmental documents and hearing from community members who have been
involved with this project and with UCSF for many years, we are submitting the following concerns
for your consideration.

 

Transportation

UCSF proposes to add an average of 8,000 people to its daily population.  UCSF estimates that this
will mean adding approximately 3,000 automobile trips a day, about two-thirds of which would be
people driving alone, with an additional 2,500 people taking public transportation.

This will place a substantial strain on an already over-burdened transportation system and in
particular on the N Judah streetcar, the primary route to downtown for the entire northern part of
the Sunset District.  Pre-COVID, the N Judah streetcar route was one of San Francisco's most heavily
used transit lines, with full-capacity trains that often didn't stop to pick up passengers at rush hour.  

We commend UCSF for volunteering to donate approximately $20 million [2] to San Francisco's
Transportation Sustainability Fee program for transit improvements, an amount equal to that which
would normally be paid by a private developer; however, it is unlikely that the proposed fee will be
enough to accommodate the additional riders that will use public transit over the life of the project. 
It is also unclear how the current system could be expanded to handle the additional projected
ridership.

Furthermore, projecting 3,000 automobile trips a day is not a sustainable approach to
transportation. The increase in air pollution and greenhouse gases alone are of concern.  The State
of California has an ambitious goal of reducing greenhouse gasses, and an aggressive transit element
in the UCSF proposal is necessary.  Any increase in the amount of automobile traffic will also have a
negative impact on the surrounding residential neighborhood.  

Better plans for and more extensive funding of public transit are going to be needed to keep people
out of their cars and meet climate goals regarding greenhouse gases.  

 

Jobs and Housing Balance

The project will bring approximately 4,100 new staff and students to the UCSF campus on Parnassus
by 2030. However, only 134 units of housing will be developed by 2030.  By 2050, another 1,000
jobs will be created and some additional housing units are planned, but only a fraction of what is
needed.  In addition, there is no housing planned for the workforce that will be needed to support
the additional faculty and staff.  It is likely that the result will be the further gentrification of the



housing surrounding the UCSF campus as well as the loss of affordable housing for those living
nearby through evictions, raised rents, or other pressures.

The Sierra Club is a strong advocate for social equity.  A large portion of the existing workforce
already cannot afford to live in San Francisco.  We urge UCSF to better balance the amount of
housing with the number of new jobs. We commend UCSF for increasing the percentage of
affordable housing to 40% affordable, which is much closer to our preference for 50%.  However,
there is no indication when the affordable homes will be built other than a promise to do so by
2050.  The need is now, not in 30 years.

Many workers commute daily from as far away as Tracy and Sacramento. Without a substantial
increase in the workforce housing, this project will put more economic pressures on the staff and
have an enormous negative impact on the local community.  Pushing the workforce into extended
commutes will result in significant increases in greenhouse gas emissions and undermine attempts
to reduce the amount of climate change we are already facing in the future.

The housing-jobs balance for this project should be re-evaluated for the impact it will have on
housing not only for the current residents of the neighborhood and the City as a whole, but also for
the new workforce.

 

Open Space – Shadows and Wind

We appreciate the emphasis on open space that is shown in the Programmatic EIR.  The Sierra Club
supports providing more open space for people who will be working on the new campus as well as
for the local residents.  Opening up the campus so that there is a connection between Mt. Sutro and
Golden Gate Park ("Park to Peak") is also to be commended.  However, there is a certain irony to this
connection, because the proposed new hospital – the height of a 30-story-tall building - will have a
negative impact in terms of wind and shadows on the open space as well as on Golden Gate Park.

A three-hundred-foot building is completely out of scale with this residential neighborhood. 
Because it is being placed on the side of a hill, the top of the building will be over 400 feet above the
level of Golden Gate Park.  This building will have considerable impacts in terms of shadows and
wind.

The Sierra Club recognizes the importance of open space in urban areas.  Parks are a vital resource
not only for public health and recreation but also as necessary habitat for wildlife.  Wildlife is
struggling everywhere, and our cities are becoming one of the areas where they can eke out
survival.  As isolated parkland surrounded on three sides by urban development, Golden Gate Park is
easily impacted by any negative changes in its environment.  Even limited shadowing will have an
impact on the health of the plant life and on the wildlife habitat as well as detract from the park
experience for people, who use the park at all hours of the day.

The EIR illustrates shadowing in Golden Gate Park, including the Park nursery, an area that would be
especially sensitive to the need for steady sunlight.  In addition, two schools (including school yards
open for the public as part of the City’s shared Schoolyard Project) and an additional park and a
playground, as well as part of the Reserve will be in shadow part of the time with the new project. 
The Sierra Club opposes any shadowing of our parks, and asks that this plan be modified so that the
new buildings will not shadow our parks and have a limited shadow impact on other outdoor space
in the neighborhood, such as backyards, which also provide habitat.

An increase in the wind in the area is also a concern.  Parnassus Heights is already a windy area.  The



On-shore breezes sweep in from the ocean.  Once the wind hits the proposed 300-foot-tall building,
it will be intensified and bounce down into the open space and the surrounding neighborhoods. 
Although UCSF states that it will meet the City’s requirement for wind hazards, that requirement is
only for 26-mph winds that don’t last more than one hour; this does not make for a comfortable
park experience and most plants do not do well in a constantly windy environment.

Moreover, stating in the EIR that tall buildings can be built even if wind speed reduction strategies

are “not feasible” or cost more money, [3]  is essentially the same as saying that wind reduction does
not have to be done.

A shorter building, wind baffles and other controls on all of the buildings to decrease windspeed, and
a more stringent requirement for a lower wind speed throughout the project site should be part of
the analysis of this project. 

In addition, the CPHP proposes adding outdoor heating elements to mitigate the wind conditions on

the project. [4]  This is not environmentally sustainable and should not be considered for this site.

Instead, a building and open space design that naturally protects open space from wind and
preserves natural sunlight should be supported.

 

Community input

The CHPC states, "We are excited to begin the transformation of Parnassus Heights, a process that
will be guided by the continued collaboration and guidance of our stakeholders over many

decades".[5]  However, many neighbors feel that the local community's suggestions have not been
given serious consideration and that UCSF entered the public feedback process with a
predetermined plan that was more or less unchangeable.  The Sierra Club has signed on to the

Jemez Principles for Democratic Organizing, which support local determination for communities.  [6]

We suggest that UCSF go back to the neighborhood and include residents’ ideas in the plans for the
CPHP.

 

Conclusion

The Sierra Club understands the importance of up-to-date facilities for medical care; however, we
would also like to put forward the idea that a healthy environment is important for the well-being of
local communities and to combat climate change.  A project of this magnitude needs to address its
environmental and social equity impacts. 

The project’s massive increase in square footage, resulting in a much larger campus and
patient/workforce/commuter population, as well as the addition of a 300-foot-tall building on a
hillside in the middle of a residential community with parks, schools, and other open space, are
major factors in the negative environmental impacts that this project will have on this residential
section of San Francisco.

New developments should strive to balance new jobs with providing new housing and meeting social
equity goals by having a large percentage of the housing be affordable.  Providing sufficient
affordable housing will also help reduce the greenhouse gas emissions by reducing the number of
car trips needed by employees who will walk to work rather than commute long distances.  In
addition, the project will need an aggressive mass transit program in order to reduce single car use



so that the project will not result in increased greenhouse gas emissions.

The Sierra Club urges UCSF to rethink the parameters of this project and create a more
environmentally-sustainable, equitable, and neighborhood-friendly project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Barry Hermanson
Barry Hermanson

On behalf of the
San Francisco Group Executive Committee
 

cc:          San Francisco Board of Supervisors

                San Francisco Planning Commission

 

Please see document for footnotes.

[1]  "Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan," Updated June 2020, Page 3.
[2]  SF Chronicle, January 4, 2021. 
[3]  “OCSF CPHP, EIR”. July 2020 page 4.1-47
[4]   “Design buildings and public spaces to address the local microclimate (wind, solar access, fog). Exterior spaces
should function for year-round occupancy and include wind mitigation treatments, heating elements, and efficient
lighting.”
[5]  ."Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan," Updated June 2020, Page 3.
[6]   https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?
o=http%3A//www.ejnet.org/ej/jemez.pdf&g=YzM3ZjBlNjA3ODM4MDhiYw==&h=ZTMzMDJiYzdiM2QyODY3YTMwNjJ
mNTViZTJkY2RmZTAxMzg5M2EzODAzZDBlNThjMzNhNWZiOTE2ODk1NDEzZQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjp
vZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmQ2NDM0ZGRhN2Y1ZGFlNmI0NDQ3YWVhOTUxZjk2YWVmOnYx
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From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, January 4, 2021 at 8:46 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO AND UCSF ANNOUNCE
LANDMARK BENEFITS PACKAGE AS PART OF NEW HOSPITAL AND HOUSING
PROJECT AT PARNASSUS HEIGHTS CAMPUS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, January 4, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO AND UCSF ANNOUNCE LANDMARK

BENEFITS PACKAGE AS PART OF NEW HOSPITAL AND
HOUSING PROJECT AT PARNASSUS HEIGHTS CAMPUS

Informed by more than two years of outreach and engagement, community benefits include
affordable workforce housing, transit improvements, workforce opportunities and other

community investments
 

San Francisco, CA — Today the City and County of San Francisco announced an agreement
in principle with the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) on a community benefits
package to accompany UCSF’s plans to update its Parnassus Heights campus.
 
The proposed benefits package provides a national model of investment in affordable
workforce housing, transit improvements and operations, workforce opportunities and other
community investments while improving a critical emergency facility serving San Francisco’s
westside, upgrading medical facilities to meet state seismic code, and providing urgently
needed expansion of the UCSF Helen Diller Medical Center’s capacity over the next decade.
Specifically, the benefits package includes:

1,263 units of new housing for the UCSF workforce;
Designation of 40% of all new and existing UCSF housing (about 1,000 homes) as
affordable units;
$20 million in transportation improvements;

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
https://www.ucsf.edu/cphp
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*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


SAN FRANCISCO AND UCSF ANNOUNCE LANDMARK 


BENEFITS PACKAGE AS PART OF NEW HOSPITAL AND 


HOUSING PROJECT AT PARNASSUS HEIGHTS CAMPUS 
Informed by more than two years of outreach and engagement, community benefits include 


affordable workforce housing, transit improvements, workforce opportunities and other 


community investments 


 


San Francisco, CA — Today the City and County of San Francisco announced an agreement in 


principle with the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) on a community benefits 


package to accompany UCSF’s plans to update its Parnassus Heights campus.  


 


The proposed benefits package provides a national model of investment in affordable workforce 


housing, transit improvements and operations, workforce opportunities and other community 


investments while improving a critical emergency facility serving San Francisco’s westside, 


upgrading medical facilities to meet state seismic code, and providing urgently needed expansion 


of the UCSF Helen Diller Medical Center’s capacity over the next decade. Specifically, the 


benefits package includes: 


• 1,263 units of new housing for the UCSF workforce; 


• Designation of 40% of all new and existing UCSF housing (about 1,000 homes) as 


affordable units; 


• $20 million in transportation improvements; 


• 30% local hire targets for both construction and permanent entry level jobs. 


 


UCSF is building a new hospital at Parnassus Heights to replace the existing, nearly 70-year-old 


Moffit hospital, which is unable to admit thousands of patients each year because of limited bed 


capacity. The new hospital will increase the Medical Center’s capacity by 42 percent with 200 


additional inpatient beds to better accommodate the region’s growing health care needs. To 


comply with the state’s seismic code by 2030 as required, UCSF will build the new hospital and 


replace other outdated and seismically vulnerable buildings with state-of-the-art facilities to 


support UCSF’s renowned research and training programs for decades to come. 


 


“As we look ahead to our economic recovery, this is an opportunity for us to make significant 


investments in housing, transportation, jobs, and the long-term health care needs of our City,” 


said Mayor London Breed. “This pandemic has shown that not only do we need a strong 


healthcare system in place to care for our residents, but that these long-term projects with well-


paying jobs and affordable housing are essential to keeping our economy strong in this City. This 


proposed agreement will benefit San Francisco and our residents for years to come, and we are 



mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

https://www.ucsf.edu/cphp

https://www.ucsf.edu/news/2020/07/417886/ucsf-selects-architects-new-parnassus-heights-hospital





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


committed to continuing to work collaboratively with UCSF on this project as it moves 


forward.”  


 


“As a public university, we are proud of our 150-year partnership with the City, serving the 


people of San Francisco through every public health crisis and every year in between,” said 


UCSF Chancellor Sam Hawgood, MBBS. “Parnassus Heights has been our home for more than a 


century and we are proud to advance this unique partnership as we re-envision our original 


campus to meet the health care needs of the 21st Century, improve the daily experience of the 


University’s neighbors and address local challenges facing the city.” 


 


UCSF’s plans for Parnassus Heights reflect input from thousands of external and internal 


stakeholders in a planning process that began in 2018, including 28 community meetings, and 


resulted in dozens of actionable ideas for community investment, including investing millions in 


SFMTA (San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency), more than quadrupling campus 


housing, and making the campus more welcoming by doubling access to campus open space.  


 


Earlier this year, at the request of Mayor Breed and Supervisors Yee and Preston, UCSF began 


discussions with the City to ensure the University’s investments in community benefits are 


aligned with City priorities of more workforce housing, transit improvements, and workforce 


opportunities. The proposed benefits package will be memorialized in a Memorandum of 


Understanding (MOU) that, once finalized, will be signed by representatives from the City and 


UCSF.  


 


UCSF has agreed in principle to the following package of community benefits:  


 


Affordable Workforce Housing 


To support the added workforce created by the University’s Parnassus Heights plan and reduce 


employee commute needs, UCSF will provide 1,263 new housing units over the life of the 


project. UCSF will add at least 50 percent (632) of these net new units by the projected hospital 


opening in 2030 and set aside approximately 1,000 affordable units citywide for UCSF staff over 


the life of the plan. 


 


To address housing affordability, UCSF commits to making 40% (approximately 1,000) of all 


new and existing housing units affordable for UCSF employees and trainees earning 120% AMI 


or less, with half (approximately 500) of these affordable units set aside for employee and trainee 


households earning 90% AMI or less. The affordable housing agreement will be in place until 


2080. 


 


Transportation Funding & Improvements 


To realize Parnassus Heights plan’s vision of a transit-first campus, UCSF will contribute over 


$20 million dollars towards transit improvements serving the campus. In addition, in order to 


encourage public transportation use, UCSF has agreed to significantly expand its transit pass 


program. 
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UCSF and the SFMTA are committed to working together to provide alternatives to car travel 


and reduce car use, accommodate safe and usable access for all travel modes, and to expand 


transit capacity and service, including collaboration towards accommodating 3-car trains on the 


N-Judah. The project also includes streetscape improvements such as stop upgrades at 2nd/Irving 


and integrated planning for Parnassus Avenue to accommodate transit, curb management, and 


pedestrian safety.  
 


UCSF’s plans will improve the layout of the campus to include changes to the sidewalks and 


public spaces to make it a better and more welcoming experience for students, employees, 


visitors, and neighbors to not only get to the campus, but also to get around the campus more 


efficiently. 


 


Workforce Opportunities, Training, and Community Investments 


UCSF projects over 4,000 permanent UCSF jobs will be created over the lifetime of the plan, 


and approximately 1,000 unionized construction jobs for the new hospital alone. UCSF has 


committed to a 30% local hire goal for construction and entry-level jobs as part of the project. 


UCSF is also committed to first source hiring for available entry-level positions. UCSF will 


expand its construction and administrative workforce programs in partnership with the city’s 


Office of Economic and Workforce Development programs.  


 


UCSF and DPH will also provide additional behavioral health benefits including expanding 


opportunities for marginalized and underrepresented populations in the field. UCSF will increase 


the number of participants in the EXCEL program, a work-based learning program that uses both 


classroom and on-the-job training to prepare participants for career path jobs in the healthcare 


sector, and expand to include additional job classifications at a cost of $3 million over the next 


10 years. UCSF will also expand their Community Construction Outreach Program/CityBuild 


partnership by $2 million over the next 10 years.  


 


UCSF will look to expand the UCSF High School Intern Program (HIP) where San Francisco 


Unified School District (SFUSD) high school students participate in an 8-week paid summer 


internship and develop an expanded partnership with SFUSD to explore establishing 


comprehensive career pathway programs at high schools for students.  


 


To encourage investment in key commercial corridors and advance economic opportunity and 


health equity in marginalized communities, UCSF commits to increase its spending with local, 


small and diverse businesses in the City by 50 percent by 2024 — in alignment with its Anchor 


Institution Initiative. The University will also host targeted supplier diversity events and launch 


seasonal campaigns, such as “UCSF Shop Local” to promote businesses with nearby Inner 


Sunset and Cole Valley merchants. 


 


Open Space Access 


As part of UCSF’s “park to peak” vision of a neighborhood connected to local open spaces, the 


University will maintain its Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve at no less than its current size of 


61 acres, while adding improved wayfinding and continuation of its responsible stewardship 


plans. UCSF has re-committed to the 2018 Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve Vegetation 



https://anchor.ucsf.edu/

https://anchor.ucsf.edu/
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Management Plan to ensure the long-term health and sustainability of the Reserve for all of the 


community to enjoy. 


 


Next Steps 


The City has held two previous community meetings on the agreement, and will present the 


details of the package at a third community meeting this week, followed by City hearings at the 


Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.  The UC Board of Regents will vote on 


amending the 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) to allow implementation of the 


Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) later this month. 


 


Support for Parnassus Heights Project 


“From the 1906 earthquake to the HIV epidemic to COVID-19, UCSF has been a crucial player 


in providing healthcare, training programs and research that are recognized around the world,” 


said Assemblymember Phil Ting (D-San Francisco).  “The Parnassus Heights project makes 


certain this important work and legacy will continue. The new agreement is a shining example of 


how community investment can be more inclusive. While we meet the region’s growing 


healthcare needs, we also ensure local residents share in their neighbor’s success, resulting in 


good-paying jobs, affordable housing and transportation improvements."  


 


“The UCSF Parnassus project is a long overdue, visionary project for San Francisco. We should 


all be intensely proud that UCSF — the best hospital in the country — is part of our 


community,” said State Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco). “We’re seeing during this 


pandemic how essential it is to have world-class healthcare institutions to serve those in need. 


It’s critical that UCSF modernize its facilities to ensure it remains on the cutting edge of 


healthcare. The project will also produce desperately needed new housing, including a significant 


amount of affordable housing for workers. I fully support this project.” 


 


“Over the past two years, ISPN board members have been engaged in developing the Parnassus 


Heights plan through the thoughtful process UCSF created to embed neighbor voice in the plan,” 


wrote Martha Ehrenfeld, President of the Inner Sunset Park Neighbors, in a letter of 


support from the association to the UC Regents. “The ISPN looks forward to continuing to 


work with UCSF to bring these community investments to fruition and ensure neighbor voice 


continues to be part of the process.” 


 


“As a top job creator and the second largest employer in the City and County, UCSF contributes 


to San Francisco’s energy and ‘innovation ecosystem,’ attracting world-class talent to live, work, 


and study here in our city,” said Dr. Matthew Ajiake, President of the San Francisco African 


American Chamber of Commerce. “As San Francisco recovers from the economic toll of 


COVID-19, UCSF’s plan for a reinvigorated Parnassus Heights would strengthen the 


neighborhood’s economic and cultural vitality, and will be a key economic driver in rebuilding 


our workforce. The San Francisco African American Chamber of Commerce looks forward to 


collaborating with UCSF and the City on this transformative effort.” 


 


“California's unprecedented housing shortage is devastating our cities and communities and 


degrading quality of life for all of San Francisco, pushing out long-time residents and future 
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generations,” said Matt Regan, Senior Vice President of the Bay Area Council. “UCSF’s 


plans to expand medical and research capacity with new state-of-the-art facilities at its Parnassus 


Heights campus will help address the City’s urgent housing shortage by drastically increasing the 


amount of housing on-site and promoting alternative transportation strategies and pedestrian 


safety improvements, alongside a wide range of other community benefits the University has 


incorporated into the plan to offset impacts to the existing community. The Bay Area Council 


strongly supports this proposed project.” 


 


“UCSF engaged in a thoughtful, two-year, collaborative process with neighbors to develop a list 


of proposed community investments to be made throughout the life of the plan,” wrote SF 


Bicycle Coalition Senior Community Organizer, Kristen Lesckie in a letter of support from 


the organization to the UC Regents. “Their proposed mobility investments include expanding 


bicycle routes to and through the campus, working with the City to increase capacity and 


reliability of Muni lines serving the Parnassus Heights campus, and connecting Golden Gate 


Park and Mount Sutro with greater access paths, all of which will lead to a safer and more livable 


community for the surrounding neighbors and staff.” 


 


 


### 


 







30% local hire targets for both construction and permanent entry level jobs.
 
UCSF is building a new hospital at Parnassus Heights to replace the existing, nearly 70-year-
old Moffit hospital, which is unable to admit thousands of patients each year because of
limited bed capacity. The new hospital will increase the Medical Center’s capacity by 42
percent with 200 additional inpatient beds to better accommodate the region’s growing health
care needs. To comply with the state’s seismic code by 2030 as required, UCSF will build the
new hospital and replace other outdated and seismically vulnerable buildings with state-of-the-
art facilities to support UCSF’s renowned research and training programs for decades to come.
 
“As we look ahead to our economic recovery, this is an opportunity for us to make significant
investments in housing, transportation, jobs, and the long-term health care needs of our City,”
said Mayor London Breed. “This pandemic has shown that not only do we need a strong
healthcare system in place to care for our residents, but that these long-term projects with
well-paying jobs and affordable housing are essential to keeping our economy strong in this
City. This proposed agreement will benefit San Francisco and our residents for years to come,
and we are committed to continuing to work collaboratively with UCSF on this project as it
moves forward.”
 
“As a public university, we are proud of our 150-year partnership with the City, serving the
people of San Francisco through every public health crisis and every year in between,” said
UCSF Chancellor Sam Hawgood, MBBS. “Parnassus Heights has been our home for more
than a century and we are proud to advance this unique partnership as we re-envision our
original campus to meet the health care needs of the 21st Century, improve the daily
experience of the University’s neighbors and address local challenges facing the city.”
 
UCSF’s plans for Parnassus Heights reflect input from thousands of external and internal
stakeholders in a planning process that began in 2018, including 28 community meetings, and
resulted in dozens of actionable ideas for community investment, including investing millions
in SFMTA (San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency), more than quadrupling campus
housing, and making the campus more welcoming by doubling access to campus open space.
 
Earlier this year, at the request of Mayor Breed and Supervisors Yee and Preston, UCSF began
discussions with the City to ensure the University’s investments in community benefits are
aligned with City priorities of more workforce housing, transit improvements, and workforce
opportunities. The proposed benefits package will be memorialized in a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) that, once finalized, will be signed by representatives from the City and
UCSF.
 
UCSF has agreed in principle to the following package of community benefits:
 
Affordable Workforce Housing
To support the added workforce created by the University’s Parnassus Heights plan and
reduce employee commute needs, UCSF will provide 1,263 new housing units over the life of
the project. UCSF will add at least 50 percent (632) of these net new units by the projected
hospital opening in 2030 and set aside approximately 1,000 affordable units citywide for
UCSF staff over the life of the plan.
 
To address housing affordability, UCSF commits to making 40% (approximately 1,000) of all
new and existing housing units affordable for UCSF employees and trainees earning 120%

https://www.ucsf.edu/news/2020/07/417886/ucsf-selects-architects-new-parnassus-heights-hospital


AMI or less, with half (approximately 500) of these affordable units set aside for employee
and trainee households earning 90% AMI or less. The affordable housing agreement will be in
place until 2080.
 
Transportation Funding & Improvements
To realize Parnassus Heights plan’s vision of a transit-first campus, UCSF will contribute over
$20 million dollars towards transit improvements serving the campus. In addition, in order to
encourage public transportation use, UCSF has agreed to significantly expand its transit pass
program.
 
UCSF and the SFMTA are committed to working together to provide alternatives to car travel
and reduce car use, accommodate safe and usable access for all travel modes, and to expand
transit capacity and service, including collaboration towards accommodating 3-car trains on
the N-Judah. The project also includes streetscape improvements such as stop upgrades at
2nd/Irving and integrated planning for Parnassus Avenue to accommodate transit, curb
management, and pedestrian safety.
 
UCSF’s plans will improve the layout of the campus to include changes to the sidewalks and
public spaces to make it a better and more welcoming experience for students, employees,
visitors, and neighbors to not only get to the campus, but also to get around the campus more
efficiently.
 
Workforce Opportunities, Training, and Community Investments
UCSF projects over 4,000 permanent UCSF jobs will be created over the lifetime of the plan,
and approximately 1,000 unionized construction jobs for the new hospital alone. UCSF has
committed to a 30% local hire goal for construction and entry-level jobs as part of the project.
UCSF is also committed to first source hiring for available entry-level positions. UCSF will
expand its construction and administrative workforce programs in partnership with the city’s
Office of Economic and Workforce Development programs.
 
UCSF and DPH will also provide additional behavioral health benefits including expanding
opportunities for marginalized and underrepresented populations in the field. UCSF will
increase the number of participants in the EXCEL program, a work-based learning program
that uses both classroom and on-the-job training to prepare participants for career path jobs in
the healthcare sector, and expand to include additional job classifications at a cost of $3
million over the next 10 years. UCSF will also expand their Community Construction
Outreach Program/CityBuild partnership by $2 million over the next 10 years.
 
UCSF will look to expand the UCSF High School Intern Program (HIP) where San Francisco
Unified School District (SFUSD) high school students participate in an 8-week paid summer
internship and develop an expanded partnership with SFUSD to explore establishing
comprehensive career pathway programs at high schools for students.
 
To encourage investment in key commercial corridors and advance economic opportunity and
health equity in marginalized communities, UCSF commits to increase its spending with local,
small and diverse businesses in the City by 50 percent by 2024 — in alignment with its
Anchor Institution Initiative. The University will also host targeted supplier diversity events
and launch seasonal campaigns, such as “UCSF Shop Local” to promote businesses with
nearby Inner Sunset and Cole Valley merchants.
 

https://anchor.ucsf.edu/


Open Space Access
As part of UCSF’s “park to peak” vision of a neighborhood connected to local open spaces,
the University will maintain its Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve at no less than its current
size of 61 acres, while adding improved wayfinding and continuation of its responsible
stewardship plans. UCSF has re-committed to the 2018 Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve
Vegetation Management Plan to ensure the long-term health and sustainability of the Reserve
for all of the community to enjoy.
 
Next Steps
The City has held two previous community meetings on the agreement, and will present the
details of the package at a third community meeting this week, followed by City hearings at
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.  The UC Board of Regents will vote on
amending the 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) to allow implementation of the
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (CPHP) later this month.
 
Support for Parnassus Heights Project
“From the 1906 earthquake to the HIV epidemic to COVID-19, UCSF has been a crucial
player in providing healthcare, training programs and research that are recognized around the
world,” said Assemblymember Phil Ting (D-San Francisco).  “The Parnassus Heights
project makes certain this important work and legacy will continue. The new agreement is a
shining example of how community investment can be more inclusive. While we meet the
region’s growing healthcare needs, we also ensure local residents share in their neighbor’s
success, resulting in good-paying jobs, affordable housing and transportation improvements."
 
“The UCSF Parnassus project is a long overdue, visionary project for San Francisco. We
should all be intensely proud that UCSF — the best hospital in the country — is part of our
community,” said State Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco). “We’re seeing during this
pandemic how essential it is to have world-class healthcare institutions to serve those in need.
It’s critical that UCSF modernize its facilities to ensure it remains on the cutting edge of
healthcare. The project will also produce desperately needed new housing, including a
significant amount of affordable housing for workers. I fully support this project.”
 
“Over the past two years, ISPN board members have been engaged in developing the
Parnassus Heights plan through the thoughtful process UCSF created to embed neighbor voice
in the plan,” wrote Martha Ehrenfeld, President of the Inner Sunset Park Neighbors, in a
letter of support from the association to the UC Regents. “The ISPN looks forward to
continuing to work with UCSF to bring these community investments to fruition and ensure
neighbor voice continues to be part of the process.”
 
“As a top job creator and the second largest employer in the City and County, UCSF
contributes to San Francisco’s energy and ‘innovation ecosystem,’ attracting world-class talent
to live, work, and study here in our city,” said Dr. Matthew Ajiake, President of the San
Francisco African American Chamber of Commerce. “As San Francisco recovers from the
economic toll of COVID-19, UCSF’s plan for a reinvigorated Parnassus Heights would
strengthen the neighborhood’s economic and cultural vitality, and will be a key economic
driver in rebuilding our workforce. The San Francisco African American Chamber of
Commerce looks forward to collaborating with UCSF and the City on this transformative
effort.”
 
“California's unprecedented housing shortage is devastating our cities and communities and



degrading quality of life for all of San Francisco, pushing out long-time residents and future
generations,” said Matt Regan, Senior Vice President of the Bay Area Council. “UCSF’s
plans to expand medical and research capacity with new state-of-the-art facilities at its
Parnassus Heights campus will help address the City’s urgent housing shortage by drastically
increasing the amount of housing on-site and promoting alternative transportation strategies
and pedestrian safety improvements, alongside a wide range of other community benefits the
University has incorporated into the plan to offset impacts to the existing community. The Bay
Area Council strongly supports this proposed project.”
 
“UCSF engaged in a thoughtful, two-year, collaborative process with neighbors to develop a
list of proposed community investments to be made throughout the life of the plan,” wrote SF
Bicycle Coalition Senior Community Organizer, Kristen Lesckie in a letter of support
from the organization to the UC Regents. “Their proposed mobility investments include
expanding bicycle routes to and through the campus, working with the City to increase
capacity and reliability of Muni lines serving the Parnassus Heights campus, and connecting
Golden Gate Park and Mount Sutro with greater access paths, all of which will lead to a safer
and more livable community for the surrounding neighbors and staff.”
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From: Pastor Elizabeth Ekdale <myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 6:18 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
 

 

Re: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing this letter in support of Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist and Forge Development Partners ’450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project in San Francisco.

The project team has worked hard to redesign this already approved and permitted project to better meet the needs of the Tenderloin neighborhood. The improved project offers the following:

· 302 essential housing apartments, which provide well-designed housing for small families, in place of 176 luxury apartments

· Increasing the number of below market rate (BMR) apartments from 28 to 45 and lowering their qualifying income from 55% AMI to 40% AMI

· Adding roughly 7,000 square feet of community serving retail space

· Providing a new Church facility and Reading Room for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist to better serve the community

· Directly addressing the middle-income housing demand in the City

We urgently need more developments like this that allow San Francisco’s essential workers to live in San Francisco – an income sector that has to date been largely ignored by the market, and also to provide BMR housing for our
most economically vulnerable populations.

Thank you in advance for your approval of this project and your commitment to providing much needed housing in San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

Sincerely, 
Pastor Elizabeth Ekdale
ekdale@stmarks-sf.org
4159287770 St. Mark's Lutheran Church 1031 Franklin St. SF, CA 94109
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From: Ali baalouach <myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 5:49 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
 

 

Re: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing this letter in support of Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist and Forge Development Partners ’450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project in San Francisco.

The project team has worked hard to redesign this already approved and permitted project to better meet the needs of the Tenderloin neighborhood. The improved project offers the following:

· 302 essential housing apartments, which provide well-designed housing for small families, in place of 176 luxury apartments

· Increasing the number of below market rate (BMR) apartments from 28 to 45 and lowering their qualifying income from 55% AMI to 40% AMI

· Adding roughly 7,000 square feet of community serving retail space

· Providing a new Church facility and Reading Room for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist to better serve the community

· Directly addressing the middle-income housing demand in the City

We urgently need more developments like this that allow San Francisco’s essential workers to live in San Francisco – an income sector that has to date been largely ignored by the market, and also to provide BMR housing
for our most economically vulnerable populations.

Thank you in advance for your approval of this project and your commitment to providing much needed housing in San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

Sincerely, 
Ali baalouach
salama_halal@yahoo.com
9164103388 604 Geary street San Francisco, CA 94102 Constituent
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From: Charles Custer <myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 5:49 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
 

 

Re: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing this letter in support of Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist and Forge Development Partners ’450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project in San Francisco.

The project team has worked hard to redesign this already approved and permitted project to better meet the needs of the Tenderloin neighborhood. The improved project offers the following:

· 302 essential housing apartments, which provide well-designed housing for small families, in place of 176 luxury apartments

· Increasing the number of below market rate (BMR) apartments from 28 to 45 and lowering their qualifying income from 55% AMI to 40% AMI

· Adding roughly 7,000 square feet of community serving retail space

· Providing a new Church facility and Reading Room for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist to better serve the community

· Directly addressing the middle-income housing demand in the City

We urgently need more developments like this that allow San Francisco’s essential workers to live in San Francisco – an income sector that has to date been largely ignored by the market, and also to provide BMR housing for our
most economically vulnerable populations.

Thank you in advance for your approval of this project and your commitment to providing much needed housing in San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

Sincerely, 
Charles Custer
ccuster@gordonrees.com
4153595349 1728 Ocean Ave. #149 San Francisco, CA 94112 Constituent
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
Date: Monday, January 04, 2021 8:30:52 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation
Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 

From: Rachel Anna McClintick <myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 5:33 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
 

 

Re: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing this letter in support of Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist and Forge Development Partners ’450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project in San Francisco.

The project team has worked hard to redesign this already approved and permitted project to better meet the needs of the Tenderloin neighborhood. The improved project offers the following:

· 302 essential housing apartments, which provide well-designed housing for small families, in place of 176 luxury apartments

· Increasing the number of below market rate (BMR) apartments from 28 to 45 and lowering their qualifying income from 55% AMI to 40% AMI

· Adding roughly 7,000 square feet of community serving retail space

· Providing a new Church facility and Reading Room for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist to better serve the community

· Directly addressing the middle-income housing demand in the City

We urgently need more developments like this that allow San Francisco’s essential workers to live in San Francisco – an income sector that has to date been largely ignored by the market, and also to provide BMR housing for
our most economically vulnerable populations.

Thank you in advance for your approval of this project and your commitment to providing much needed housing in San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

Sincerely, 
Rachel Anna McClintick
rachelannamcclintick@gmail.com
808 3653385 2568 Nordell Ave Castro Valley, CA 94546
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
Date: Monday, January 04, 2021 8:28:22 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation
Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 

From: Martha A Arbouex <myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 5:31 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
 

 

Re: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing this letter in support of Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist and Forge Development Partners ’450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project in San Francisco.

The project team has worked hard to redesign this already approved and permitted project to better meet the needs of the Tenderloin neighborhood. The improved project offers the following:

· 302 essential housing apartments, which provide well-designed housing for small families, in place of 176 luxury apartments

· Increasing the number of below market rate (BMR) apartments from 28 to 45 and lowering their qualifying income from 55% AMI to 40% AMI

· Adding roughly 7,000 square feet of community serving retail space

· Providing a new Church facility and Reading Room for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist to better serve the community

· Directly addressing the middle-income housing demand in the City

We urgently need more developments like this that allow San Francisco’s essential workers to live in San Francisco – an income sector that has to date been largely ignored by the market, and also to provide BMR housing for our most
economically vulnerable populations.

Thank you in advance for your approval of this project and your commitment to providing much needed housing in San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

Sincerely, 
Martha A Arbouex
arbouex@aol.com
4157564014 821 Laguna Street, 4 San Francisco, CA 94102 Constituent
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
Date: Monday, January 04, 2021 8:27:32 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation
Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 
 

From: Rita R. Semel <myvoice@oneclickpolitics.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 5:32 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project
 

 

Re: Support for the 450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am writing this letter in support of Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist and Forge Development Partners ’450 O’Farrell Essential Housing project in San Francisco.

The project team has worked hard to redesign this already approved and permitted project to better meet the needs of the Tenderloin neighborhood. The improved project offers the following:

· 302 essential housing apartments, which provide well-designed housing for small families, in place of 176 luxury apartments

· Increasing the number of below market rate (BMR) apartments from 28 to 45 and lowering their qualifying income from 55% AMI to 40% AMI

· Adding roughly 7,000 square feet of community serving retail space

· Providing a new Church facility and Reading Room for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist to better serve the community

· Directly addressing the middle-income housing demand in the City

We urgently need more developments like this that allow San Francisco’s essential workers to live in San Francisco – an income sector that has to date been largely ignored by the market, and also to provide BMR housing for our
most economically vulnerable populations.

Thank you in advance for your approval of this project and your commitment to providing much needed housing in San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

Sincerely, 
Rita R. Semel
rrsemel@gmaill.com
415 673 2190 2190 Washington St. #907 San Francisco, CA 94109 Constituent
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for January 7, 2021
Date: Thursday, December 31, 2020 10:10:37 AM
Attachments: 20210107_cal.pdf

20210107_cal.docx
Advance Calendar - 20210107.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2020.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for January 7, 2021.
 
Wishing you and yours a very Happy New Year!
 
Cheers,
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org
mailto:Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/



 


SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING COMMISSION 


 
 
 


Notice of Hearing 
& 


Agenda 
 
 


Remote Hearing 
via video and teleconferencing 


 


Thursday, January 7, 2021 
1:00 p.m. 


Regular Meeting 
 


Commissioners: 
Joel Koppel, President 


Kathrin Moore, Vice President 
Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 


Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner 
 


Commission Secretary: 
Jonas P. Ionin 


 
 


Hearing Materials are available at: 
Website: http://www.sfplanning.org 


Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness, 14th Floor 


San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 


Commission Hearing Broadcasts: 
Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning  


Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78 
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26 


 
 
 


Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: 
 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance. 


  



http://www.sfplanning.org/

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org





 


Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City 
and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations 
are open to the people's review.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-
7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco 
Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act 
and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This 
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to 
the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through 
Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, 
Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance 
of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  
 
RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 
часов до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org





San Francisco Planning Commission  Thursday, January 7, 2021 


 


Notice of Remote Hearing & Agenda        Page 3 of 10 
 


Remote Access to Information and Participation  
 


In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the 
numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive 
directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the 
duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via 
videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages 
interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream 
the live meetings or watch on a local television station.  
 
Public Comment call-in: Toll-free number: (415) 655-0001 / Access code:  146 157 7789 
 
The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage 
www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on 
the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 


  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Joel Koppel 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, 
   Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner  
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose 
to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear 
the item on this calendar. 


 
1. 2018-017283DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


476 LOMBARD STREET – between Stockton and Grant Streets; Lot 017A in Assessor’s Block 
0062 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit no. 2018.1019.3722 
for the construction of a one-story vertical addition and two-level below grade addition and 
a horizontal addition at the front to create a three-car garage; existing lightwells reduced, 
and decks added at the front and rear of a two-unit building within a RH-3 (Residential-
House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. One of the two units 
will be enlarged 226% (6,904 gsf total). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the 
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 
31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 
(Proposed for Continuance to January 14, 2021) 


 
2. 2017-011977DRP-02 (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


3145-3147 JACKSON STREET –between Lyon and Presidio Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 
0983 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit no. 2018.1010.2850 
for the construction of a horizontal and vertical addition to an existing single-family 
dwelling. The addition will include the infill of two western light wells, increase of building 
depth at rear, a third-floor vertical addition, rear yard decks at the second and third floors, 
and new rooftop deck with wood parapet walls to match existing siding located at the rear 
half of the building within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve  
(Proposed for Continuance to January 14, 2021) 


 
3. 2013.1535CUA-02 (M. BOUDREAUX: (628) 652-7375) 


450-474 O'FARRELL STREET AND 532 JONES STREET – on the block bounded by Geary Street 
to the north, O’Farrell Street to the south, Taylor Street to the east, and Jones Street to the 
west (Assessor’s block/lot 0317/007, 0317/009, and 0317/011) (District 6) – Request to 
amend Conditions of Approval of Planning Commission Motion No. 20281, adopted 
September 13, 2018. A revised project scope still includes demolition of the three buildings, 
construction of a 13-story mixed use building with similar massing, ground floor commercial 
and a new church, but now proposes up to 302 group housing rooms instead of up to 176 
residential units and no longer proposes residential off-street parking. At minimum, 
Conditions of Approval Nos. 24, 25, 26, 32, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 304, 
415, 166, and 155, are to be amended to reflect the project revision and status. This project 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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has undergone environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The Planning Commission 
certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project on September 13, 2018 
(Motion No. 20279). On December 21, 2020, the Planning Department published an 
addendum to Final EIR for the Project. No further environmental review is required. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 
(Proposed for Continuance to January 21, 2021) 
 


4. 2014.0243DRP-02 (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 
3927-3929 19TH STREET – between Sanchez and Noe Streets; Lots 072 and 073 in Assessor’s 
Block 3601 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit nos. 
2008.0813.9076 and 2008.0813.9077 for the construction of a two new five-story single 
dwelling units with two off-street parking spaces at the front of a 2,850 sq. ft. lot containing 
an existing 2-story, single family residence with no off-street parking which will remain 
unchanged within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height 
and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes 
of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Modified 
(Continued from Regular hearing on December 17, 2020) 
(Proposed for Continuance to January 21, 2021) 


 
5. 2020-001286CUA (M. DITO: (628) 652-7358) 


576 27TH AVENUE – east side of 27th Avenue Geary Boulevard and Anza Street, Lot 017 of 
Assessor’s Block 1518 (District 1) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing single-family dwelling unit, 
constructed circa 1912, and construct a new two-family dwelling, within an RH-2 
(Residential, House – Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to 
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
(Proposed for Continuance to February 4, 2021) 
 


B. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the 
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There 
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff 
so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered 
as a separate item at this or a future hearing 


 
6. 2020-005945CUA (C. FEENEY: (628) 652- 7313) 


2265 MCKINNON AVENUE – the south side of McKinnon Avenue between Upton Street and 
Toland Place, Lots 002A and 003 of Assessor’s Block 5588A (District 10) – Request for a 
Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3, 210.4, 249.22, and 
303 to establish a Volatile Materials Storage use within two existing warehouses and a lot 
line adjustment to combine two adjacent parcels, merging Lots 002A and 003 on Block 
5588A into a single 45,070 square foot parcel, within a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, 
and Repair Zoning District) Zoning District, Industrial Protection Zone Special Use District, 
and 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project 
for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 



http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2020-005945CUA.pdf
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Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


7. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for December 10, 2020 
• Draft Minutes for December 17, 2020 


 
8. Commission Comments/Questions 


• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could 
be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the 
Planning Commission. 


 
D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
9. Director’s Announcements 
 
10. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 


Preservation Commission 
  


E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect 
to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is 
reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three 
minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may 
be moved to the end of the Agenda. 


 
F. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the 
project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
11. 2020-002347CWP (J. SWITZKY: (628) 652-7464) 


UCSF PARNASSUS MOU – Informational Presentation by the Planning Department and the 
University of California San Francisco (UCSF) on the draft Memorandum of Understanding 
(“MOU”) between the City and UCSF regarding the proposed Comprehensive Parnassus 
Heights Plan (“CPHP”). The CPHP will guide changes and investment for the next 30 years at 
the Parnassus Heights campus and would accommodate up to approximately 2.05 million 
gross square feet of net new development at the 107-acre Parnassus campus, including 
approximately 750 housing units and approximately 1.15 million square feet of new clinical 
and research space, along with improvements in open spaces, circulation and support 



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20201210_cal_min.pdf

https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20201217_cal_min.pdf
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facilities. UCSF is seeking approval of the CPHP by the UC Regents at their meeting on 
January 20-21, 2021. The proposed MOU establishes commitments and investments that 
UCSF will make to the City in relation to implementation of the CPHP, including in areas of 
housing, transportation, workforce development and hiring, health care services, open 
space, and general coordination and process, among other topics. The commitments in the 
MOU are supplemental to any mitigations identified through the CEQA process. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational  


 
12. 2019-014461CUA (S. UPDEGRAVE: (628) 652-7322) 


1324-1326 POWELL STREET – east side of Powell Street and abutting Fisher Alley on the 
north, between Broadway and Pacific Avenues; Lot 014A in Assessor’s Block 0160 (District 3) 
– Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 254 and 
303 for a structure over 35 feet in height in a Chinatown Mixed-Use District. The project 
would demolish the existing two-story, 5,650 square foot commercial building and 
construct a six-story, approximately 18,390 square foot mixed-use building with an 
Institutional Community Use on the ground floor and 17 dwelling units above in the CRNC 
(Chinatown Residential Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 65-N Height and 
Bulk District in the Chinatown Planning Area. This action constitutes the Approval Action for 
the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 
31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
13. 2020-007461CUA (M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567) 


1057 HOWARD STREET – the southeast side of Howard Street between Russ and Moss 
Streets, Lot 073 of Assessor’s Block 3731 (District 6) – Request for a Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, and 840 to establish an 
approximately 2,385 square-foot Cannabis Retail use (d.b.a. Blue Pen, LLC) within the 
ground floor commercial space of the existing two-story mixed-use building, with no on-
site smoking or vaporizing of cannabis products, within the MUG ( Mixed-Use General ) 
Zoning District, the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District, and 85-X Height and Bulk 
District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
14. 2020-007488CUA (C. FEENEY: (628) 652- 7313) 


1095 COLUMBUS AVENUE – the west side of Columbus Avenue at the intersection of 
Francisco Street, Lot 032 of Assessor’s Block 0050 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use 
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, 722, and 780.3 to establish an 
approximately 1,140 square-foot Cannabis Retail use (d.b.a. Orange Pen, LLC) within the 
ground floor commercial space of the existing three-story mixed-use building, with no on-
site smoking or vaporizing of cannabis products, within the North Beach NCD 
(Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District, the North Beach Special Use District, 
and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the 
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 
31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


 
ADJOURNMENT  



https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2019-014461CUA.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04
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Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and 
the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound 
indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, 
through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period 
equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block 
of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized 
opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to 
represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 
hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should 
identify the organization(s) and speakers. 


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 
5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 
6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) 


minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by 


the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue 


to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present 
constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 49 South 
Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the 
hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the 
date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office 
Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For 
further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This 
appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar 
days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information 
on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 
Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project 
to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at 
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising 
only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, 
Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part 
of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance 
with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must 
be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee 
or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest 
discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Proposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 
 


 



http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447
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Remote Hearing

via video and teleconferencing



[bookmark: _Hlk60037134]Thursday, January 7, 2021

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Joel Koppel, President

Kathrin Moore, Vice President

Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department

49 South Van Ness, 14th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning 

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance.




Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

Privacy Policy

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 



Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.



San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的

至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 



RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





Remote Access to Information and Participation 



In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 



On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station. 



Public Comment call-in: Toll-free number: (415) 655-0001 / Access code: 	146 157 7789



The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage www.sfplanning.org and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.



As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.




ROLL CALL:		

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Joel Koppel		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Deland Chan, Sue Diamond, Frank Fung,

			Theresa Imperial, Rachael Tanner 



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



1.	2018-017283DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

476 LOMBARD STREET – between Stockton and Grant Streets; Lot 017A in Assessor’s Block 0062 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit no. 2018.1019.3722 for the construction of a one-story vertical addition and two-level below grade addition and a horizontal addition at the front to create a three-car garage; existing lightwells reduced, and decks added at the front and rear of a two-unit building within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. One of the two units will be enlarged 226% (6,904 gsf total). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Proposed for Continuance to January 14, 2021)



2.	2017-011977DRP-02	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

3145-3147 JACKSON STREET –between Lyon and Presidio Streets; Lot 017 in Assessor’s Block 0983 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit no. 2018.1010.2850 for the construction of a horizontal and vertical addition to an existing single-family dwelling. The addition will include the infill of two western light wells, increase of building depth at rear, a third-floor vertical addition, rear yard decks at the second and third floors, and new rooftop deck with wood parapet walls to match existing siding located at the rear half of the building within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 

(Proposed for Continuance to January 14, 2021)



3.	2013.1535CUA-02	(M. BOUDREAUX: (628) 652-7375)

450-474 O'FARRELL STREET AND 532 JONES STREET – on the block bounded by Geary Street to the north, O’Farrell Street to the south, Taylor Street to the east, and Jones Street to the west (Assessor’s block/lot 0317/007, 0317/009, and 0317/011) (District 6) – Request to amend Conditions of Approval of Planning Commission Motion No. 20281, adopted September 13, 2018. A revised project scope still includes demolition of the three buildings, construction of a 13-story mixed use building with similar massing, ground floor commercial and a new church, but now proposes up to 302 group housing rooms instead of up to 176 residential units and no longer proposes residential off-street parking. At minimum, Conditions of Approval Nos. 24, 25, 26, 32, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 304, 415, 166, and 155, are to be amended to reflect the project revision and status. This project has undergone environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The Planning Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project on September 13, 2018 (Motion No. 20279). On December 21, 2020, the Planning Department published an addendum to Final EIR for the Project. No further environmental review is required.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

(Proposed for Continuance to January 21, 2021)



4.	2014.0243DRP-02	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

3927-3929 19TH STREET – between Sanchez and Noe Streets; Lots 072 and 073 in Assessor’s Block 3601 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit nos. 2008.0813.9076 and 2008.0813.9077 for the construction of a two new five-story single dwelling units with two off-street parking spaces at the front of a 2,850 sq. ft. lot containing an existing 2-story, single family residence with no off-street parking which will remain unchanged within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Modified

(Continued from Regular hearing on December 17, 2020)

(Proposed for Continuance to January 21, 2021)



5.	2020-001286CUA	(M. DITO: (628) 652-7358)

576 27TH AVENUE – east side of 27th Avenue Geary Boulevard and Anza Street, Lot 017 of Assessor’s Block 1518 (District 1) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing single-family dwelling unit, constructed circa 1912, and construct a new two-family dwelling, within an RH-2 (Residential, House – Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

(Proposed for Continuance to February 4, 2021)



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing



6.	2020-005945CUA	(C. FEENEY: (628) 652- 7313)

2265 MCKINNON AVENUE – the south side of McKinnon Avenue between Upton Street and Toland Place, Lots 002A and 003 of Assessor’s Block 5588A (District 10) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3, 210.4, 249.22, and 303 to establish a Volatile Materials Storage use within two existing warehouses and a lot line adjustment to combine two adjacent parcels, merging Lots 002A and 003 on Block 5588A into a single 45,070 square foot parcel, within a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair Zoning District) Zoning District, Industrial Protection Zone Special Use District, and 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



7.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for December 10, 2020

· Draft Minutes for December 17, 2020



8.	Commission Comments/Questions

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



9.	Director’s Announcements



10.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



[bookmark: _GoBack]11.	2020-002347CWP	(J. SWITZKY: (628) 652-7464)

UCSF PARNASSUS MOU – Informational Presentation by the Planning Department and the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) on the draft Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) between the City and UCSF regarding the proposed Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan (“CPHP”). The CPHP will guide changes and investment for the next 30 years at the Parnassus Heights campus and would accommodate up to approximately 2.05 million gross square feet of net new development at the 107-acre Parnassus campus, including approximately 750 housing units and approximately 1.15 million square feet of new clinical and research space, along with improvements in open spaces, circulation and support facilities. UCSF is seeking approval of the CPHP by the UC Regents at their meeting on January 20-21, 2021. The proposed MOU establishes commitments and investments that UCSF will make to the City in relation to implementation of the CPHP, including in areas of housing, transportation, workforce development and hiring, health care services, open space, and general coordination and process, among other topics. The commitments in the MOU are supplemental to any mitigations identified through the CEQA process.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



12.	2019-014461CUA	(S. UPDEGRAVE: (628) 652-7322)

1324-1326 POWELL STREET – east side of Powell Street and abutting Fisher Alley on the north, between Broadway and Pacific Avenues; Lot 014A in Assessor’s Block 0160 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 254 and 303 for a structure over 35 feet in height in a Chinatown Mixed-Use District. The project would demolish the existing two-story, 5,650 square foot commercial building and construct a six-story, approximately 18,390 square foot mixed-use building with an Institutional Community Use on the ground floor and 17 dwelling units above in the CRNC (Chinatown Residential Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 65-N Height and Bulk District in the Chinatown Planning Area. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



13.	2020-007461CUA	(M. CHRISTENSEN: (628) 652-7567)

1057 HOWARD STREET – the southeast side of Howard Street between Russ and Moss Streets, Lot 073 of Assessor’s Block 3731 (District 6) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, and 840 to establish an approximately 2,385 square-foot Cannabis Retail use (d.b.a. Blue Pen, LLC) within the ground floor commercial space of the existing two-story mixed-use building, with no on-site smoking or vaporizing of cannabis products, within the MUG ( Mixed-Use General ) Zoning District, the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District, and 85-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



14.	2020-007488CUA	(C. FEENEY: (628) 652- 7313)

1095 COLUMBUS AVENUE – the west side of Columbus Avenue at the intersection of Francisco Street, Lot 032 of Assessor’s Block 0050 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, 722, and 780.3 to establish an approximately 1,140 square-foot Cannabis Retail use (d.b.a. Orange Pen, LLC) within the ground floor commercial space of the existing three-story mixed-use building, with no on-site smoking or vaporizing of cannabis products, within the North Beach NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District, the North Beach Special Use District, and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



ADJOURNMENT


Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.   



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.



Proposition F

Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org.
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Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				January 7, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.								Planner

		2017-011977DRP-02		3145-3147 Jackson Street				to: 1/14		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-017283DRP		476 Lombard Street				to: 1/14		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2013.1535CUA-02		450-474 O'Farrell, 532 Jones				to: 1/21		Boudreaux

						CUA - Amends original project

		2014.0243DRP-02		3927-3929 19th  Street				to: 1/21		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-001286CUA		576 27th Ave				to: 2/4		Dito

						demo SFD and construct 2FD

		2020-002347CWP		UCSF Parnassus MOU						Switzky

						Informational

		2019-014461CUA		1324-1326 Powell Street						Updegrave

						new 6-story building with ground floor commercial, 17 residential dwelling units

		2020-005945CUA		2265 McKinnon Ave						Feeney

						CUA for Volatile Chemical Storage

		2020-007488CUA		1095 Columbus Ave						Feeney

						Cannabis Retail CUA within a vacant retail store front, does not include a consumption lounge

		2020-007461CUA		1057 Howard Street						Christensen

						New cannabis retailer

				January 14, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.								Planner

		2019-012567DRP		36 Delano Av				to: 1/28		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-013728CRVDRP		1021 Valencia Street						Christensen

						State Density Bonus to permit new 24 unit building

		2020-009361CUA		801 Phelps Street 						Liang

						Lot subdivision in PDR Districts

		2020-008417CWP		Housing Recovery						Small

						Informational

		2007.0604		1145 Mission Street						Hoagland

						New 25 DU building

		2017-004557PRJ		550 O'Farrell Street 						Updegrave

						Conditional Use and Final EIR

		2018-015815AHB		1055 Texas St						Liang

						New construction of 25 units under HOME-SF

		2019-006959CUA		656 Andover Street						Durandet

						Removal of an unauthorized dwelling unit

		2019-020049CUA		1201 Sutter Street						Guy

						Conditional Use Authorization to establish a Restaurant

		2018-017283DRP		476 Lombard Street				fr: 1/7		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-011977DRP-02		3145-3147 Jackson Street				fr: 1/7		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 21, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.								Planner

		2014.0243DRP-02		3927-3929 19th  Street				fr: 12/17; 1/7		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-010132CUA		150 7th Street						Christensen

						Change of use to Social Service / Philanthropic Facility

				Budget & Work Program						Landis

						Informational

		2020-006803PCA		Code Corrections 2020						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment; Initiation Hearing

		2018-014795ENX		1560 Folsom Street						Christensen

						New construction of 85’ tall, 244 unit residential building

		2019-022661CUA		628 Shotwell Street						Feeney

						Residential Care Facility to residential

		2013.1535CUA-02		450-474 O'Farrell, 532 Jones				fr: 1/7		Boudreaux

						CUA - Amends original project

		2018-015786CUA		2750 Geary Boulevard						Dito

						use size greater than 6k square feet and expansion of a building on a lot greater than 10k square feet

		2016-008743CUAVAR		446-448 Ralston Avenue						Hicks

						demo, new construction to create 2 homes, on two lots, each with ADUs

		2019-018013CUA		2027 20th Ave						Pantoja

						demolition of an existing SFH and construction of new SFH with ADU

		2020-006575CUA		560 Valencia Street						Christensen

						new cannabis retailer

		2020-002743DRP		1555 Oak Street						Winslow

						three new ADUs to an existing 4-story 12-unit residential building

		2019-021369DRP		468 Jersey Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				January 28, 2021 - CLOSED

		Case No.								Planner

		2018-006863DRP		1263 - 1265 Clay Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-007075CUA		2166 Market Street				CONSENT		Campbell

						CUA Bar Use Limited Private Club License Type 57

		2020-009054PCA		Allowing Temporary use of Hotels and Motels for Permanent Supportive Housing						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2016-013312PCADNXCUA		542-550 Howard Street “Parcel F”						Asbaugh

		OFA				Entitlements

		2015-009955CUA		1525 Pine Street						Updegrave

						Demo and new construction of an 8-story mixed-use building

		2015-009163CUA		77 Geary Street						Guy

						establish office uses at third floor

		2020-006948CUA		587 Castro Street						Cisneros

						Change of use to real estate services office (service, retail professional)

		2018-016808ENX		321 Florida Street						Christensen 

						State Density Bonus new construction of 10-story, 169 unit mixed use building

		2020-006234CUA		653-656 Fell Street						Wilborn

						CUA for Tantamount to Demolition

		2020-007346CUA		2284 Union Street						Wilborn

						CUA for Massage Establishment

		2019-015984CUA		590 2nd Ave						Lindsay

						AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility

		2019-012567DRP		36 Delano Av				fr: 1/7		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-010373DRP		330 Rutledge Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 4, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				Budget & Work Program						Landis

						Adoption

		2020-008417CWP		Small Business Recovery						Small

						Informational

		2019-021010CUA		717 California Street						Foster

						CUA to establish non-retail use + use size

		2020-001286CUA		576 27th Ave				fr: 1/7		Dito

						demo SFD and construct 2FD

		2020-005251CUA		1271 46th Ave						Pantoja

						demolition and new construction of a detached dwelling unit

		2020-003223CUA		249 Texas St						Westhoff

						demolition of single-family and construction two dwelling units

		2020-001229DRP		73 Fountain Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011022DRP		2651-2653 Octavia Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 11, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				February 18, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2020-008417CWP		Changing Nature of Work						Small

						Informational

		2019-020938CUA		1 Montgomery Street						Vimr

						change in use from retail to office at the ground floor and basement level

		2020-008388CUA		235 Clement Street						Christensen 

						Cannabis Retail

		2017-013728CRVDRP		1021 Valencia Street						Christensen

						State Density Bonus to permit new 24 unit building

		2013.0846DRP		140-142 Jasper Place				fr: 12/17		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-021383DRP-02		1615-1617 Mason Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				February 25, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2020-006803PCA		Code Corrections 2020						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment; Adoption Hearing

		2016-012135CUA		2214 Cayuga Ave						Pantoja

						demolition of existing SFH and construction of four new residential buildings, 7 dus

		2020-008305CUA		2853 Mission Street						Wu

						Formula Retail in Mission NCT

		2013.0614ENX-02		600 South Van Ness						Christensen

						Change in Section 415 compliance from on-site to fee

		2018-012222CUA		1385 Carroll Avenue						Christensen

						Industrial Agriculture (cannabis cultivation)

		2018-006863DRP		1263 - 1265 Clay Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-015785DRP		2375 Funston Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 4, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2013.0511CUADNX		1125 Market St						Alexander

						TBD

		2019-014316CUA		2243-2247 Mission St.						Westhoff

						non-residential use will exceed 6,000 square feet, and outdoor activity area.

		2018-013451PRJ		2135 Market Street						Horn

						State Density Bonus new construction of 9-story, 36 unit mixed use building

		2020-006525DRP		1990 Lombard Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 11, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2019-000969DRP		4822 19th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				March 18, 2021

		Case No.								Planner





				March 25, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

		2020-006747CUA		3109 Fillmore Street						Christensen 

						Cannabis Retail

				April 1, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				April 8, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				April 15, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				April 22, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				April 29, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				May 6, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				May 13, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				May 20, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				May 27, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				June 3, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				June 10, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				June 17, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				June 24, 2021

		Case No.								Planner

				July 1, 2021 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner
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To:           Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:           Hearing Results

          

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20825

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 732

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



    December 17, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014.0243DRP-02

		3927-3929 19th Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 7, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0846DRP

		140-142 Jasper Place

		Winslow

		Continued to February 11, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-006165CUA

		292 Eureka Street

		Cisneros

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2020-006165VAR

		292 Eureka Street

		Cisneros

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2016-000302DRP

		460 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2019-020938CUA

		1 Montgomery Street

		Vimr

		Continued to February 18, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2018-014795ENX

		1560 Folsom Street

		Christensen

		Continued to January 21, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20823

		2020-003003CUA

		1455-1459 Underwood

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 3, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted as amended

		+7 -0



		M-20824

		2019-021182CUA

		478 27th Avenue And 6210 Geary Boulevard

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20825

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include: 

1. The facility may open no earlier than 6 am.

2. After one-year the facility may increase the number of chairs by 12; provided that Staff verifies with other City Agencies that the Transportation Plan is effective and an informational update hearing is held before the CPC.

		+7 -0



		DRA-731

		2020-008598DRP

		3340-3342 Geary Boulevard

		Winslow

		No DR 

		+6 -0 (Diamond recused)







   December 10, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to January 28, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2016-012135CUA

		2214 Cayuga Avenue and 3101 Alemany Boulevard

		Pantoja

		Continued to February 25, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-009054PCA

		Temporary Use of Hotels and Motels for Permanent Supportive Housing [BF 201218]

		Flores

		Continued to January 28, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-004557ENV

		550 O’Farrell Street

		Mckellar

		Continued to January 14, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-004557ENV

		550 O’Farrell Street 

		Updegrave

		Continued to January 14, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-004557CUA

		550 O’Farrell Street

		Updegrave

		Continued to January 14, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-004557VAR

		550 O’Farrell Street

		Updegrave

		ZA Continued to January 14, 2020

		



		

		2019-005907DRP-02

		1151 Washington Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-729

		2018-014950DRP

		492 45th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		

		

		2021 Hearing Schedule

		Ionin

		Adopted as amended to include February 11, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20819

		2020-007023CUA

		1649 Divisadero Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20820

		2019-013951CUA

		224-228 Clara Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a condition for the Sponsor to continue working with Staff on neighbor concerns regarding lightwell and roof deck access and adding a finding recognizing that the Sponsor volunteered the one-bedroom unit as a BMR unit subject to PC Section 415 at 110 AMI for rental and 130 AMI for sale.

		+4 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against)



		M-20821

		2020-006608CUA

		3407 Geary Boulevard

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Diamond recused)



		DRA-730

		2018-009883DRP

		573 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+7 -0



		M-20822

		2018-009545CUA

		1-91 Executive Park Boulevard

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0







  December 3, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-009054PCA

		Temporary Use of Hotels and Motels for Permanent Supportive Housing [BF 201218]

		Flores

		Continued to December 10, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2020-002743DRP

		1555 Oak Street

		Winslow

		Continued to January 21, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0511DNX

		1125 Market Street

		Alexander

		Continued to March 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0511CUA

		1125 Market Street

		Alexander

		Continued to March 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-006575CUA

		560 Valencia Street

		Christensen

		Continued to January 21, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to December 17, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 12, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 19, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2020-008417CWP

		Recovery Strategies Framework

		Small

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20815

		2020-009008PCA

		Light Manufacturing and Wholesale Storage Uses in the 24th Street-Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District [BF 201060]

		Flores

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20816

		2012.0640OFA-2

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20817

		2018-008259SHD

		2030 Polk Street/1580 Pacific Avenue

		Perry

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20818

		2018-008259CUA

		2030 Polk Street/1580 Pacific Avenue

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0







   November 19, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-002743DRP

		1555 Oak Street

		Winslow

		Continued to December 3, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to December 10, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-021010CUA

		717 California Street

		Foster

		Continued to February 4, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2017-009964DRP

		526-530 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2017-009964VAR

		526-530 Lombard Street

		Fahey

		Continued to Variance Hearing December 2, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2014.0243DRP-02

		3927-3929 19th  Street

		Winslow

		Continued to December 17, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2007.0604X

		1145 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to January 14, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2019-022661CUA

		628 Shotwell Street

		Feeney

		Continued to January 21, 2021

		+7 -0



		M-20813

		2020-006584CUA

		2765 16th Street

		Botn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20814

		2020-008523CUA

		1465 Donner Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for November 5, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2020-014033OTH

		Proposition H - Save Our Small Businesses Initiative

		Hicks

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20810

		2018-014357GPR

		Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20811

		2018-014357OFA

		1450 Owens Street

		Snyder

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		M-20812

		2015-015950CUA

		955 Post Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2019-013808CUA

		4300 17th Street

		Horn

		Continued Indefinitely with direction from the Commission

		+7 -0



		

		2019-013808VAR

		4300 17th Street

		Horn

		ZA Closed the PH and Continued Indefinitely

		







   November 12, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2012.0640OFA-2

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to December 3, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-013951CUA

		224-228 Clara Street

		Liang

		Continued to December 10, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2016-012135CUA

		2214 Cayuga Avenue and 3101 Alemany Boulevard

		Pantoja

		Continued to December 10, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013728CRV

		1021 Valencia Street

		Christensen

		Continued to January 14, 2021

		+7 -0



		

		2020-007450DRP-02

		428 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2017-014833PRJ

		469 Stevenson Street

		Asbagh

		None-Informational

		



		

		2014.1036E

		447 Battery Street

		Schuett

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20808

		2019-017837CUA

		1812-1816 Green Street

		Wilborn

		After a Motion to Disapprove was made and seconded, a Motion to Continue to February 11, 2021 failed +3 -4 (Chan, Imperial, Moore, Koppel against); the original Motion to Disapprove was adopted.

		+4 -3 (Tanner, Diamond, Fung against)



		M-20809

		2019-017867CUA

		1566 - 1568 Haight Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff including:

1. Limiting amplified music to 10 pm weeknights and to 2 am weekends (Fri and Sat nights); and

1. To continue working with Staff on sound proofing measures.

		+7 -0



		DRA-727

		2020-000056DRP

		695 Rhode Island Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-728

		2016-012745DRP-04

		311 28th Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications as amended to include:

1. Overall reduction in height of three feet;

1. Reduction of four feet in depth of lowest level;

1. Elimination of all rear decks;

1. Reduction in fenestration by 36-inches from the bottom;

1. Retention of an unobstructed side setback; and

1. Increased privacy landscaping between structures.

		+7 -0



		

		2016-012745VAR

		311 28th Street

		Cisneros

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant with similar conditions to those of the CPC.

		







   November 5, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to December 3, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2013.0846DRP

		140-142 Jasper Place

		Winslow

		Continued to December 17, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2020-003045CUA

		1600 Ocean Avenue

		Lindsay

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-009487DRP

		811 Valencia Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20804

		2019-015642CUA

		201 2nd Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 15, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 22, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20805

		2020-003248PCA

		State-Mandated Accessory Dwelling Unit Controls [BF 201008]

		Flores

		Approved as amended to include a reference to the Architectural Review Standards

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		M-20806

		2020-005123CUA

		2675 Mission Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20807

		2020-006148CUA

		2843 Geary Boulevard

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0





   

  October 29, 2020 Canceled Hearing:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-009487DRP

		811 Valencia Street

		Winslow

		Continued To November 5, 2020

		



		

		2019-017867CUA

		1566 - 1568 Haight Street

		Young

		Continued To November 12, 2020

		



		

		2017-013728CRV

		1021 Valencia Street

		Christensen

		Continued To November 12, 2020

		



		

		2020-002571CUA

		3140 16th Street

		Feeney

		Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2018-014795ENX

		1560 Folsom Street

		Christensen

		Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2017-008306DRP

		1965 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







  October 22, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-003248PCA

		State-Mandated Accessory Dwelling Unit Controls [BF 201008]

		Flores

		Continued to November 5, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2018-014357GPR

		Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Continued to November 19, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2018-014357OFA

		1450 Owens Street

		Snyder

		Continued to November 19, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2013.0511DNX

		1125 Market Street

		Alexander

		Continued to December 3, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2013.0511CUA

		1125 Market Street

		Alexander

		Continued to December 3, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2020-002440DRP

		56 Scenic Way

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 8, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2019-002900IMP

		1145 Market Street

		Updegrave

		Closed the Public Hearing

		



		M-20801

		2017-011878OFA

		420 23rd Street (Potrero Power Station)

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20802

		2017-011878PHA-02

		420 23rd Street (Potrero Power Station)

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20803

		2014.0734CUA

		1950 Page Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		DRA-726

		2019-005728DRP

		945-947 Minnesota Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -0 (Chan absent)



		

		2019-005728VAR

		945-947 Minnesota Street

		Winslow

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		







  October 15, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-006148CUA

		2843 Geary Boulevard

		Christensen

		Continued to November 5, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-003045CUA

		1600 Ocean Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to November 5, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000056DRP

		695 Rhode Island Street

		Winslow

		Continued to November 12, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-001942CUA

		1699 Van Ness Avenue

		Lindsay

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-012135CUA

		2214 Cayuga Avenue and 3101 Alemany Boulevard

		Pantoja

		Continued to November 12, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20797

		2019-022108CUA

		1560 Haight Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20798

		2020-003825CUA

		390 Valencia Street

		Westhoff

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for October 1, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-20799

		2019-017022CUA

		2839 24th Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+6 -0



		M-20800

		2019-016595CUA

		1868 Greenwich Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0







  October 8, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009964DRP

		[bookmark: _Hlk52800933]526-530 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to November 19, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009964VAR

		526-530 Lombard Street

		Fahey

		ZA Continued to November 19, 2020

		



		

		2019-016047DRP

		1350 Hayes Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0



		

		2019-016047VAR

		1350 Hayes Street

		May

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20793

		2020-004031CUA

		1301 Stockton Street

		Kirby

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 24, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-20794

		2017-007063CUA

		518 Brannan Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20795

		2016-004392OFA

		531 Bryant Street

		Sucre

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff

		+6 -0



		M-20796

		2019-023428CUA

		123-127 Collingwood Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions as Amended to increase Maximum occupancy to 49, at rear area; and allow programing to 9:00 pm.

		+6 -0



		

		2019-023428VAR

		123-127 Collingwood Street

		Pantoja

		ZA closed PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2014.0734CUA

		1950 Page Street

		Woods

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to October 22, 2020

		+6 -0



		DRA-724

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-725

		2019-012663DRP-02

		375-377 Hearst Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications, and limiting the deck over the lower level to a depth of ten feet and conditioning the remainder to be unoccupiable.

		+6 -0







  October 1, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-004031CUA

		1301 Stockton Street

		Kirby

		Continued to October 8, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2020-002118DRP

		1039 Carolina Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 17, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		2020-008417CWP

		Economic Recovery

		Chion

		None-Informational

		



		R-20792

		2020-008009OTH

		Implementation of Proposition E (“Limits on Officed Development”)

		Teague

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 OCEAN AVENUE

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to November 5, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-016420CND

		424-434 Francisco Street

		Fahey

		After a motion to approve failed +3 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against) and a motion to continue failed +3 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against) and no alternate motion made; Disapproved

		



		DRA-723

		2019-000265DRP

		757 3rd Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -0 (Diamond recused)







  September 24, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-004392OFA

		531 Bryant Street

		Sucre

		Continued to October 8, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-014795ENX

		1560 Folsom Street

		Christensen

		Continued to October 29, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20784

		2020-000817CUA

		3030 Fillmore Street

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20785

		2020-001911CND

		764 Cole Street

		Dito

		Approved

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 10, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20786

		2011.1356PCA-02

		Central SoMa Clean-Up

		Snyder

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		M-20787

		2019-000494DNX

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20788

		2019-000494CUA

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2019-000494VAR

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20789

		2011.1300ENX-02

		901 16th Street/1200 17th STREET

		Sucre

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20790

		2011.1300CUA

		901 16th Street/1200 17th STREET

		Sucre

		Approved as amended by Staff, with Conditions as amended to include:

Recognizing the existing project is appropriate, encouraging the Sponsor to continue working with Staff and the community to refine the landscaping, color and design, and to explore activating the garage use after hours, explicitly for non-parking uses.

		+6 -0



		M-20791

		2017-009840CUA

		859-861 Baker Street

		Dito

		Disapproved

		+6 -0



		DRA-721

		2019-022758DRP

		24 Rosewood Drive

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-722

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as revised with Staff modifications, adding a finding recognizing that the existing four units and proposed ADU will be rent controlled.

		+6 -0







  

   September 17, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-000494DNX

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		Continued to Setpember 24, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		

		2019-000494CUA

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		Continued to Setpember 24, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		

		2019-000494VAR

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		ZA Continued to Setpember 24, 2020

		



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to October 1, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		

		2019-017022CUA

		2839 24th Street

		Durandet

		Continued to October 15, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		

		2020-002571CUA

		3140 16th Street

		Feeney

		Continued to October 29, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		

		2019-021010CUA

		717 California Street

		Foster

		Continued to Novmeber 19, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		

		2019-016420CND

		424-434 Francisco Street

		Fahey

		Continued to October 1, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for September 3, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		2011.1356PCA-02

		Central SOMA Clean-Up

		Snyder

		After a Motion to Approve with Staff Modifications as amended without the Tier B fee and to continue that portion for further study; it was rescinded and the matter was Continued to September 24, 2020.

		+6 -0



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to November 19, 2020.

		+6 -0



		DRA-720

		2019-019671DRP

		1463 43rd Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0







   September 10, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to October 1, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-007063CUA

		518 Brannan Street

		Christensen

		Continued to October 8, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009964DRP

		526-530 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to October 8, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009964VAR

		526-530 Lombard Street

		Fahey

		ZA Continued to October 8, 2020

		



		

		2020-006148CUA

		2843 Geary Boulevard

		Ajello

		Continued to October 15, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2013.0511DNX

		1125 Market Street

		Alexander

		Continued to October 22, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2013.0511CUA

		1125 Market Street

		Alexander

		Continued to October 22, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-012135CUA

		2214 Cayuga Avenue and 3101 Alemany Boulevard

		Pantoja

		Continued to October 15, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-016047DRP

		1350 Hayes Street

		Winslow

		Continued to October 8, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-016047VAR

		1350 Hayes Street

		May

		ZA Continued to October 8, 2020

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for August 27, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Overview of Shared Spaces

		Abad Ocubillo

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		DRA-718

		2019-001613DRP

		2100-2102 Jones Street & 998 Filbert Street

		Chandler

		Took DR and Disapproved

		+4 -2 (Diamond, Fung against)



		DRA-719

		2018-004330DRM

		2440 Bayshore Boulevard

		Christensen

		Took DR and Approved with a Condition the operator provide a Community Liaison.

		+6 -0







   September 3, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to September 17, 2020

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2020-002571CUA

		3140 16th Street

		Feeney

		Continued to September 17, 2020

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2019-000494DNX

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 17, 2020

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2019-000494CUA

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 17, 2020

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2019-000494VAR

		555 Howard Street

		Foster

		Acting ZA Continued to September 17, 2020

		



		

		2011.1356PCA-02

		Central Soma Clean-Up

		Snyder

		Continued to September 17, 2020

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2019-021010CUA

		717 California Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 17, 2020

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to September 17, 2020

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20781

		2019-020048CUA

		524 Howard Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2019-016420CND

		424-434 Francisco Street

		Fahey

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to September 17, 2020

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20782

		2020-000620CUA

		5140 Geary Boulevard

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20783

		2018-015652CUA

		1524 Powell Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions as amended restricting amplified music after 12 am.

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)





  

   August 27, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-014795ENX

		1560 Folsom Street

		Christensen

		Continued to September 24, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to October 1, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		Continued to October 8, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-017867CUA

		1566 - 1568 Haight Street

		Young

		Continued to October 29, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2007.0604X

		1145 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to November 19, 2020

		+6 -0 



		M-20778

		2019-017421CUA

		227 Church Street

		Cisneros

		Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 23, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 30, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+6 -0 



		R-20779

		2020-006126PCA

		Conversion of Certain Limited Restaurants to Restaurants - North Beach

		Merlone

		Approved with Conditions and Staff Modifications including a Finding supporting the amendment Citywide.

		+6 -0 



		M-20780

		2020-004023CUA

		2512 Mission Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 



		DRA-716

		2019-022450DRP-02

		326 Winding Way

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0 



		DRA-717

		2016-014777DRP-02

		357 Cumberland Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+5 -1 (Moore against)





  

   July 30, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-001613DRP

		2100-2102 Jones Street & 998 Filbert Street

		Chandler

		Continued to September 10, 2020

		+6 -0 (Imperial  absent)



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to September 10, 2020

		+6 -0 (Imperial  absent)



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Imperial  absent)



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements – Air Quality

		Standard Environmental Requirements – Air Quality

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Imperial  absent)



		

		2019-016420CND

		424-434 Francisco Street

		Fahey

		Continued to September 3, 2020

		+6 -0 (Imperial  absent)



		M-20771

		2020-006152GPR

		Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0 (Imperial  absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 16, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Imperial  absent)



		

		2016-003351CWP

		Centering Planning on Racial and Social Equity

		Flores

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20772

		2018-009487SHD

		811 Valencia Street

		Durandet

		Adopted Findings

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		M-20773

		2019-019722CUA

		916 Kearny Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20774

		2019-022627CUA

		1310 Bacon Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20775

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include the four additional conditions presented by Staff; subject to Staff reducing the number of dogs outside, with consultation of operator; and limiting outdoor use hours to 8 am – 6 pm.

		+7 -0



		M-20776

		2019-023628AHB

		3601 Lawton Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended to work with staff to improve common corridor on ground floor and 4th floor units (31-33).

		+7 -0



		DRA-713

		2019-007159DRP

		145 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+7 -0



		

		2019-007159VAR

		145 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		ZA Clsoed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant with Staff Modifications

		



		DRA-714

		2018-011065DRP

		3233 16th Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications removing front door and replacing with window.

		+7 -0



		DRA-715

		2019-015999DRP

		246 Eureka Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		R-20777

		2011.1356PCA-02

		Central Soma Clean-Up [BF TBD]

		Snyder

		Initiated and Scheduled a Hearing on or after September 3, 2020

		+7 -0





  

   July 23, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to September 3, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to September 3, 2020

		+7 -0



		M-20764

		2020-003177CUA

		621-635 Sansome Street

		Hughen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20765

		2020-001294CUA

		2441 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20766

		2020-002262CUA

		3200 California Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Diamond  recused)



		M-20767

		2020-002615CUA

		2000 Van Ness Avenue

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 9, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2018-016522CWP

		State Housing Legislation

		Nickolopoulos

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Impact Analysis

		Sheyner

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-016100ENV

		SFPUC Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension Project

		Johnston

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20768

		2018-008397CUA

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against)



		

		2018-008397VAR

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20769

		2018-012648CUA

		2001 37th Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as Amended to reflect:

1. 150 total lighted nights;

2. 20 of 150 may be used by affiliates of the School;

3. Dimming at 8:30 pm; and

4. Off at 9:00 pm.

		+6 -1 (Fung  against)



		DRA-709

		2018-015239DRP

		1222 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-710

		2018-012442DRP

		436 Tehama Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -1 (Moore  against)



		DRA-711

		2019-016947DRP

		624 Moultrie Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-712

		2019-012023DRP

		1856 29th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions:

1. Reduce the height of the roof at the area over the stair landing adjacent to the neighbor’s light well; and 

2. Relocate the skylight to remove the need for a fire protective parapet.

		+7 -0



		M-20770

		2019-021795CUA

		650 Frederick Street

		Chandler

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0





  

   July 16, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-015239DRP

		1222 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-007159DRP

		145 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Continued to July 30, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-007159VAR

		145 Missouri Street

		Westhoff

		ZA Continued to July 30, 2020

		



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-000634DRP-02

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		+7 -0



		

		2019-000634VAR

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		Asst. ZA Continued to July

		



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		+7 -0



		M-20757

		2019-012206CUA

		1430 Van Ness Avenue

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20758

		2019-021084CUA

		355 Bay Shore Boulevard

		Feeney

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		R-20759

		2020-001411PCA

		100% Affordable Housing and Educator Housing Streamlining Program [Board File No. 191249]

		Merlone

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20760

		2020-003036PCA

		100% Affordable Housing and Educator Housing Streamlining Program [BOARD FILE NO. 200213]

		Merlone

		Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		R-20761

		2020-005179PCA

		Continuation of Use For Certain Nonconforming Parking Lots - Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District [BOARD FILE NO. 200421]

		Flores

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2018-004047CWP-02

		Housing Inventory Report and Update on Monitoring Reports

		Ambati

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20762

		2019-014033CUA

		800 Market Street

		Kirby

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Chan absent)



		M-20763

		2019-005176CUA

		722 Steiner Street

		Ferguson

		Disapproved

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		DRA-708

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Took DR and Approved as Revised with reference to the Mitigation Measure(s)

		+7 -0





  

   July 9, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-008397CUA

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-008397VAR

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		ZA Continued to July 23, 2020

		



		

		2020-001294CUA

		2441 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		Continued to August 27, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2007.0604X

		1145 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to August 27, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to September 24, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-000507DRP

		3537 23rd Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-705

		2019-016969DRM

		4326-4336 Irving Street

		Weissglass

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20754

		2019-000727CUA

		339 Taraval Street

		Phung

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 18, 2020 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 25, 2020 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 25, 2020 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20755

		2019-002743CRV

		853 Jamestown Avenue

		Liang

		Adopted Findings as Amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		M-20756

		2019-000013CUA

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Disapproved

		+4 -3 (Diamond, Fung, Koppel against)



		

		2019-000013VAR

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Deny

		





  

  June 25, 2020 Closed Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionn

		Adopted a Motion to Assert Attorney-Client Privilege

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Reported No Action Taken and Adopted a Motion to Not Disclose

		+7 -0







    June 25, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to July 30, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-023628AHB

		3601 Lawton Street

		Horn

		Continued to July 30, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to August 27, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013272DRP

		3074 Pacific Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 11, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20750

		2020-003039PCA

		Arts Activities and Social Service or Philanthropic Facilities as Temporary Uses  [Board File No. 200215]

		Merlone

		Approved with Staff Modifications and extending the initial duration to two years with a two year extension.

		+7 -0



		

		2017-004557ENV

		550 O’Farrell Street

		Mckellar

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20751

		2018-012065CUA

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012065VAR

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		ZA Clsoed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20752

		2019-007154CUA

		4333 26th Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2019-007154VAR

		4333 26th Street

		Horn

		ZA Clsoed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20753

		2019-004110CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Koppel Against)



		

		2019-016969DRM

		4326-4336 Irving Street

		Weissglass

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Approve with Staff Modificiations; Continued to July 9, 2020.

		+7 -0



		

		2019-016969VAR

		4326-4336 Irving Street

		Weissglass

		ZA Clsoed the PH and took the matter under advisement

		



		DRA-706

		2018-013422DRP

		1926 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-707

		2018-001662DRP

		2476 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications, reducing the overall height of the wall and fence; and directing the Sponsor to continue working with Staff on final materials and landscaping.

		+7 -0





  

  June 18, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to July 30, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-022295DRP

		600 Indiana Street

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2020-001942CUA

		1699 Van Ness Avenue

		Lindsay

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-017867CUA

		1566 - 1568 Haight Street

		Young

		Continued to August 27, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		2017-009964DRP

		526-530 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to September 10, 2020

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		2017-009964VAR

		526-530 Lombard Street

		Fahey

		Asst. ZA Continued to September 10, 2020

		



		M-20745

		2019-007111CUA

		1400 17th Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		DRA-703

		2019-014433DRP-03

		3640 21st Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 4, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		M-20746

		2014.1441GPR

		Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Amendments

		Snyder

		Adopted GP Findings

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		M-20747

		2019-017309CUA

		1700-1702 Lombard Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		M-20748

		2020-001158CUA

		899 Columbus Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		M-20749

		2020-004439CUA

		764 Stanyan Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Fung  Against; Chan, Johnson Absent)



		DRA-704

		2018-015993DRP-02

		762 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications as amended to reduce the five-foot setback to three-feet.

		+4 -1 (Fung  Against; Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-000634DRP-02

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 16, 2020 with direction from the Commission.

		+5 -0 (Chan, Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-000634VAR

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Asst. ZA Continued to July 16, 2020 with direction from the Commission.

		





  

   June 11, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-012065CUA

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012065VAR

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		ZA Continued to June 25, 2020

		



		

		2019-021084CUA

		355 Bay Shore Boulevard

		Feeney

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-003900DRP

		1526 Masonic Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2019-000013CUA

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-000013VAR

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		ZA Continued to July 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-012648CUA

		2001 37th Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-000528DRP-04

		440 and 446-48 Waller Street  

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2015-008247VAR

		440 and 446-48 Waller Street  

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		ZA Continued to June 24, 2020

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 28, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20738

		2016-003351CWP

		Resolution Centering the Planning Department’s Work Program and Resource Allocation on Racial and Social Equity

		Chion

		Adopted with Amendments

		+7 -0



		

		2019-023608CRV

		FY 2020-2022 Proposed Budget Update

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20739

		2010.0515CWP

		Potrero Hope SF Development

		Snyder

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2007.0604X

		1145 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 9, 2020

		+7 -0



		M-20740

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2019-001455VAR

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20741

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -1 (Imperial Against)



		M-20742

		2015-004568SHD

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Adopted Findings

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore Against)



		M-20743

		2015-004568DNX

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Imperial Against)



		M-20744

		2015-004568CUA

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Imperial Against)



		

		2015-004568VAR

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-700

		2020-000909DRP

		3591 20th Street

		Giacomucci

		Did NOT Take DR, Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		DRA-701

		2017-013959DRP

		178 Seacliff Avenue

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR, Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		DRA-702

		2020-001090DRP

		3627 Ortega Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR, Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0





  

  June 4, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-004568SHD

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-004568DNX

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-004568CUA

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-004568VAR

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		ZA Continued to June 11, 2020

		



		

		2019-000634DRP

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-000634VAR

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2018-015993DRP-02

		762 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2020-000909DRP

		3591 20th Street

		Giacomucci

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-015984CUA

		590 2nd Avenue

		Lindsay

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2018-000528DRP-04

		440 and 446-48 Waller Street  

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2015-008247VAR

		440 and 446-48 Waller Street  

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		ZA Continued to June 11, 2020

		



		M-20736

		2019-017877CUA

		2 Geneva Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 21, 2020 – Regular Planning

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 21, 2020 – Joint Rec and Park

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2020-002347CWP

		UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan

		Switzky

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20737

		2018-015790CUA

		342 22nd Avenue

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		DRA-696

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions amended by Staff

		+5 -0 (Imperial recused; Johnson Absent)



		DRA-697

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Took DR and Approved with a condition for a Community Liaison

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Johnson Absent)



		DRA-698

		2019-020151DRP-02

		486 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-016969DRM

		4326-4336 Irving Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2019-016969VAR

		4326-4336 Irving Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to June 25, 2020

		



		DRA-699

		2017-009796DRP

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a one-foot separation.

		+6 -0 (Johnson Absent)



		

		2017-009796VAR

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		





  

  May 28, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2019-021795CUA

		650 Frederick Street

		Chandler

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-015239DRP

		1222 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012442DRP

		436 Tehama Street

		Winslow

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+7 -0



		M-20722

		2019-020527CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20723

		2019-020831CUA

		1117 Irving Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20724

		2020-000200CUA

		1240 09th Avenue

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 14, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-20725

		2020-003041PCA

		Conditional Use Review and Approval Process

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+4 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against)



		M-20726

		2016-014802ENV

		98 Franklin Street

		Alexander

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20727

		2016-014802SHD

		98 Franklin Street

		Alexander

		Adopted Findings

		+7 -0



		M-20728

		2016-014802DNX

		98 Franklin Street

		Alexander

		Approved with Conditions including minor corrections and cross-references to comply with the HUB Plan

		+7 -0



		M-20729

		2019-019985CUA

		755 Stanyan Street/670 Kezar Drive

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		M-20730

		2018-007883ENV

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Poling

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-20731

		2018-007883ENV

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Adopted Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

		+7 -0



		R-20732

		2018-007883GPA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval as Amended

		+7 -0



		R-20733

		2018-007883PCAMAP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20734

		2017-016313CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-20735

		2018-007883DVA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2019-016230CWP

		Housing Element 2022 Update

		Haddadan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-004110CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to June 25, 2020

		+4 -3 (Diamond, Fung, Koppel against)





  

  May 21, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-003041PCA

		Conditional Use Review And Approval Process

		Sanchez

		Continued to May 28, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009796DRP

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009796VAR

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to June 4, 2020

		



		

		2019-020151DRP-03

		486 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-001294CUA

		2441 Mission Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-008397CUA

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Continued to July 9, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-008397VAR

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Acting ZA Continued to July 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-005176CUA

		722 Steiner Street

		Ferguson

		Continued to July 16, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Continued to July 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements – Air Quality

		Pollak

		Continued to July 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-011214CUA

		9 Apollo Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		M-20703

		2018-016668CUA

		585 Howard Street

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20704

		2019-013418CUA

		526 Columbus Avenue

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20705

		2020-001384CUA

		1650 Polk Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20706

		2020-003090CUA

		1299 Sanchez Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 7, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-20707

		2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV

		The Hub Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District

		Callagy

		Certified

		+6 -0



		M-20708

		2015-000940ENV

		Market Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Adopted Findings with Corrections noted by Staff

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		R-20709

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Approved with Corrections noted by Staff

		+5 -1 (Imperial against)



		R-20710

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Approved with Corrections noted by Staff, as amended to include a recommendation to pursue a nexus study for Community Facility Fees.

		+6 -0



		R-20711

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Langlois

		Approved with Corrections noted by Staff

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		R-20712

		2015-000940PCA-02

		Hub Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code

		Langlois

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval with Corrections noted by Staff

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		R-20713

		2015-000940CWP-02

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of the Implementation Program

		Langlois

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval with Corrections noted by Staff

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		May 21, 2020 Special Joint Hearing Results:



		M-20714

		2017-008051ENV

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0



		R-20715

		2017-008051SHD

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Raised Cumulative Shadow Limit

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against) +6-0, Low recused



		

		2017-008051SHD

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Perez

		Adopted a Recommendation of no adverse impact

		RP: +6-0, Low recused



		M-20716

		2017-008051SHD

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20717

		2017-008051DNX

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20718

		2017-008051CUA

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20719

		2017-008051OFA

		30 Van Ness Avenue

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		   May 21, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:



		M-20720

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

		Schuett

		Certified

		+6 -0



		M-20721

		2020-000215CUA

		4118 21st Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

A new survey with a legal description of the property, provided to staff and neighbors prior to BPA issuance.

		+6 -0





     

   May 14, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-000528DRP-04

		440-448 Waller Street

		Gordon-Jonckheer

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-012648CUA

		2001 37th Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-003039PCA

		Arts Activities and Social Service or Philanthropic Facilities as Temporary Uses [Board File No. 200215]

		Merlone

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV

		The HUB Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and HUB Housing Sustainability District

		Callagy

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940ENV

		Market Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map –

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940PCA-02

		Hub Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code –

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940CWP-02

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of the Implementation Program

		Langlois

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

		Schuett

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20701

		2020-001318CUA

		3813 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20702

		2015-002604ENX-02

		667 Folsom Street, 120 Hawthorne Street, 126 Hawthorne Street

		Westhoff

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 30, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		DRA-695

		2018-005918DRP-02

		254 Roosevelt Way

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0





  

  May 7, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-007111CUA

		1400 17th Street

		Liang

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-016388CUA

		1760 Ocean Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-001662DRP

		2476 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20699

		2019-022072CUA

		855 Brannan Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 23, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20700

		2018-014766CUA

		1043-1045 Clayton Street

		Jimenez

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended, to provide three-foot setbacks from southern property lines for second floor balcony decks.

		+6 -0



		DRA-693

		2015-014170DRP

		804 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a five-foot reduction in depth at the rear ground level.

		+6 -0



		

DRA-694

		2018-017375DRP-02

		3627 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Did Not Take DR, Approved as proposed

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)





  

   April 30, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-014170DRP

		804 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 7, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940ENV

		The HUB Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and HUB Housing Sustainability District

		Callagy

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940ENV

		Market Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940PCA-02

		HUB Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code 

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-000940CWP-02

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of the Implementation Program

		Langlois

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

		Schuett

		Continued to May 14, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements – Air Quality

		Pollak

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-000013CUA

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-000013VAR

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Acting ZA Continued to June 11, 2020

		



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013959DRP

		178 Seacliff Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-013422DRP

		1926 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013272DRP

		3074 Pacific Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 25, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Continued to July 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-001318CUA

		3813 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2018-012065CUA

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-012065VAR

		5500 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Acting ZA Continued to June 11, 2020

		



		M-20691

		2019-020999CUA

		150 Waverly Place

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20692

		2020-002490CUA

		333 Valencia Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20693

		2019-021940CUA

		545 Francisco Street

		Hughen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20694

		2019-019628CUA

		1888 Clement Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20695

		2019-021378CUA

		4092 18th Street

		Hughen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 16, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-20696

		2019-004021CUA

		1331-1335 Grant Avenue

		Hicks

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended, prohibiting any expansion to the adjacent space and no cross-use between operators.

		+6 -0



		M-20697

		2018-008661ENX

		701 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended, mandating the Project Sponsor to work with neighborhood organizations to incorporate the Cultural Heritage District into the program of the development.

		+6 -0



		M-20698

		2018-008661OFA

		701 Harrison Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended, mandating the Project Sponsor to work with neighborhood organizations to incorporate the Cultural Heritage District into the program of the development.

		+6 -0





  

   April 23, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009964DRP

		526 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009964VAR

		526 Lombard Street

		Fahey

		Acting ZA Continued to June 18, 2020

		



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to May 28, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-000634VAR

		876 Elizabeth Street

		Campbell

		Acting ZA Continued to June 4, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-003900DRP

		1526 Masonic Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 11, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 9, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20687

		2018-001443MAP

		M-1 and M-2 Rezoning

		Sanchez

		Approved as amended by Staff

		+6 -0



		R-20688

		2020-002487PCA

		Urban Mixed-Use District - Office Uses

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff modifications, including a grandfathering clause establishing the effective date as the date of introduction.

		+6 -0



		R-20689

		2020-003035PCA

		Conditional Use Authorizations Demonstrably Unaffordable Housing [Board File No. 200142]

		Merlone

		Approved with Staff modifications

		+5 -1 (Fung against)



		M-20690

		2019-021215CUA

		3751A 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2020-000215CUA

		4118 21st Street

		Hicks

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 21, 2020

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		DRA-691

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions:

1. Provide a similar setback on east side of third floor as proposed for the west; and

2. Provide a planted privacy screen no higher than four to five feet.

		+6 -0



		DRA-692

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with conditions, to provide a 13’ setback (increased from 10’).

		+6 -0





  

  April 16, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-002487PCA

		Urban Mixed-Use District - Office Uses

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014214DRP

		457 Mariposa Street

		Christensen

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2020-001318CUA

		3813 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-005176CUA

		722 Steiner Street

		Ferguson

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to May 28, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 18, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009796DRP

		1088 Howard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009796VAR

		1088 Howard Street

		Giacomucci

		Acting ZA Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		R-20682

		2020-002054PCA

		Reauthorization and Extension of Fee Waiver - Legalization of Unauthorized Dwelling Units [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Approved

		+6 -0



		M-20683

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended reducing the roof deck 50% and modifying the spiral stair, per Com. Moore.

		+6 -0



		M-20684

		2015-004827ENV

		Alameda Creek Recapture Project

		Kern

		Certified

		+6 -0



		

		2017-014833ENV

		469 Stevenson Street Project

		Delumo

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20685

		2018-011991CUA

		93-97 Leland Avenue

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Adding a finding related to rent stabilization and existing tenant option to re-occupy;

2.  Recognizing ground floor flexibility of retail or ADU or expansion of existing residential units; and 

3. Compliance with ground floor design guidelines.

		+6 -0



		M-20686

		2016-004478CUA

		589 Texas Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions as amended allowing a third unit, by adding an ADU.

		+6 -0







  April 9, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-001443MAP

		M-1 and M-2 Rezoning

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-021215CUA

		3751A 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-008561CWP

		Housing Affordability Strategies

		Pappas

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2019-020999CUA

		150 Waverly Place

		Lindsay

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20678

		2018-006299CUA

		378 8th Avenue

		Ajello

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 27, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 5, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		2018-007883CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

M-20679

		2018-007883GPA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Initiated and Scheduled a Hearing on or after April 30, 2020

		+6 -0



		M-20680

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Approved

		+6 -0



		





M-20681

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		As amended to include a Fire Safety Condition, for any significant change to return to the CPC.

		+6 -0



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Acting ZA, Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		Continued to April 16, 2020

		+6 -0



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to April 16, 2020

		+6 -0







  April 2, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-004582CUA

		2817 Pine Street

		Ajello

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940E

		Market Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940PCA-02

		HUB Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code

		Langlois

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940ENV

		The HUB Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, And HUB Housing Sustainability District

		Callagy

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-004568ENV

		10 South Van Ness Avenue Mixed-Use Project

		Schuett

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2019-004021CUA

		1331-1335 Grant Avenue

		Hicks

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2019-019628CUA

		1888 Clement Street

		Wilborn

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2019-021378CUA

		4092 18th Street

		Hughen

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements [BF TBD]

		Flores

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Requirements – Air Quality

		Pollak

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2018-013422DRP

		1926 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2015-014170DRP

		804 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2017-011214CUA

		9 Apollo Street

		Kwiatkowska

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		



		

		2018-008397CUA

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		



		

		2018-008397VAR

		2005 17th Street

		Durandet

		Continued to May 21, 2020

		







March 26, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-002243DRP

		439 Hill Street

		Winslow

		WITHDRAWN

		



		

		2019-020999CUA

		150 Waverly Place

		Lindsay

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-001443MAP

		M-1 and M-2 Rezoning

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-007883CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-007883GPA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2016-008561CWP

		Housing Affordability Strategies

		Pappas

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-021215CUA

		3751A 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-006299CUA

		378 8th Avenue

		Ajello

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to April 9, 2020

		







March 19, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-020999CUA

		150 Waverly Place

		Lindsay

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-001443MAP

		M-1 And M-2 Rezoning

		Sanchez

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-007883CWP

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-007883GPA

		Balboa Reservoir Project

		Hong

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2016-008561CWP

		Housing Affordability Strategies

		Pappas

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2019-021215CUA

		3751A 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-006299CUA

		378 8th Avenue

		Ajello

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2019-002243DRP

		439 Hill Street 

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 26, 2020

		







  March 12, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-000940GPA

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

		Langlois

		Without hearing, continued to April 2, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940PCA-01

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the  Planning Code

		Langlois

		Without hearing, continued to April 2, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940MAP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment – Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

		Langlois

		Without hearing, continued to April 2, 2020

		



		

		2015-000940PCA-02

		HUB Housing Sustainability District – Adoption of Amendments to the Business and Tax Regulations Code and the Planning Code

		Langlois

		Without hearing, continued to April 2, 2020

		



		

		2017-009964DRP

		526 Lombard Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020

		



		

		2017-009964VAR

		526 Lombard Street

		Fahey

		Without hearing, continued to April 23, 2020

		



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Without hearing, continued to May 7, 2020

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 27, 2020

		Ionin

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2016-003164GPA

		Health Care Services Master Plan

		Nickolopoulos

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2016-008561CWP

		Housing Affordability Strategies

		Pappas

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441CUA

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2018-011441VAR

		1846 Grove Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2018-006299CUA

		378 8th Avenue

		Ajello

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2018-013511DRP

		350 Liberty Street

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		



		

		2017-015039DRP

		350-352 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Without hearing, continued to March 19, 2020

		







March 5, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Continued to April 16, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-003900DRP

		1526 Masonic Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to April 23, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-017837PRJ

		1812-1816 Green Street

		Wilborn

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 



		

		2015-004109CUA-02

		333 12th Street

		Jardines

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Hazardous Materials Management Procedures

		Sheyner

		Continued to March 19,2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-000013CUA

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		Continued to April 30, 2020

		+6 -0 



		

		2019-000013VAR

		552-554 Hill Street

		Campbell

		ZA Continued to April 30, 2020

		



		

		2018-002825DRP

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-002825VAR

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		ZA Continued to March 25, 2020

		



		M-20675

		2019-015579CUA

		99 Missouri Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 



		M-20676

		2019-022530CUA

		2 West Portal Avenue

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 20, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		49 South Van Ness Avenue – Permit Center Project

		Whitehouse/ Silva

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing PC; Continued to April 23, 2020 for the Sponsor to adhere to original conditions of approval.

		+6 -0



		DRA-689

		2019-013012DRP-02

		621 11th Avenue

		               Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-690

		2017-007931DRP-02

		2630 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Reduce the roof deck as diagramed by Staff; and 

2. Notch the third floor as recommended by Staff.

		+6 -0







February 27, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval

		Flores

		Continued to March 19,2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2018-002825DRP

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Continued to March 5, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002825VAR

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to March 5, 2020

		



		

		2018-014949DRP

		4428 23rd Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 13, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted as corrected

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20670

		2019-023636CUA

		888 Post Street

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions as Corrected

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20671

		2017-003559ENV

		3700 California Street

		Poling

		Certified

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20677

		2017-003559ENV

		3700 California Street

		May

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20672

		2017-003559CUA

		3700 California Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20673

		2017-002964CUA

		1714 Grant Avenue

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20674

		2019-014842CUA

		1905 Union Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-688

		2017-012887DRP

		265 Oak Street

		Winslow

		No DR Approved as proposed

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		

		2017-012887VAR

		265 Oak Street

		Winslow

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2017-010670DRP

		421 Walnut Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







February 20, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-001088CUA

		4211 26th Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to April 2, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-000503DRP-03

		2452 Green Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-020682CUA

		2087 Union Street

		Wilborn

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20659

		2019-004211CUA

		3859 24th Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 6, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20660

		2020-000083PCA

		Ocean Avenue Lot Mergers, Neighborhood Notice and Zoning Controls

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications as amended to include flexible retail and having considered notification.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20661

		2020-000084PCAMAP

		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning Update

		Tong

		Approved recommending consideration for the Bayview Plaza site.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20662

		2020-000585PCAMAP

		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning Cannabis Restricted Use District

		Tong

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20663

		2007.0168CUA-02

		Hunters View Hope SF Development Project

		Snyder

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20664

		2007.0168SHD-03

		Hunters View Hope SF Development Project

		Snyder

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20665

		2012.1384ENX

		One Vassar

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions with corrections submitted by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20666

		2012.1384OFA

		One Vassar

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions with corrections submitted by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20667

		2012.1384CUA

		One Vassar

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions with corrections submitted by Staff

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2012.1384VAR

		One Vassar

		Jardines

		ZA closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2009.3461CWP

		Area Plan Implementation Update and Inter-Department Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Report

		Snyder

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20668

		2017-005154CUA

		1300 Columbus Avenue

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20669

		2019-014039CUA

		1735 Polk Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions to include a prohibition of on-site consumption (C license).

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		DRA-685

		2018-010655DRP-03

		2169 26th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications to include:

1. Match the lightwell by 75%; and

2. No roof deck on front unoccupied portion.

		+5 -1 (Koppel against; Richards absent)



		DRA-686

		2019-000650DRP-02

		617 Sanchez Street

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against; Richards absent)



		DRA-687

		2018-007763DRP-05

		66 Mountain Spring Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications to include:

1. Eliminate west property line windows at the upper two floors;

2. Notch the building on the northwest side at the upper two floors; and

3. Reduce the roof deck (ten feet from side walls and an additional five feet from the front).

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







February 13, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-004211CUA

		3829 24th Street

		Fahey

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-004109CUA-02

		333 12th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to March 5, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to April 2, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 5, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-010281DRP-02

		236 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Continued to March 12, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20650

		2019-020852CUA

		1100 Taraval Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 30, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20651

		2019-023608CRV

		FY 2020-2022 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20652

		2018-001443PCAMAP

		M-1 And M-2 Rezoning

		Sánchez

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20653

		2015-000940GPA

		Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		R-20654

		2015-000940PCA

		Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		R-20655

		2015-000940PCA

		Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		R-20656

		2015-000940MAP

		Market and Octavia Area Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Initiated and Scheduled a hearing on or after March 12, 2020

		+5 -1 (Imperial against; Richards absent)



		M-20657

		2018-011249CUA

		1567 California Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20658

		2019-015067CUA

		968 Valencia Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-014251DRP-02

		2001 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 12, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-684

		2018-007012DRP

		134 Hearst Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Work with staff on creating the rear most portion of the ADU habitable; and

2. Provide a three-foot setback on the east side.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







February 6, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Continued to March 5, 2020

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to March 12, 2020

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011717CUA

		1369 Sanchez Street

		Cisneros

		Continued to March 19, 2020

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-006446CUA

		428 27th Street

		Pantoja

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-011031DRP-03

		219-223 Missouri Street

		Winslow

		Continued to March 19, 2020

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20647

		2019-016911CUA

		855 Brannan Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 23, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20648

		2014-001272DVA-02

		Pier 70 Mixed Use Development

		Christensen

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20649

		2018-013139CUA

		271 Granada Avenue

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-014039CUA

		1735 Polk Street

		Hicks

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 20, 2020 with direction from the Commission.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-682

		2019-014893DRP-02

		152 Geary Street

		Christensen

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions, including an update presentation one-year from date of operation.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-014211DRP

		667 Mississippi Street

		Christensen

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 19, 2020 with direction from the Commission.

		+4 -1 (Koppel against; Richards absent)



		DRA-683

		2018-011022DRP

		2651 Octavia Street

		Winslow

		Did NOT Take DR and Approved

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)







January 30, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-010655DRP-03

		2169 26th Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2014.0243DRP-02

		3927-3931 19th Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2015-004109CUA-02

		333 12th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to February 13, 2020

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20629

		2019-013168CUA

		153 Kearny Street

		Updegrave

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20630

		2019-017349CUA

		2266 Union Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20631

		2019-017082CUA

		1610 Post Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20632

		2019-006316CUA

		645 Irving Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 16, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20633

		2019-020940PCA

		Residential Occupancy – Intermediate Length Occupancy

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications as amended to include excluding Non-profits, 501(c)3, and C4 organizations to the Planning Code Amendment for clarity.

		+4 -0 (Diamond recused; Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20634

		2019-017311CND

		901-911 Union Street

		Fahey

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20635

		2017-011878ENV

		Potrero Power Station

		Schuett

		Certified

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20636

		2017-011878ENV

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Adopted Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20637

		2017-011878GPA

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20638

		2017-011878PCA

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Approved as Amended

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20639

		2017-011878MAP

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Approved as Amended

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20640

		2017-011878DVA

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		Approved as Amended

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20641

		2013.0689CUA

		2 Henry Adams Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20642

		2013.1593B

		2 Henry Adams Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2012.1384

		One Vassar Avenue

		Jardines

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20643

		2018-011904CUA

		1420 Taraval Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include an overall height reduction of two and a half feet (six inches from each residential level and one-foot from the commercial).

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20644

		2018-015058CUA

		2555 Diamond Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended for Staff and Sponsor to work with BUF regarding preserving the street tree.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20645

		2019-016568CUA

		2255 Judah Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended and corrected.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		M-20646

		2019-001694CUA

		1500 Mission Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions as amended with conditions volunteered by the Sponsor.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		DRA-680

		2018-014127DRP

		2643 31st Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Reduce the mass at the rear; and

2. Review of the parapet at the front

with guidance from Staff.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)



		DRA-681

		2019-013041DRP

		41 Kronquist Court

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with modifications:

1. Relocate side stair to the rear; and 

2. Provide a privacy planter outside the railing.

		+4 -0 (Melgar, Johnson, Richards absent)







January 23, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-004109CUA-02

		333 12th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-017311CND

		901 Union Street

		Fahey

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002825DRP

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 27, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-002825VAR

		780 Kansas Street

		Winslow

		Acting ZA Continued to February 27, 2020

		



		

		2019-000650DRP-02

		617 Sanchez Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20624

		2019-016849CND

		1630 Clay Street

		Fahey

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Diamond, Moore recused; Richards absent)



		M-20625

		2019-006042CUA

		1560 Wallace Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 9, 2020

		Ionin

		Adopted as amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20626

		2019-017957PCA

		Geary-Masonic Special Use District [BF 191002]

		Flores

		Approved as proposed, encouraging the Supervisor to pursue additional legislation to earmark the fees within the District or immediate vicinity.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-011214CUA

		9 Apollo Street

		Kwiatkowska

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 2, 2020, with direction from the CPC.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20627

		2019-015062CUA

		500 Laguna Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended to require a new hearing for on-site consumption.

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Richards absent)



		M-20628

		2019-016523CUA

		313 Ivy Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-679

		2019-005361DRM

		49 Kearny Street

		Hicks

		No DR, Approved as proposed

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-003900DRP

		1526 Masonic Avenue

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 5, 2020, with direction from the CPC.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-023608CRV

		FY 2020-2022 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 16, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-002124CUA

		54 04th Street

		Alexander

		Continued to February 6, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-001455CUA

		1750 Wawona Street

		Campbell

		Continued to February 6, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-012576CUA

		1769 Lombard Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to February 13, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-006860IKA

		65 Ocean Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to February 13, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-012887DRP

		265 Oak Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 27, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-005154CUA

		1300 Columbus Avenue

		Fahey

		Continued to February 20, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Election of Officers

		Ionin

		Koppel – President

Moore - Vice

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20621

		2009.0159DNX-02

		1540 Market Street (aka “One Oak”)

		Perry

		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20622

		2009.0159CUA-02

		1540 Market Street (aka “One Oak”)

		Perry

		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2019-022891VAR

		1540 Market Street (aka “One Oak”)

		Perry

		After being pulled off Consent; ZA Closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2019-020940PCA

		Residential Occupancy – Intermediate Length Occupancy

		Sanchez

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to January 30, 2020

		+5 -0 (Diamond recused; Richards absent)



		M-20623

		2020-000052PCA

		Standard Environmental Conditions of Approval

		Bintliff

		Initiated and scheduled a hearing on or after February 27, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003614OTH

		Office of Cannabis

		Christensen

		None - Informational

		



		

		1996.0016CWP

		Commerce and Industry Inventory 2018

		Qi

		None - Informational

		



		

		2019-001694CUA

		1500 Mission Street

		Weissglass

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to January 30, 2020

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		DRA-677

		2018-010941DRP

		2028-2030 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-010941VAR

		2028-2030 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		ZA Closed public comment and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-678

		2019-005400DRP-02

		166 Parker Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications and to continue working with Staff on roof deck designs to mitigate privacy impacts.

		+4 -0 (Diamond recused; Johnson, Richards absent)







January 9, 2020 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.0689CUA

		2 Henry Adams

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.1593B

		2 Henry Adams

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 30, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011430CUA

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Continued to February 27, 2020

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-011430VAR

		1776 Green Street

		May

		Acting ZA Continued to February 27, 2020

		



		M-20609

		2019-014257CUA

		401 Potrero Avenue

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 12, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 19, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 19, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20610

		2019-012131CUA

		1099 Dolores Street

		Campbell

		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20611

		2019-022569PCAMAP

		Establishing Geary Blvd Neighborhood Commercial District [Board File No. 191260]

		Merlone

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Diamond recused; Richards absent)



		R-20612

		2019-022569PCAMAP

		Establishing Remaining Eleven Named Neighborhood Commercial Districts [Board File No. 191260]

		Merlone

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		SB 330: Housing Crisis Act of 2019

		Bintliff

		None - Informational

		



		

		2019-023145CWP

		Sustainable City Framework

		Fisher

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-004827ENV

		SFPUC Alameda Creek Recapture Project

		Kern

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20613

		2016-013312GPA

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20614

		2016-013312PCAMAP

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20615

		2016-013312SHD

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Adopted Findings

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		M-20616

		2016-013312DNX

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20617

		2016-013312OFA

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20618

		2016-013312CUA

		542-550 Howard Street (“Transbay Parcel F”) Mixed-Use Project

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20619

		2019-020070CUA

		2100 Market Street

		Horn

		Approved with standard Conditions and findings read into the record.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20620

		2017-002545ENV

		2417 Green Street

		Poling

		Upheld PMND

		+5 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP-03

		2417 Green Street

		May

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 16, 2020 with direction:

1. Redesign with sensitivity to the adjacent historic resource;

2. Limit excavation to the extent that the additional parking and ADU may be eliminated; and 

3. Adhere to the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines.

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003023DRP-02

		2727 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-676

		2017-014666DRP

		743 Vermont Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+5 -0 (Melgar, Richards absent)
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERINTENDENT VINCENT MATTHEWS

ANNOUNCE PARTNERSHIP TO PROVIDE TESTING TO SUPPORT SCHOOL REOPENING
Date: Tuesday, December 29, 2020 3:22:00 PM
Attachments: 12.29.20 Testing for SFUSD Employees.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, December 29, 2020 at 2:01 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND
SUPERINTENDENT VINCENT MATTHEWS ANNOUNCE PARTNERSHIP TO
PROVIDE TESTING TO SUPPORT SCHOOL REOPENING
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, December 29, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERINTENDENT

VINCENT MATTHEWS ANNOUNCE PARTNERSHIP TO
PROVIDE TESTING TO SUPPORT SCHOOL REOPENING

San Francisco’s Department of Children, Youth and their Families will provide funding to
support surveillance testing for school employees as part of SFUSD’s Return Safely Plan

 
Partnership includes working with the community-based Latino Task Force and under the

guidance of the Department of Public Health
 

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Unified School District
(SFUSD) today announced the City’s new partnership in providing COVID-19 surveillance
testing for SFUSD employees in preparation for SFUSD’s reopening of school sites and return
to in-person learning. SFUSD is working with the SF Department of Public Health (DPH) and
the Latino Task Force (LTF) to support testing and site assessment. This testing support,
which includes funding from the Department of Children, Youth and their Families (DCYF),
is part of how the City is continuing to work with the School District to support staff and
students in preparation for the return of in-person learning next year.
 
"We know that getting our students safely back in the classroom is an absolute top priority for
our City and our School District right now,” said Mayor London Breed. “While we all need to
continue to do our part right now to get this current surge under control, we also need to keep
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, December 29, 2020 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERINTENDENT VINCENT 


MATTHEWS ANNOUNCE PARTNERSHIP TO PROVIDE 


TESTING TO SUPPORT SCHOOL REOPENING 
San Francisco’s Department of Children, Youth and their Families will provide funding to 


support surveillance testing for school employees as part of SFUSD’s Return Safely Plan 


 


Partnership includes working with the community-based Latino Task Force and under the 


guidance of the Department of Public Health 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Unified School District 


(SFUSD) today announced the City’s new partnership in providing COVID-19 surveillance 


testing for SFUSD employees in preparation for SFUSD’s reopening of school sites and return to 


in-person learning. SFUSD is working with the SF Department of Public Health (DPH) and the 


Latino Task Force (LTF) to support testing and site assessment. This testing support, which 


includes funding from the Department of Children, Youth and their Families (DCYF), is part of 


how the City is continuing to work with the School District to support staff and students in 


preparation for the return of in-person learning next year. 


 


"We know that getting our students safely back in the classroom is an absolute top priority for 


our City and our School District right now,” said Mayor London Breed. “While we all need to 


continue to do our part right now to get this current surge under control, we also need to keep 


moving forward in putting the pieces in place to support getting our schools reopened next year, 


including having the right testing program. Everyone has been working so hard over these last 


months—our students, our families, and our teachers—to get through this pandemic, and I know 


none of this has been easy. We are committed to doing everything we can to get our schools 


open safely for in-person learning once again.” 


 


The City continues to dedicate staffing and resources to support the school district in the 


reopening of public school sites. In November, at the request of SFUSD and under the Mayor’s 


direction, a School Site Assessment Team comprised of City Disaster Service Workers (DSWs) 


joined SFUSD staff to continue to assess school facilities on a classroom by classroom basis for 


their readiness to receive students and staff for in-person learning during this pandemic. These 


evaluations included things like operability of classroom windows; type of classroom furniture; 


presence of functional hand washing sinks; and basic working condition of the classroom. These 


site assessments provided valuable data on school site readiness for a hybrid or full in-person 


learning school day which informed SFUSD’s Letter of Interest submitted to DPH to reopen over 


70 elementary schools across the City. 
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“We are grateful for the expertise and additional resources provided by the Mayor, city agencies 


and the Latino Task Force to help us meet the new demands of operating schools during the 


pandemic,” SFUSD Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews said. “Surveillance testing of our staff 


is key to being ready to serve students in-person.” 


 


In compliance with DPH’s testing recommendation guidance, SFUSD entered into an agreement 


with Curative Lab, which will support the District’s plans for having a COVID testing program 


for school staff.  A testing program, along with ensuring classrooms are ready, are key steps in 


preparing for reopening.  


 


“The City and County of San Francisco is proud to support SFUSD employees by expanding 


critical access to COVID-19 testing to ensure we are moving forward in the reopening of school 


classrooms for our City’s students,” said DCYF Director Maria Su. “We have learned through 


the Community Hubs Initiative that our City and Community partners can provide in-person 


learning supports with the safety, health and well-being of our City’s children, youth and staff at 


the center. We have come together in the spirit of unity and collaboration across city 


government, the school district, public health, community-based organizations and private sector 


partners to serve our communities.” 


 


The San Francisco Latino Task Force (LTF) joined the City and SFUSD in this effort to provide 


guidance and best practices following the successful implementation of a community COVID-19 


testing site at the LTF Resource Hub.  LTF will provide operational support to stand up COVID-


19 surveillance testing at SFUSD’s sites to ensure that school staff will have access to this 


resource. Since July 2020, the LTF Resource Hub provided free walk-thru COVID-19 testing, 


food distribution and other essential services to the community. DPH and the Latino Task Force 


worked together to provide a comprehensive and culturally integrated community-based 


approach which included a Community Wellness Team composed of bilingual, Spanish-speaking 


community workers. 


 


“The SF Latino Task Force has been on the frontlines helping administer testing to some of the 


hardest hit areas in SF since the pandemic began. To date, we’ve helped launch numerous sites 


providing over 25,000 tests citywide,” said LTF Coordinator Valerie Tulier-Laiwa. “We are 


excited to extend our work by partnering with DCYF and SFUSD. We understand that children, 


youth and families are eager to return to in-person instruction, and providing COVID testing is a 


crucial step in ensuring safety during this time.” 


 


The new testing sites for SFUSD will initially start at 555 Franklin Street, SFUSD’s 


Administrative Office and be open to all employees and then will gradually expand to other parts 


of the City as needed. The program will prioritize SFUSD staff who work at the schools opening 


for in-person learning in the first phase of SFUSD’s rollout plan. Testing will take place on a 


regular schedule that will be announced as the start of in-person learning nears. Employees will 


be able to pre-register their personal information online before arriving at the testing sites, and 


results will be shared via email and text within 48-72 hours. 
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While the staff testing plan, site assessments and other actions are helping SFUSD prepare, the 


district announced that it could not meet its initial target of January 25, 2021 to begin returning 


small cohorts. When school resumes on January 5, 2021, SFUSD will continue to provide 


distance learning. 


 


### 







moving forward in putting the pieces in place to support getting our schools reopened next
year, including having the right testing program. Everyone has been working so hard over
these last months—our students, our families, and our teachers—to get through this pandemic,
and I know none of this has been easy. We are committed to doing everything we can to get
our schools open safely for in-person learning once again.”
 
The City continues to dedicate staffing and resources to support the school district in the
reopening of public school sites. In November, at the request of SFUSD and under the
Mayor’s direction, a School Site Assessment Team comprised of City Disaster Service
Workers (DSWs) joined SFUSD staff to continue to assess school facilities on a classroom by
classroom basis for their readiness to receive students and staff for in-person learning during
this pandemic. These evaluations included things like operability of classroom windows; type
of classroom furniture; presence of functional hand washing sinks; and basic working
condition of the classroom. These site assessments provided valuable data on school site
readiness for a hybrid or full in-person learning school day which informed SFUSD’s Letter of
Interest submitted to DPH to reopen over 70 elementary schools across the City.
 
“We are grateful for the expertise and additional resources provided by the Mayor, city
agencies and the Latino Task Force to help us meet the new demands of operating schools
during the pandemic,” SFUSD Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews said. “Surveillance
testing of our staff is key to being ready to serve students in-person.”
 
In compliance with DPH’s testing recommendation guidance, SFUSD entered into an
agreement with Curative Lab, which will support the District’s plans for having a COVID
testing program for school staff.  A testing program, along with ensuring classrooms are ready,
are key steps in preparing for reopening.
 
“The City and County of San Francisco is proud to support SFUSD employees by expanding
critical access to COVID-19 testing to ensure we are moving forward in the reopening of
school classrooms for our City’s students,” said DCYF Director Maria Su. “We have learned
through the Community Hubs Initiative that our City and Community partners can provide in-
person learning supports with the safety, health and well-being of our City’s children, youth
and staff at the center. We have come together in the spirit of unity and collaboration across
city government, the school district, public health, community-based organizations and private
sector partners to serve our communities.”
 
The San Francisco Latino Task Force (LTF) joined the City and SFUSD in this effort to
provide guidance and best practices following the successful implementation of a community
COVID-19 testing site at the LTF Resource Hub.  LTF will provide operational support to
stand up COVID-19 surveillance testing at SFUSD’s sites to ensure that school staff will have
access to this resource. Since July 2020, the LTF Resource Hub provided free walk-thru
COVID-19 testing, food distribution and other essential services to the community. DPH and
the Latino Task Force worked together to provide a comprehensive and culturally integrated
community-based approach which included a Community Wellness Team composed of
bilingual, Spanish-speaking community workers.
 
“The SF Latino Task Force has been on the frontlines helping administer testing to some of
the hardest hit areas in SF since the pandemic began. To date, we’ve helped launch numerous
sites providing over 25,000 tests citywide,” said LTF Coordinator Valerie Tulier-Laiwa. “We
are excited to extend our work by partnering with DCYF and SFUSD. We understand that



children, youth and families are eager to return to in-person instruction, and providing COVID
testing is a crucial step in ensuring safety during this time.”
 
The new testing sites for SFUSD will initially start at 555 Franklin Street, SFUSD’s
Administrative Office and be open to all employees and then will gradually expand to other
parts of the City as needed. The program will prioritize SFUSD staff who work at the schools
opening for in-person learning in the first phase of SFUSD’s rollout plan. Testing will take
place on a regular schedule that will be announced as the start of in-person learning nears.
Employees will be able to pre-register their personal information online before arriving at the
testing sites, and results will be shared via email and text within 48-72 hours.
 
While the staff testing plan, site assessments and other actions are helping SFUSD prepare, the
district announced that it could not meet its initial target of January 25, 2021 to begin
returning small cohorts. When school resumes on January 5, 2021, SFUSD will continue to
provide distance learning.
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From: Howard
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank

(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Hillis, Rich (CPC)
Subject: TOLAND HALL COMMENTS: Study All Hypotheses
Date: Tuesday, December 29, 2020 7:27:07 AM

Preserve a heartbeat of UCSF heritage; Resuscitate a heart for new
facility. 

  

   

TO: UCSF, Planning, Task Force, Advisory Committee and MOU Staff

RE: Study Reconstruction of Toland Hall in New Facility

Exploring all hypotheses, the EIR, MOU and planning documents should include a
STUDY for the reconstruction of Toland Hall in the new research and medical
building. Besides the significant murals, Toland Hall itself is a spatial tour de force,
embodying rich UCSF/ medical history and a lineage of notable lecturers, speakers
and seminal events. It’s a special place. Historic places and monuments are routinely
relocated. Technical analysis and cost estimates would better inform future decision-
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making, potential benefactors and fundraising. Best, Howard Wong, AIA

UCSF NEWS: UCSF Hires Conservation Firm to Move Zakheim Murals from Seismically Vulnerable Building
https://www.ucsf.edu/news/2020/10/418851/ucsf-hires-conservation-firm-move-zakheim-murals-
seismically-vulnerable Safely moving the large, mostly curved murals, which are brittle and in some
cases have suffered prior water damage, is expected to be a challenging task. Assuming the murals are
moved successfully, the University will seek a permanent home for the collection where they will be
available for public viewing.

TOLAND HALL MURALS: Brought To Light (2015):
https://blogs.library.ucsf.edu/broughttolight/tag/toland-hall/

FOUNDSF: UCSF's Depression-Era Medical History Murals (videos):
https://www.foundsf.org/index.php?title=UCSF%27s_Depression-Era_Medical_History_Murals

A HISTORY OF UCSF: https://history.library.ucsf.edu/

HUGH HUGER TOLAND (1806-1880): https://history.library.ucsf.edu/toland.html

HISTORY OF MEDICINE IN CALIFORNIA Articulated in Frescoes: The Story Behind the Murals of
Toland Hall, UCSF A Research Manuscript http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?
doi=10.1.1.675.6932&rep=rep1&type=pdf

* * * * * * * *
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: FW: Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods
Date: Monday, December 28, 2020 10:55:16 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Katie Pulaski <Katie.Pulaski.400995698@p2a.co> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 9:00 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Investments in UCSF Parnassus Heights and surrounding neighborhoods
 

 

I hope this email finds you well.

I ask for your support of UCSF's commitment to our community and revitalization of UCSF Parnassus
Heights. UCSF is the finest medical institution we have and has saved my life and the life of countless
neighbors. Let's support our nurses, doctors and other essential UCSF workers who give so much to
our community. 

I am a Parnassus Heights neighbor, SF resident, UCSF patient, supporter, and advocate for UCSF's
Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan. A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help
UCSF teach and train the next generation of health care providers. The plan addresses many
challenges identified by Parnassus Heights neighbors, such as transit, housing, and open space. 

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF will be unable to treat over 3,000
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patients annually who seek care but cannot be accommodated due to an insufficient number of
hospital beds. 

I heard about the plan and associated benefits during the planning process and am excited about the
vision. I appreciate UCSF led an extensive community engagement and internal planning process.
These updates reflect UCSF's mission and the community's priorities - based on years of internal
collaboration, neighborhood input, and community outreach. 

I ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and associated community
investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit improvements. I
appreciate UCSF and the City/County of San Francisco have been working together to advance local
investments that best serve our community. Please do not delay this essential project that will
benefit all San Franciscans. 

Thank you,

Katie Pulaski 
414 Austin St
San Francisco, CA 94109 
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Millie Tolleson <Millie.Tolleson.401010545@p2a.co> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 1:08 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: A vital project that will advance the health and well-being of San Francisco
 

 

To whom it may concern,

I am writing today to ask for your support of UCSF’s Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and
associated community investments including affordable housing, thousands of new jobs, and transit
improvements. I’m a UCSF patient hoping for modernized facilities, as well as a supporter of projects
within SF to improve local neighborhoods. We should support UCSF in staying in their current
location, supporting the vitality of the neighborhood and promoting active transportation and public
transit to access the site.

UCSF cannot maintain the status quo. Without the CPHP, UCSF cannot update UCSF’s clinically
obsolete facilities that hamstring frontline workers and face a seismic safety deadline. I recently
learned about the plans for renewed campus, hospital, and neighborhood improvements and am
excited by the vision. These updates reflect both the University’s mission and community's priorities
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based on years of internal collaboration, neighborhood engagement, and community input. I also
appreciate UCSF and the City and County of San Francisco have been working together to advance
local investments that best serve the community.

A renovated campus with state-of-the-art facilities will help UCSF expand patient care, construct
new housing, and bring transit solutions to San Francisco. As a SF resident and UCSF patient, I am
support the UCSF Comprehensive Parnassus Heights Plan and community benefits.

Kind regards,

Millie Tolleson 
2221 Larkin St
San Francisco, CA 94109 



From: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
To: Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Tanner, Rachael (BOA)
Subject: FW: Mail for Planning Commissioners - 450 O"Farrell St
Date: Monday, December 28, 2020 9:10:00 AM
Attachments: letter - 450 O"Farrell St.pdf
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Please see attached.
 
Josephine O. Feliciano
Commission Affairs
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7343 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                              
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: DCP, Reception (CPC) <reception.dcp@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2020 9:01 AM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
<josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Subject: Mail for Planning Commissioners - 450 O'Farrell St
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City Church San Francisco
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Paige Hosking
Church of Jesus Christ LDS
Rev. Monique Ortiz


Saint Mary and Saint Martha
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The Rev. Anna Rossi
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Rev. Vanessa Rush Southern
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Society of San Francisco
SwamiVedananda
Vedanta Society
Dr. Mary Wardell-Ghirarduzzi


University of Son Francisco


December 21, 2020


The Honorable Joel Koppel, President


and Members of the Planning Commission


San Francisco Planning Commission


San Francisco Planning Department


1650 Mission St., Suite 400


San Francisco, CA 94103


RE: 450 O'Farrell Street Essential Housing Project Amendment


January 7, 2021 Planning Commission Agenda Items


Dear President Koppel and Commissioners:


Greetings and blessings in this season of light and love!


The San Francisco Interfaith Council is writing in support of the Fifth Church of Christ,


Scientist 450 O'Farrell Street Essential Housing project in the Tenderloin.


The project team has worked diligently to modify this already approved and entitled


project to better meet the needs of the neighborhood and the City. The improved


project:


• Changes approved luxury-rate units to Essential Housing benefiting the


workforce


• Increases the number of apartments from 176 to 302


• Increases the number of BMR apartments from 28 to 45


• Increases the amount of amenity and outdoor space, and residential support


services


• Provides community serving retail space


• Provides a new Church facility and Reading Room to better serve the


community


• Installs new sidewalks, trees, and plants to add vitality and greenery


The San Francisco Interfaith Council (SFIC) vigorously supports the work of religious


institutions to better serve their communities.


Also, the SFIC is also leading a special City-wide initiative —the Essential Housing Task


Force - to address San Francisco's housing crisis by supporting the building of new


Essential Housing on religious institutions' currently under-utilized land.


The 450 O'Farrell Street Essential Housing project successfully achieves both these


goals.
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The project makes the Church and Reading Room more open, accessible, and integral


to the community.


The project builds new housing on the Church's under-utilized land. The change being


considered by the Planning Commission on January 7t'' converts the already approved
high rent housing into much-needed Essential Housing that is affordable to the
workers who provide essential services in San Francisco.


This project has already been approved and entitled. The change makes the project


better.


The SFIC respectfully urges the approval of the Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist 450
O'Farrell Street Essential Housing amended project.


Sincerely,


t ~`


Michael G. Pappas, M.Div.


Executive Director
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES WATER POLICY EXPERT NEWSHA AJAMI

FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
Date: Wednesday, December 23, 2020 11:03:44 AM
Attachments: 12.23.20 Public Utilities Commission Appointment.pdf
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Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, December 23, 2020 at 11:02 AM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES WATER
POLICY EXPERT NEWSHA AJAMI FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, December 23, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES WATER POLICY

EXPERT NEWSHA AJAMI FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Dr. Ajami directs the urban water policy program at Stanford University and currently serves
on the Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board

 
San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed nominated Dr. Newsha K. Ajami,
Ph.D, to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Dr. Ajami currently serves as the
director of Urban Water Policy with Stanford University’s Water in the West and a senior
research scholar at the Woods Institute for the Environment. She also serves as a gubernatorial
appointee to the Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board.
 
“I’m proud to nominate Newsha Ajami to the Public Utilities Commission,” said Mayor
Breed. “She brings a deep knowledge of water policy, as well as years of experience working
in the public sector to advance important resources issues. She is incredibly qualified to serve
on the SFPUC, and will bring a fresh perspective to the commission’s efforts to deliver clean
power in our fight against climate change, improve our water and wastewater management,
and create more resilient and sustainable infrastructure.”
 
“I am honored and humbled by the opportunity Mayor London Breed has bestowed upon me
to serve the city my family and I have called home for almost two decades,” said Dr. Ajami. “I

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Wednesday, December 23, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES WATER POLICY 


EXPERT NEWSHA AJAMI FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION 


Dr. Ajami directs the urban water policy program at Stanford University and currently serves on 
the Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board 


 
San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed nominated Dr. Newsha K. Ajami, Ph.D, 
to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Dr. Ajami currently serves as the director of 
Urban Water Policy with Stanford University’s Water in the West and a senior research scholar 
at the Woods Institute for the Environment. She also serves as a gubernatorial appointee to the 
Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
 
“I’m proud to nominate Newsha Ajami to the Public Utilities Commission,” said Mayor Breed. 
“She brings a deep knowledge of water policy, as well as years of experience working in the 
public sector to advance important resources issues. She is incredibly qualified to serve on the 
SFPUC, and will bring a fresh perspective to the commission’s efforts to deliver clean power in 
our fight against climate change, improve our water and wastewater management, and create 
more resilient and sustainable infrastructure.” 
 
“I am honored and humbled by the opportunity Mayor London Breed has bestowed upon me to 
serve the city my family and I have called home for almost two decades,” said Dr. Ajami. “I look 
forward to working with the Mayor, my fellow commissioners and the staff at the SFPUC, to 
help our community achieve a reliable and equitable water and power future, as we invest in 
climate safe and resilient infrastructure solutions.” 
 
Dr. Ajami is a leading expert in sustainable water resource management, smart cities, and the 
water-energy-food nexus. she uses data science principles to study the human and policy 
dimensions of urban water and hydrologic systems. Her research throughout the years has been 
interdisciplinary and impact driven, focusing on the improvement of the science-policy-
stakeholder interface by incorporating social and economic measures and relevant and effective 
communication. 
 
Before joining Stanford, she worked as a senior research associate at the Pacific Institute from 
2011 to 2013, and served as a Science and Technology fellow at the California State Senate’s 
Natural Resources and Water Committee where she worked on various water and energy related 
legislation. She was also a post-doctorate researcher with the Berkeley Water Center, University 
of California, Berkeley.  
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
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Dr. Ajami received her Ph.D. in civil and environmental engineering from the University of 
California, Irvine, an M.S. in hydrology and water resources from the University of Arizona, and 
a B.S. in civil and environmental engineering from Tehran Polytechnic. 
 
The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is headed by a board compromised of 
five commissioners with each chosen according to criteria set forth in the San Francisco City 
Charter. Their responsibility is to provide operational oversight in such areas as rates and charges 
for services, approval of contracts, and organization policy. 
 
Newsha will join the following members on the SFPUC: 


• Former member of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors Sophie Maxwell (appointed 
by Mayor Breed in 2019) 


• Longtime labor advocate Tim Paulson (appointed by Mayor Breed in 2019) 
• Former City Controller Ed Harrington (appointed by Mayor Breed in 2020) 
• Former SFPUC General Manager Anson Moran (reappointed by Mayor Breed in 2018 


after first being appointed to the commission by Mayor Gavin Newsom in 2009.) 
 
The SFPUC delivers drinking water to 2.7 million people in the San Francisco Bay Area, collects 
and treats wastewater for the City and County of San Francisco, and generates clean power for 
municipal buildings, residents, and businesses. The agency’s mission is to provide customers 
with high quality, efficient and reliable water, power, and sewer services in a manner that values 
environmental and community interests and sustains the resources entrusted to its care. 
 


### 








look forward to working with the Mayor, my fellow commissioners and the staff at the
SFPUC, to help our community achieve a reliable and equitable water and power future, as we
invest in climate safe and resilient infrastructure solutions.”
 
Dr. Ajami is a leading expert in sustainable water resource management, smart cities, and the
water-energy-food nexus. she uses data science principles to study the human and policy
dimensions of urban water and hydrologic systems. Her research throughout the years has
been interdisciplinary and impact driven, focusing on the improvement of the science-policy-
stakeholder interface by incorporating social and economic measures and relevant and
effective communication.
 
Before joining Stanford, she worked as a senior research associate at the Pacific Institute from
2011 to 2013, and served as a Science and Technology fellow at the California State Senate’s
Natural Resources and Water Committee where she worked on various water and energy
related legislation. She was also a post-doctorate researcher with the Berkeley Water Center,
University of California, Berkeley.
 
Dr. Ajami received her Ph.D. in civil and environmental engineering from the University of
California, Irvine, an M.S. in hydrology and water resources from the University of Arizona,
and a B.S. in civil and environmental engineering from Tehran Polytechnic.
 
The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is headed by a board compromised
of five commissioners with each chosen according to criteria set forth in the San Francisco
City Charter. Their responsibility is to provide operational oversight in such areas as rates and
charges for services, approval of contracts, and organization policy.
 
Newsha will join the following members on the SFPUC:

·                     Former member of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors Sophie Maxwell
(appointed by Mayor Breed in 2019)

·                     Longtime labor advocate Tim Paulson (appointed by Mayor Breed in 2019)
·                     Former City Controller Ed Harrington (appointed by Mayor Breed in 2020)
·                     Former SFPUC General Manager Anson Moran (reappointed by Mayor Breed in

2018 after first being appointed to the commission by Mayor Gavin Newsom in
2009.)

 
The SFPUC delivers drinking water to 2.7 million people in the San Francisco Bay Area,
collects and treats wastewater for the City and County of San Francisco, and generates clean
power for municipal buildings, residents, and businesses. The agency’s mission is to provide
customers with high quality, efficient and reliable water, power, and sewer services in a
manner that values environmental and community interests and sustains the resources
entrusted to its care.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Comments on Public hearing for 576 27th Ave
Date: Wednesday, December 23, 2020 9:18:15 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Dan Francisco <sanfranciscomuni@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 21, 2020 8:42 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Dito, Matthew (CPC)
<matthew.dito@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comments on Public hearing for 576 27th Ave
 

 

Hello, I live in the neighborhood and received the notice of change for 576 27th Avenue. I am
supportive of the increased density as our city needs more housing.
 
However, I would strongly implore the developer to reconsider the planned facade. Could the
developer consider adding architectural details that add character to the building. This project runs
the risk of looking like any other new construction: 2-dimensional and very "of the times."
 
See:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6wMJEV_58Kk&feature=emb_title
https://hoodline.com/2017/04/why-do-sf-s-new-real-estate-developments-look-so-similar/
 
Thank you for your time.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1776 Green Street Settlement Notification Letter
Date: Monday, December 21, 2020 10:01:41 AM
Attachments: 2020.12.21.1776 Green PC Ltr Settlement.pdf

FYI
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Richard Drury <richard@lozeaudrury.com>
Date: Monday, December 21, 2020 at 9:59 AM
To: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, "Ionin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>,
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "BOS Legislation, (BOS)"
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org>, "Stefani, Catherine (BOS)" <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>
Cc: "nicholas.targ@hklaw.com" <nicholas.targ@hklaw.com>
Subject: 1776 Green Street Settlement Notification Letter
 

 

Dear Director Hillis and Supervisor Stefani:
Attached please find a letter on behalf of The Hollow Revolution concerning the recent
settlement related to a proposed project at 1776 Green Street. Thank you very much for your
attention to this matter.
Richard Drury
Counsel for THOR
 
--
Richard Drury
Lozeau Drury LLP
1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150
Oakland, CA 94612
(510) 836-4200
richard@lozeaudrury.com
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BY E-MAIL AND US MAIL 
 
December 21, 2020 
 
Director Rich Hillis 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
c/o Jonas Ionin  
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
rich.hillis@sfgov.org 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 
 
Sup. Catherine Stefani 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
c/o Angela Cavillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Bos.legislation@sfgov.org  
Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org 
 
 RE:  1776 Green Street (2018-011430CUA; BOS File No. 200908;  


2018-011430CUA; 2018-011430VAR; 2018-011430ENV; 
2020-002484ENV) 


 
Director Hillis and Supervisor Stefani: 
 


I am writing on behalf of The Hollow Revolution (“THoR”), an association of 
neighbors living near 1776 Green Street, San Francisco, California, concerning certain 
applications filed with the Planning Department to convert the existing automotive garage 
at 1776 Green Street to a new residential development consisting of five market rate units 
with a two-story addition and an accessory dwelling unit (“Project”).  


 
On or about November 6, 2019, THoR filed an appeal with the Planning 


Commission of a proposed variance and conditional use authorization for the Project.  
That appeal was continued indefinitely.  On July 17, 2020, THoR filed an appeal with the 
Board of Supervisors of a Common Sense Exemption issued for the Project. 


 
THoR is pleased to announce that after extensive discussions with 1776 Green 


Street, LLC (“Owner” or “Ownership Team”), the developer of the Project, facilitated by 
the good offices of Supervisor Stefani, we have reached a settlement with the Ownership 
Team that addresses the concerns we previously raised concerning the Project.  In 







1776 Green Street 
December 21, 2020 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
particular, the Ownership Team has agreed to implement additional measures to address 
soil contamination existing at the Project Site and has agreed to remove the roof deck 
from the Project design, in addition to other measures.   


 
In light of this agreement, THoR withdraws its appeals of, and objection to, the 


Project and the environmental review for the Project.  On December 15th, THoR formally 
withdrew its CEQA appeal at the meeting of the Board of Supervisors.  THoR hereby 
withdraws its appeal of the variance and conditional use authorization filed with the 
Planning Commission related to the Project. THoR does not object to approval of the 
Project or its CEQA pathway. 


 
On behalf of the ThoR association of neighbors, thank you for your consideration 


of this matter. 
 
 


     Sincerely, 
 
 
 
     Richard Toshiyuki Drury 
     LOZEAU DRURY LLP 
 
 
Cc: Nicholas Targ, Counsel for 1776 Green Street LLC 
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: TAC <tac_s_f@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2020 5:30 PM
To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC) <marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2013.1535CUV-02 450–474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street Project
 

 

Subject: 450–474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street Project
                  2013.1535CUV-02

Public Comment

 

December 18, 2020

 

Planning Commission Members/Commission Staff:
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Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco strongly opposes this project because it
does not replace every unit for demolishing the five rent-controlled units in the Shalimar
Building at 532 Jones Street. Providing Below Market Rate Units in place of five rent-
controlled permanently reduces the number of rent-controlled apartments available to future
Tenderloin residents. It also does not cater to the existing neighborhood population by
providing between 10 to 30% AMI rental units, which is urgently needed in the North of
Market Area where this building is located. Our neighborhood is seeing many more family
housing (multi-bedroom units) being built. When the Tenderloin has traditionally been made
up of SRO's and one-bedroom apartments. We find that developers build for a different
population that brings different needs, such as more cars and more services. The Tenderloin
currently has only one all-age public park as we still require multiple large grocery stores and
more public open spaces, public parks, and plazas. The current

resident population would like to move into new housing units that they can afford. Still, when
they hear the details on who will be the future tenants, they realize their dreams for better
living conditions will never happen. The current population wants to offer their existing
housing to others on long waiting lists and need to be housed now. Please help improve the
residents' lives who have been long awaiting nearby accommodations. This was what the Mid-
Market Project Area Committee, Tenderloin 2000, Lower Eddy Leavenworth Corridor Plan,
the Twitter agreements have all been disappointments to residents. Please help us.

 

Tenderloin resident planners and allies are not allowed to create their master planning process
for Tenderloin's future. When new developments are proposed, another chance for alternative
options is never considered, such as parks, plazas, dogie parks, more non-profit offices since
many have or will be displaced. Tenderloin residents have no neighborhood library, no street
permit parking, and other resources found in more affluent neighborhoods have lobbied to
resist negative impacts.

 

The new building owners plan to build and market this new building in the Union Square
business district and provide group housing with limited amenities. With each room having
inadequate kitchen facilities and no onsite dining or community kitchen mention in the
proposal. Another drain on resources found outside this development and critical for tenants'
daily needs. We are unable to find onsite washers and dryers in the plans. If they exist,
improved site drawings need to be provided.

 

More low-income rental units with adequate amenities are needed before the Tenant
Associations Coalition of San Francisco can consider supporting this project. A non-profit
entity initially owns the land/building

and will profit from the improvements to land value and church upgrades to a dying
congregation. More tangible benefits also need to be proposed to the locals instead of just the
already existing non-profits who always seem to get handouts for their pet projects.

 



450 O'Farrell Street development provides new construction of group housing for residents not
currently living in the Tenderloin and therefore not contributing to the community's well-being
and future. This building, as proposed, will end up being controlled and managed by a whom?
This will end up placing new demands for police services, cleaning up the neighborhood, and
removing any trace of community that currently exist for years on this Tenderloin block. This
will cause friction between economic-social classes of residents and will continue the
gentrification of the Tenderloin. We are looking for proposed safeguards to protect the
Tenderloin in the future.

 

Nearby residents are concerned about the blockage of sunlight and air circulation and the
increasing wind gusts from a 150-foot new building taking two years to build.

 

The loss of Shalimar Restaurant at 532 Jones Street is a contributing restaurant to the Little
Delhi business district. Price-wise, Shalimar Restaurant provides the cheapest Pakistani/Indian
cuisine of the nearby restaurants in the one-block stretch between Geary and O'Farrell Streets
on Jones Street. Chutney at 511 Jones Street is about 15% more expensive, and Pakwan at 501
O'Farrell Street is about 30%. Also impressive is that Shalimar maintains a 4.0-star rating on
Yelp, whereas Chutney and Pakwan have a 3.5-star rating on Yelp.

 

The loss of several store frontages is also alarming to the nearby community. Having no eyes
and ears on vast segments of the sidewalk. The proposed project removes four storefronts and
puts in only two proposed commercial spaces accessible from the sidewalk. This design does
not fit well with the desires of the existing community members. Especially when tourists,
residents, and the neighborhood workforce desire safe streets, street frontages provide
improvements, not more barriers and hazards.

 

This Religious Institution proposes 3 floors of space with offices and restrooms; community
members have questions about this out of proportion configuration when much-needed low-
income housing could be added to at least one level of the Religious Institution.

 

The massing of the site to 150 feet in an 80 foot NOMSUD again is out of character for the
neighborhood. Preserving the North of Market SUD guidelines is very important to our
community since no real community benefits have been made public to the community to
garner support.

 

Then there is Shannon Alley, a hope for change through many community activists who have
positively impacted Shannon Alley. Only the upper half near Geary Street is attended to by the
Union Square BID regularly based on their management plan and business/property owners'
management plan and services. The lower half of Shannon Alley near O'Farrell Street is



visibly neglected by the Church or any other entity charged with cleaning up the Alley. The
sidewalks in San Francisco are the responsibility of the property owner.

 

Community members are concerned about the murals on Shannon Alley. The proposed
development will impact this area for two years during construction. Which mitigation efforts
are being made by the project sponsor to minimize noise pollution, air pollution, new traffic
impacts, and sidewalk blockage. Structural improvements will make it impossible for future
projects, workshops, and walking tours to be held by the community.

 

Another concern for Shannon Alley is the impact of parking and driveway access onto
Shannon Alley, which will increase the traffic flow. The development's lobby entrance will
also be on O'Farrell Street, which adds even more traffic with package deliveries, maintenance
calls, taxis, rideshare pick-up, and bicycle parking. Shannon Alley is currently one-way traffic
from Geary Street to O'Farrell Streets. Now the large impacts from the 40,000 for hire cars
now on San Francisco streets are presently rushing to pick up as many passengers as possible
by disregarding the DMV rules.

 

It is evident to the community that this small congregation of less than 2 dozen members.
Cannot multiply into a proposed 200 new church facility, which then becomes a question
about community benefit for whom. We would love to hear an actual action plan on how the
Church will attract new followers and what programs will be open to the community.

 

Community members are also concern about the blocking off of the sidewalks during
construction. Forcing pedestrians to walk into oncoming traffic on both O'Farrell Street and
Jones Streets. Both streets are highly traveled corridors. With more than 40,000 cars for hire
on San Francisco streets with no real regulations. Pedestrian safety-critical and measures are
needed to protect safe passage during both day and night time hours.

 

More critical talks with this Developer, Church, nearby residents, property owners, and the
community at large need to happen. Instead of seeing the project sponsors rush 450 O'Farrell
Street Development directly to the Planning Commission without real community outreach.
On December 11, 2020, community outreach started for a Planning Commission hearing
scheduled on January 7, 2021. Know these dates leaves little options for various
community members to request a continuance. Many stakeholders will be unavailable
during the holidays. Tenderloin deserves proper outreach instead of seeing neglect by project
sponsors.

 

We also would like to point out we have held community meetings on 450 O'Farrell Street for
years. With communications with many community members since 2005 about issues



concerning this location.

 

The Fifth Church of Christ Scientist in 2012 assured community members they would work on
creating a drug-free community around their property. After that promise, for the next three
years period, they had 343 police citations recorded.

 

In 2013, the city of San Francisco launched Open311, a mobile app that allows residents to
easily report public disorder like loitering, dirty sidewalks, or vandalism by snapping a photo
and sending their location. The app can feel altruistic; residents, for example, can report the
whereabouts of homeless people who seem to require assistance. But some worry that the
dispatches can result in unnecessary citations or harassment. And while broken-windows
policing remains controversial, a 2015 poll suggested that it's still primarily accepted by the
general public, so when people see something, they’re likely to say something. After the app
launched, 311 calls increased throughout the city, and one study showed that gentrifying
neighborhoods saw a disproportionate spike, such as the Tenderloin.

 

This year, Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco celebrates 23 years of community
organizing and improving renters' lives in San Francisco.

 

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to comment on 450-470 O'Farrell Street, 532 Jones
Street Project. Should you or any of the Planning Commissioners have any questions, please
do not hesitate to contact me directly at tac_s_f@yahoo.com.

 

 

Sincerely,

 

 

 

 

Michael Nulty

Co-Founder / Program Director

Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco
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Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco
P.O. Box 420846; 
San Francisco, CA 94142-0846
415-339-8327 Voice / 415-820-1565 Fax
http://15thanniversarytac.blogspot.com/
http://tenantassociationscoalition.blogspot.com/
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/TenantAssociationsCoalition/
Serving San Francisco since September, 1997
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 292 Eureka st variance
Date: Monday, December 21, 2020 8:39:13 AM

Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
                             

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely.
Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Rosen, Clark <Clark.Rosen@ucsf.edu>
Sent: Saturday, December 19, 2020 11:29 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC)
<stephanie.cisneros@sfgov.org>
Subject: 292 Eureka st variance

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

Regarding variance request at the above address. Record # 2020-006045CUA/VAR

I am strongly opposed to the request for a variance from the rear yard requirements.  I live and own property on this
street and feel strongly that the city rules and regulations should be respected in their entirety. I fully support
planning code section 134 and hope that it is abided by without variance. Please let me know if there is any other to
demonstrate my support for the planning code. Thank you.

Clark Rosen
4537 20th street
SF CA 94114

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org


From: Fung, Frank (CPC)
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT);

JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)
Subject: Re: CPC Calendars for December 24 & 31
Date: Friday, December 18, 2020 4:32:14 PM

Have a relaxing holiday

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2020 2:28:32 PM
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>; CTYPLN -
SENIOR MANAGERS <CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT)
<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; YANG, AUSTIN (CAT) <Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: CPC Calendars for December 24 & 31
 
Commissioners,

Attached are your Calendars for December 24th and 31st. Again, congratulations on a successful
2020.
 
Enjoy the Holiday Break!
 
Cheers,
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON IMPORTANCE OF MOVING FORWARD WITH REOPENING

PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Date: Friday, December 18, 2020 12:54:19 PM
Attachments: 12.18.20 Public Schools.pdf

 
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, December 18, 2020 at 12:51 PM
To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON IMPORTANCE OF
MOVING FORWARD WITH REOPENING PUBLIC SCHOOLS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, December 18, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON IMPORTANCE OF MOVING

FORWARD WITH REOPENING PUBLIC SCHOOLS
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today released the following statement
following an announcement from the San Francisco Unified School District that there is not
sufficient time to complete bargaining in order to reopen any school sites on January 25th.
This most recent impasse in negotiations comes following new demands from the labor union
on December 15th regarding health and safety requirement that go above and beyond the
Department of Public Health’s guidance.
 
“It is infuriating that our schools are not going to reopen for in-person learning in January. I
can’t imagine how hard this is for our families and for our young people who haven’t been in
the classroom since March and are falling further behind every single day. We should not be
creating a false choice between education and a safe return to classrooms. As a society, we
have a responsibility to educate our children, and safety is embedded in that responsibility. We
can do both. We must do both.
 
Right now we are in a surge that requires us to stay home and stop the spread, but when we get
through this difficult moment, we need to be ready to get our students in the classroom the
moment our public health officials say we can. We can’t create unrealistic standards for in-
person learning that aren’t even recommended by the Department of Public Health. I
understand the concerns of some of our teachers who are in the vulnerable population, and we

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, December 18, 2020 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org  
 


*** STATEMENT *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON IMPORTANCE OF MOVING 


FORWARD WITH REOPENING PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today released the following statement 
following an announcement from the San Francisco Unified School District that there is not 
sufficient time to complete bargaining in order to reopen any school sites on January 25th. This 
most recent impasse in negotiations comes following new demands from the labor union on 
December 15th regarding health and safety requirement that go above and beyond the 
Department of Public Health’s guidance. 
 
“It is infuriating that our schools are not going to reopen for in-person learning in January. I can’t 
imagine how hard this is for our families and for our young people who haven’t been in the 
classroom since March and are falling further behind every single day. We should not be creating 
a false choice between education and a safe return to classrooms. As a society, we have a 
responsibility to educate our children, and safety is embedded in that responsibility. We can do 
both. We must do both. 
 
Right now we are in a surge that requires us to stay home and stop the spread, but when we get 
through this difficult moment, we need to be ready to get our students in the classroom the 
moment our public health officials say we can. We can’t create unrealistic standards for in-
person learning that aren’t even recommended by the Department of Public Health. I understand 
the concerns of some of our teachers who are in the vulnerable population, and we should listen 
to them. But let’s be honest: San Francisco’s public health officials have been among the most 
conservative in the country in terms of reopening. When they say our schools can start opening 
again, our kids should be in the classroom the next day. 
 
And we have data that shows our kids and teachers can return to the classroom. Under the 
guidance of the Department of Public Health, our City’s 78 Community Hubs and 91 private and 
parochial schools across the City have been open for in-person learning for months and have not 
experienced any outbreaks. Even now, during this latest surge, the worst we’ve had, there have 
been no outbreaks. None of this is easy, but by following health protocols we can create safe 
environments that help us mitigate the spread of this virus and give our kids the learning 
environment they so badly need.  
 
The City has been providing staffing and resources to help with our public school reopening, and 
we will continue to do so. But to open our schools next year, SFUSD and our educators have to 
do the work and planning right now. That means working through the holidays to get this done. 
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The City stands ready to help move this process forward. We cannot give up on getting our kids 
safely back in school. Nothing matters more.” 
 


### 







should listen to them. But let’s be honest: San Francisco’s public health officials have been
among the most conservative in the country in terms of reopening. When they say our schools
can start opening again, our kids should be in the classroom the next day.
 
And we have data that shows our kids and teachers can return to the classroom. Under the
guidance of the Department of Public Health, our City’s 78 Community Hubs and 91 private
and parochial schools across the City have been open for in-person learning for months and
have not experienced any outbreaks. Even now, during this latest surge, the worst we’ve had,
there have been no outbreaks. None of this is easy, but by following health protocols we can
create safe environments that help us mitigate the spread of this virus and give our kids the
learning environment they so badly need. 
 
The City has been providing staffing and resources to help with our public school reopening,
and we will continue to do so. But to open our schools next year, SFUSD and our educators
have to do the work and planning right now. That means working through the holidays to get
this done. The City stands ready to help move this process forward. We cannot give up on
getting our kids safely back in school. Nothing matters more.”
 

###
 



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

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Feeney, Claire (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2265 McKinnon Avenue
Date: Friday, December 18, 2020 9:43:00 AM
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Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Sean Karlin <sean.karlin@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2020 8:33 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2265 McKinnon Avenue
 

 

Dear Planning Commission - 
 
As a long-time resident of the Bayview, I am concerned that on top of radioactive materials
dumped at the shipyard (which turned that space into a superfund site), two major
freeways with mass particle emissions, and the myriad industrial businesses that have
closed or moved away – but left the waste products like heavy metals and machine oils
behind – the planning commission is once again considering the southeast neighborhoods
as the regional dumping ground for hazardous waste. In the face of a city-wide housing
crisis, how can we continue to treat communities like the Bayview, Bernal Heights,
Dogpatch, Potrero, Visitation Valley and Portola, as second class communities with so much
new housing development already taking place here?  
 
Even as we review this request Rec and Parks, Build Inc, Lennar, The Navy, The Power
Station, and other developers are busy spending tens of millions to clean up the last
generations industrial mess. 
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https://sfplanning.org/covid-19








On top of this we do not even know which hazardous waste is being planned for this site.
That should be disclosed. Remember the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), was
created to protect our communities. Not exempted except in extreme circumstances.
 
The trend in this city should be towards creating a clean, healthy environment, for people
to live in, not more waste sites.
 
Thank you,
Sean Karlin  
800 Innes Ave. #9
SF. CA. 94124
m.415.265.8691 
 
 
 



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Hearing Record Number: 2020-006608CUA
Date: Friday, December 18, 2020 8:28:30 AM
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Importance: High

 
 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

                                   
 
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 

From: Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, December 18, 2020 8:10 AM
To: Wong, Jason (DPW) <jason.c.wong1@sfdpw.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Ryan, James (DPW) <james.ryan@sfdpw.org>
Cc: Spitz, Jeremy (DPW) <Jeremy.Spitz@sfdpw.org>; Duran, Vanessa (DPW) <vanessa.duran@sfdpw.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Feeney, Claire (CPC) <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: RE: Hearing Record Number: 2020-006608CUA
Importance: High
 
Jason,
I apologize for the delayed response. Here was my response to this question back on June 25:
 
“I’m not an expert on electronic signature verification/security. So this could open up a real box of worms without adequate forethought. I’d prefer to consult with the City Attorney’s Office before making any final decision, but my preference would be to avoid using electronic signatures unless we develop very clear guidelines. Do we know if any other government agencies/officials
in SF are current accepting electronic signatures?”
 
I wasn’t involved in any other follow up or conversations on this issue after this email, so I don’t know if there was any resolution at that time. I’m copying Kate Stacy from the City Attorney’s Office. Kate, do you know if this issue has already been reviewed by your office? I can be flexible today if you time to discuss. Just let me know. Thanks.  
 
Corey A. Teague, AICP, LEED AP
Zoning Administrator
 
Zoning & Compliance Division
San Francisco Planning
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628-652-7328 | sfplanning.org  
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
IN ORDER FOR US TO MOVE, OUR OFFICE WILL BE CLOSED WITH NO ACCESS TO PHONES OR E-MAIL ON THURSDAY, AUGUST 13 and FRIDAY, AUGUST 14, 2020. WE APPRECIATE YOUR PATIENCE.
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.

 

From: Wong, Jason (DPW) <jason.c.wong1@sfdpw.org> 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 2:20 PM
To: Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Ryan, James (DPW) <james.ryan@sfdpw.org>
Cc: Spitz, Jeremy (DPW) <Jeremy.Spitz@sfdpw.org>; Duran, Vanessa (DPW) <vanessa.duran@sfdpw.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Feeney, Claire (CPC) <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Hearing Record Number: 2020-006608CUA
 
Hello Aaron and Corey,
I think we slightly touched this topic of digital signatures back in June.  I do not have an issue with digital signatures but I will defer to James Ryan for final approval on the PW side.  Just for this CUA appeal, please let me know if digital signatures are good to go.
 
In addition, going back to conversation back in June, what would I check for in terms of security of the signature(s)?
 
 
James,
Are you okay with the applicants submitting digital signatures for CUA appeal?  Please let me know soon as CUA will have a deadline.  As a side note, SFPW receives the digital version of the signatures.  The applicants do not submit paper copies, only pdf via email.  All CUA appeals are routed through the SFBOS to us.
 
Thank you,
Jason Wong
Survey Assistant
    Bureau of Street-use and Mapping  |  San Francisco Public Works  |  City and County of San Francisco 
    49 South Van Ness, Suite 900  |  San Francisco, CA 94103  |  (628) 271-2646  |  sfpublicworks.org · Subdivisions & Mapping
 

From: Imran Chaudhri <imran@mac.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 1:44 PM
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>
Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Spitz, Jeremy (DPW) <Jeremy.Spitz@sfdpw.org>; Wong, Jason (DPW) <jason.c.wong1@sfdpw.org>; Duran, Vanessa (DPW) <vanessa.duran@sfdpw.org>; Ryan, James (DPW) <james.ryan@sfdpw.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Feeney, Claire (CPC)
<claire.feeney@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Hearing Record Number: 2020-006608CUA
 
Thank you, Lisa.
 
It would be good to understand if we can indeed use electronic signatures given the health emergency. 
 
A few of us in the neighbourhood met this weekend to discuss a plan and it was clear that many neighbours would prefer electronic signature for safety reasons.
 
We can of course ensure that signees list their address when signing to ensure they are within 300 feet.
 
Thank you,
 
Imran Chaudhri, Neighbours of Beaumont Avenue & Jordan Park
 

On Dec 14, 2020, at 11:07 AM, BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> wrote:
 
Hi Imran,
 
In accordance with Planning Code, Section 308.1, the notice of appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the date of the Planning Commission’s decision, which normally occurs on a Thursday. If the 30th day falls on a Saturday, Sunday or holiday, the appeal may be filed before 5:00 p.m. on the next business day.
 

For Planning Commission case number 2020-006608CUA pertaining to 3407 Geary Boulevard, the hearing was held on December 10, 2020. 30 days from December 10th is January 9, 2021, since January 9th lands on a Saturday, the deadline is extended to the next business day Monday, January 11, 2021 at 5:00 p.m. would be the deadline for this case.
 
As for obtaining electronic signatures in lieu of wet signatures from property owners due to the current health emergency, I am deferring this to the Public Works and Planning Department whom are copied to see what their policy would be this.
 
Best,
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services. 
<image001.png>    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office
regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or
copy.

 

From: imran <imran@mac.com> 
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2020 4:41 PM
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Feeney, Claire (CPC) <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Hearing Record Number: 2020-006608CUA
 
Thank you for your response, Lisa and Claire.  
 
We really appreciate the guidance.
As we prepare to file the appeal,  it would be helpful to know two things:
 
1: Given the health order, would it be acceptable to collect signatures electronically?
 
2: What is the deadline?
 
Thank you,
 
Imran Chaudhri & Neighbours of Beaumont Avenue. 
 
On Dec 11, 2020, at 10:23 AM, BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> wrote:

 

 
Dear Imran Chaudhri,
 
Thank you for your interest in an appeal filing.  For additional information regarding a Conditional Use Authorization appeal filing please follow this link for filing procedures and instructions.
 
Due to the current health emergency crisis we have the following options to file an appeal:
 

1.  Electronically: Send appeal filing with supporting documents to bos.legislation@sfgov.org by the close of business of the filing deadline. The filing fee of $665 made payable to the San Francisco Planning Department must be received via mail (see below for mailing address) or in-person (see below for in-person appointment) to our office by the close
of business of the filing deadline. In the event a fee waiver is applicable, we would still require a filing fee, once the waiver is approved the check will be returned uncashed.

 
2.  Mail (USPS or Priority): Send appeal filing, filing fee, and supporting documents to:

Office of the Clerk of the Board
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
 

3.  In-person drop off: Currently City Hall is open by appointment only, contact our office at (415) 554-5184 to schedule an appointment with one of our staff members to coordinate a date and time to drop off the appeal filing in person.
 
Filing must be received in our office by the filing deadline in order to be considered timely with the above options.
 
Feel free to contact our office if there are any questions or concerns.
 
Regards,
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services. 
<image001.png>
    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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  This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Feeney, Claire (CPC) <claire.feeney@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, December 11, 2020 9:40 AM
To: Imran Chaudhri <imran@mac.com>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Hearing Record Number: 2020-006608CUA
 
Hi Imran,
Thank you for your email. In order to file an appeal you need to either:

1.  Get signatures from 5 out of the 11 of representatives on the Board of Supervisors; OR
2.  Obtain signatures from 20% of property owners within 300-ft of the site.

 
It is the responsibility of the appellant to get these signatures. Please go to the Assessor’s office to get the latest ownership information. If multiple people own a building then their signature only counts for a portion of that property.
 
The appeal itself will need to be filed with the Board of Supervisors.
 
Best,
Claire
 
 
Claire Feeney, AICP, Planner
Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7313 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
IN ORDER FOR US TO MOVE, OUR OFFICE WILL BE CLOSED WITH NO ACCESS TO PHONES OR E-MAIL ON THURSDAY, AUGUST 13 and FRIDAY, AUGUST 14, 2020. WE APPRECIATE YOUR PATIENCE.  
 
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.
 

From: Imran Chaudhri <imran@mac.com> 
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2020 9:50 PM
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>
Cc: Feeney, Claire (CPC) <claire.feeney@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Hearing Record Number: 2020-006608CUA
 

 
Hello 

This response is regarding today’s planning hearing for 3407 Geary to open an cannabis retail establishment.

I and my neighbours on Beaumont Avenue unable to attend today’s hearing STRONGLY deny support the application of Canna Club and would like to appeal today’s approval.

Our concern is born out of various studies that look into the effect of opening cannabis dispensaries in neighbourhoods and those finding show a consistent increase in crime and a decrease in property values.
 
Legal marijuana stores lead to increases in property crime
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2017/04/170427130750.htm

The Impact of Recreational Marijuana Dispensaries on Property Values
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//lin-
tian.github.io/files/pot_mar20.pdf&g=ODEzY2RhOGM2MTdlYzYyNQ==&h=ZTJiZGQwNDQ4Zjk4ZDE3ZmY5NTZjY2NmNDhjYTY4MTBhN2IyY2YyODkyZGE0YWFlMzBhZWFiYTEwNTdiMTg1Ng==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjgxMjMwZmRmOGExNDk0ZGM1MjM1NDFjYTA1ZWQ5MTc0OnYx

The impacts of marijuana dispensary density and neighborhood ecology on marijuana abuse and dependence
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?
o=https%3A//www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4536157/&g=YTYxNzY4OGVmY2Q2NzQ4NA==&h=YjM2NzRlNjdiMjg1N2E5OTc4NTJmYzJlZDIzZmFiNzk4OGY4YTc3MGZhM2Q1NGM1ZTViYzUzNGE5OWRiMzQ1NQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjgxMjMwZmRmOGExNDk0ZGM1MjM1NDFjYTA1ZWQ5MTc0OnYx

Legal marijuana stores lead to increases in property crime
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?
o=https%3A//www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2017/04/170427130750.htm&g=N2NlZDk1NTk3ZWQ3NDE4ZQ==&h=MmVmZDQxZjEzNjQ4MzhmY2UzNjZhMjQ1NjQyNzQ1NjQ4NDQ5Zjg0MmY5YjQxYjA3ZjgyMzJjMTZlMmQyMzM5Zg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjgxMjMwZmRmOGExNDk0ZGM1MjM1NDFjYTA1ZWQ5MTc0OnYx
 
We strongly feel that opening such an establishment in our family oriented neighbourhood would adversely effect our homes and safety and therefor would like to appeal today’s decision.
 
Thank you.

imran Chaudhri & Neighbours of Beaumont Avenue

 

mailto:claire.feeney@sfgov.org
mailto:imran@mac.com
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.sfassessor.org/&g=ZmJkNTE1MjJhNTkxZTg1Yg==&h=YTMxOTBlYjg2MDM4MThmODFiZTEwODYwMTNmYjc4NDZmMjVkOGYwZjRiNzhkMDg0MGZhNTMxNDhmN2EyMzc1ZA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmNlNWQ2NmIxNjBlNGQzZDRlMGE0MWNhYTU2OWI4MjQ3OnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//sfbos.org/&g=MWU4ZDgxYmRiYzcxYmY5Mg==&h=NjBhMTllMWI4YTgyOGMxNGE1NmVkMjU4MjQ3YmY5MmNhZWQ4MzNjNzlkYzgzYmUxY2NhMjU4Zjc0Nzg1NzEzMQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmNlNWQ2NmIxNjBlNGQzZDRlMGE0MWNhYTU2OWI4MjQ3OnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//www.sfplanning.org/&g=ZGRkZmJjNGExM2NmOTA4MQ==&h=MGYzOTQ3YWYzNWRmMzNhNDQxNWU5ZWIzYzJmNTUxOTM5MjE0YjM4MjAxZGQwMjhiZmIxOTliOGJiYmQ4NTUzNw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmNlNWQ2NmIxNjBlNGQzZDRlMGE0MWNhYTU2OWI4MjQ3OnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=http%3A//propertymap.sfplanning.org/&g=MWRhMjc3YmQ2MzZlZDNlOA==&h=MzcxMDQyYTY2Y2RkYmM1Nzg2YTQxOThhOTJlZDIzM2VjMDYxODZhN2VkZWZkNTEyNzZiOTc4NzBkM2RhMDFiMQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmNlNWQ2NmIxNjBlNGQzZDRlMGE0MWNhYTU2OWI4MjQ3OnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//sfplanning.org/staff-directory&g=ZjFhYzgxMTVlZjdhZmQ0Ng==&h=MzYwMDJhNzZiOTAzODNhZTg1NTcwNTI3MjdkYTQ4NWRhNmRjN2E0ZDM4ZTRjZWNkZGJhYWQxODBhNzQzYTQ5NA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmNlNWQ2NmIxNjBlNGQzZDRlMGE0MWNhYTU2OWI4MjQ3OnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//sfplanning.org/node/1978&g=NjBjOWQ5YzM2NDNkNjRhMQ==&h=MDExNDRiYmZkYzdkM2Y3YWM0M2Q5Mzk2YzQ3MzJlOWUyNjk0NjIyMjk4YzcxYzI2ZGViN2ViOGUyMDE4NDgyNg==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmNlNWQ2NmIxNjBlNGQzZDRlMGE0MWNhYTU2OWI4MjQ3OnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//sfplanning.org/node/1964&g=MTU4OTg2NDY0ZjhkYzhkMQ==&h=OTNhYzMzMGJmNjAxYzU1YzkwMDM3YjE1YWQxN2JkNmIzY2UzOTJhMDQ0YzM2MTNkMjBiNmQ3YmJmYzY3ZDYxYw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmNlNWQ2NmIxNjBlNGQzZDRlMGE0MWNhYTU2OWI4MjQ3OnYx
mailto:imran@mac.com
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
mailto:claire.feeney@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2017/04/170427130750.htm&g=MzBlMWZiNjU4YzBiYmUxZQ==&h=MzBjNDc0ZDJjNTk5MzkyMTUyNjVmY2Y2M2UwYjRkMzk5YjM3NTU3ODNmNDA1ZTQyNjMzOWNlOGEwMDAyZDkzOQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzNjVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOjgxMjMwZmRmOGExNDk0ZGM1MjM1NDFjYTA1ZWQ5MTc0OnYx
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From: Son, Chanbory (CPC)
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Cc: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)
Subject: FW: Notification of Better Market Street Addendum
Date: Thursday, December 17, 2020 2:56:50 PM
Attachments: Addendum to EIR_Better Market Street_2014.0012EIA.pdf

Notice of Availability of an Addendum_Better Market Street_2014.0012EIA.pdf

Commissioners,
Please see attached.
 
Thank you, 
Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary 
Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning Department  
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020:  
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103  
Direct: 628.652.7346 | sfplanning.org  
San Francisco Property Information Map  
IN ORDER FOR US TO MOVE, OUR OFFICE WILL BE CLOSED WITH NO ACCESS TO PHONES OR E-MAIL ON THURSDAY, AUGUST 13 and
FRIDAY, AUGUST 14, 2020. WE APPRECIATE YOUR PATIENCE.  
Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by
e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find
more information on our services here. 

  
 

From: Delumo, Jenny (CPC) <jenny.delumo@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2020 2:44 PM
To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>
Subject: Notification of Better Market Street Addendum
 
Hello Chan,
 
The Planning Department issued an addendum to the certified Environmental Impact Report for the
Better Market Street project. The notification of an addendum and the addendum are attached.
 
Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code requires the ERO to notify the any boards or commissions
that will carry out or approve the project or individuals and organizations that commented on the
project. In compliance with this, can you please distribute the attached documents to the Planning
Commission and Historic Planning Commission?
 
Kind regards,
 
Jenny Delumo, AICP (she/hers)
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning Division
Transportation Review Team Lead
 
Note: I am out of the office 12/21-12/31
 
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER AS OF AUGUST 17, 2020:
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7568 | sfplanning.org

mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/resources/2019-02/467-bbn.pdf
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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ADDENDUM TO AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(ADDENDUM-2) 
Date: December 16, 2020 


Case No.: 2014.0012EIA 


Project Title: Better Market Street Project 


Zoning: Various 


Block/Lot: Various 


Lot Size: Various 


Project Sponsor: San Francisco Department of Public Works 


 Cristina Olea – (628)-271-2454  


 Cristina.c.olea@sfdpw.org 


Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 


Staff Contact: Jenny Delumo – (628) 652-7568 


 jenny.delumo@sfgov.org 


Introduction 


The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the final environmental impact report (EIR) on the Better 


Market Street Project on October 10, 2019, San Francisco Public Works (Public Works) approved the project on 


October 11, 2019 (Order No. 202018), and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) approved 


the project on October 15, 2019 (Resolution No. 191015-131). At this time, the project sponsor is proposing 


changes to the approved project’s design (proposed changes) compared to what was analyzed in the EIR. 


Consistent with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15164, this addendum to the EIR 


describes and analyzes the potential environmental effects of the proposed changes to the Better Market Street 


Project (project). As presented below, this addendum concludes that the proposed changes to the approved 


project would not (1) result in any new significant environmental impacts, (2) result in a substantial increase in 


the severity of impacts previously identified in the EIR, or (3) require the adoption of any new or considerably 


different mitigation measures from those included in the EIR. 
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Project Description – Approved Project 


Public Works, the project sponsor, in coordination with project partners (the Citywide Planning Division of the 


San Francisco Planning Department and SFMTA), will redesign and provide a program of transportation and 


streetscape improvements to a 2.2-mile-long corridor along Market Street through downtown San Francisco. The 


project corridor primarily encompasses Market Street between Steuart Street and Octavia Boulevard. The project 


corridor also includes portions of streets that intersect Market Street, four off-corridor intersections, and the 


entirety of Charles J. Brenham Place. The project corridor also includes the portion of Valencia Street between 


Market Street and McCoppin Street and the portion of McAllister Street between Market Street and Charles J. 


Brenham Place. 


The approved project will introduce changes to the roadway configuration as well as private vehicle access, 


traffic signals, surface transit (including San Francisco Municipal Railway— [Muni-] only lanes, stop spacing and 


service, stop locations, stop characteristics, and infrastructure), bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, 


streetscapes, commercial and passenger loading, vehicular parking, and utilities. The approved project will 


implement a new bi-directional F Market & Wharves historic streetcar (F-Line) track loop (F-loop) on Charles J. 


Brenham Place and McAllister Street. New F-loop tracks will be constructed in the roadway to give F-Line 


surface-running streetcars additional opportunities to switch from running westbound (outbound) to running 


eastbound (inbound) using the new loop and vice versa. The approved project will also change traffic 


configurations on adjacent streets intersecting Market Street to both the north and south. In addition to the 


approved project, the project sponsor considered and approved one project variant to the project: the Western 


Variant. This variant is located within a portion of the same corridor as the project but included slightly different 


improvements compared to the project. The Western Variant, as part of the approved project, would include the 


approximately 0.6-mile portion of Market Street between Octavia Boulevard and a point approximately 300 feet 


east of the Hayes and Market Street intersection.   


The project corridor is entirely within public land. The majority of the various project elements would be 


implemented within the operational public right-of-way, which is largely under the jurisdiction of the project 


sponsor and SFMTA. The project will not be located on or directly affect industrial parcels or reported hazardous 


materials sites. Implementation of the project and the project variant will require numerous state and local 


reviews, permits, and approvals, including the following: approval of sidewalk legislation, approval of 


construction-period encroachment permits, and approval of changes to each affected bus route/streetcar line 


and stop location, among others listed in the EIR project description. 


The EIR described project construction to start in 2020, with work divided between up to seven separate 


multiple-block segments of Market Street. Work will continue for at least a six-year period (and, potentially, up to 


14 years), including inactive periods.   
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CEQA Environmental Review Process 


Final EIR 


The EIR for the approved project, certified on October 10, 2019, consists of two documents: the EIR, 


published on February 27, 20191, and the Responses to Comments (RTC) document, published on September 


23, 20192. The EIR described and analyzed the project as proposed at that time (2019) and included an 


analysis of alternatives to the project. The RTC document described and analyzed the “revised proposed 


project,” a refined version of the previously proposed project developed by the project sponsor in 2019. 


Following certification of the EIR, Public Works approved the project and the project variant described and 


analyzed in the RTC document on October 11, 2019, and SFMTA approved the project and the project variant 


on October 15, 2019. 


EIR Addendum 


CEQA Guidelines section 15164 states that the lead agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously 


certified EIR if the project sponsor needs to make changes or additions to a project and if certain conditions 


are met. These conditions are based on CEQA Guidelines section 15162, which specifies the conditions that 


require preparation of a subsequent EIR. If none of the conditions described in section 15162 that call for 


preparation of a subsequent EIR occur, then an EIR addendum is the appropriate document for changes to a 


project. Specifically, an EIR addendum is appropriate if none of the following three conditions occurs: 


1. Substantial changes to the project are proposed that will require major revision of the EIR due to new 


significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 


significant effects; 


2. Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being 


undertaken that will require major revision to the EIR due to new significant environmental effects or a 


substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; 


3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known at 


the time the EIR was certified as complete, has become available. 


The department prepared this addendum to the certified EIR for the Better Market Street Project. It describes the 


proposed changes to the approved project and then analyzes the potential environmental effects of those 


changes in comparison to the environmental impacts identified in the EIR. It explains why the proposed changes 


to the approved project (1) would not result in any new significant environmental impacts, (2) would not result in 


 
1  Draft Environmental Impact Report, San Francisco Planning Department. 2019. Available at: https://sfplanning.org/project/better-


market-street-environmental-review-process#info 
2  Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, San Francisco Planning. 2019. Available at: 


https://sfplanning.org/project/better-market-street-environmental-review-process#info  
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a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified environmental impacts, and (3) would not require 


the adoption of any new or considerably different mitigation measures or alternatives. 


Proposed Changes to the Approved Project 


Since certification of the final environmental impact report (EIR) on October 10, 2019, the project sponsor has 


proposed changes to the approved project. These proposed changes to modify the construction phasing and 


other minor changes to the design are described in detail below, after a background discussion on the proposed 


changes. Additions to the project corridor are shown on Figure 1. 
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Proposed Additions to Project Corridor and Overhead Contact System Poles
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Background 


The SFMTA implemented elements of the approved project in January 2020, including private vehicle access 


restrictions, changes to traffic signal timing, addition of cross-street loading zones, intersection changes for 


bicycles and pedestrians, and the conversion of transit-only lanes to Muni-only lanes and extension of Muni-only 


lanes. The SFMTA implemented these changes through its quick build program.3  


The quick build changes met some of the project’s mobility objectives of the approved project through low-cost 


improvements without major construction activities. The quick build components immediately increased transit 


travel times and improved safety and comfort of sustainable transportation modes. For example, the number of 


people bicycling increased by 25 percent4 during the peak hour.  


In March 2020, less than two months after quick build implementation, the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in 


shelter-in-place orders in San Francisco and beyond. The resulting effects has led to substantial changes in 


economic activity resulting in declines in transit ridership, and changes to the transportation system, including 


transit service. The long-term effects of the pandemic on the economy and transportation system are uncertain.  


Public Works and the SFMTA are now proposing modifications in project scope beyond what was analyzed in the 


EIR. The proposed modifications are intended to address short-term funding challenges due to economic 


uncertainty brought about by the pandemic and to minimize impacts to businesses during the pandemic. 


Additionally, these proposed modifications address the capacity constraints of the raised bikeways at sidewalk 


level capacity in relation to the number of people bicycling along Market Street following quick build 


implementation.  


Nevertheless, the project objectives identified in the EIR have not changed and Public Works intends to build out 


the elements of the approved project as described in the EIR when funding becomes available (e.g., the raised 


bikeways at sidewalk level). Thus, this addendum considers project changes as construction related and 


temporary and other project changes are permanent operational changes, as described further below. The 


proposed changes to the approved project would not preclude the implementation of major elements of the 


approved project as described in the EIR (e.g., the raised bikeways at sidewalk level).   


Construction and Other Temporary Changes  


Under the approved project analyzed in the EIR, it was anticipated that project construction would follow a 


phased approach. Construction was expected to commence in 2020 occurring at up to seven location-specific 


segments of multiple blocks along Market Street over at least a six-year period (and, potentially, up to 14 years), 


including inactive periods. Construction of each multi-block segment would include the following four primary 


 
3  The SFMTA implemented permanent changes to the quick build program under SFMTA Order numbers 6194 (signed January 1, 2020), 


6171 (signed October 9, 2019), and 6219 (signed February 6, 2020). These orders consisted of changes to the location and size of color 


curb designations, including commercial and passenger loading, tow-away-zones, and on-street parking, on side streets in the Better 


Market Street project corridor. The EIR (draft EIR pp. 4.B-83 to 4.B-90) analyzed the project making color curb designation changes on 


side streets. The changes implemented under the above mentioned SFMTA project order are consistent with the potential changes to 


side street curb designations analyzed in the EIR and are not further discussed in this addendum.    
4  SFMTA, data collected on Market between 9th and 10th, January 2019-March 2020. 
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stages: Center Lane and Rail Track Replacement Stage, Outside/Curbside Lanes Stage, Sidewalks Stage, and 


Intersections Stage (draft EIR, p. 2-70 to 2-71).  


The EIR noted that “Because construction would depend on the availability of funding and other factors, 


including methods for construction scheduling, restrictions on construction operations, and the extent of utility 


replacement/relocation, a detailed plan for segmentation of project construction would need to be developed 


closer to the time of construction (during final project design).” (draft EIR p. 2-72) The EIR analyzed the potential 


construction impacts based on the preliminary information described in draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. 


The project with the proposed changes would be constructed with the same overall phased approach, using 


circumscribed construction segments, as described in general terms in the EIR. This addendum clarifies what is 


meant by “segment” and also clarifies that construction is now scheduled to commence in 2021, instead of 2020 


as described in the EIR. 


Construction of the project would specifically be divided into two types of segments:  


• Roadway segment: work from curbline to curbline within the roadway, as a specific number of city 


blocks between two named intersections, including intersections within that segment. Roadway 


segments comprise lane work and track replacement. 


• Sidewalk segment: work from each curbline to the outer limits of the public right-of-way. Sidewalk 


segments comprise all work above the level of the roadway on curbs and sidewalks. 


Work in a roadway on a segment may extend along a different set of city blocks than concurrent work on a 


sidewalk segment. However, separation between two active (containing sustained, ongoing construction) 


roadway segments or two active sidewalk segments would be as described in the EIR, generally up to three 


blocks long (draft EIR p. 2-72). Each roadway segment and sidewalk segment would be planned so as to require 


approximately one year of active construction per segment, consistent with the assumptions in the EIR (draft EIR 


p. 2-72). 


Dividing the project into these two types of segments would enable project construction to address site 


conditions in terms of intensity of use of public spaces or by different modes of transportation (pedestrian, 


bicyclist, transit, taxi or commercial vehicle) as they may exist at varying locations within the project area and at 


varying times during the lifespan of project construction – up to 14 years, as stated in the EIR – for which 


construction is contemplated (draft EIR p. 2-72). This construction approach provides flexibility as future 


conditions may evolve along the corridor. As examples, people may change their behavior as it relates to the 


transportation systems and public spaces along the corridor due to the coronavirus pandemic, which is present 


at the time of this addendum, and the economy may recover differently due to the pandemic. 


The EIR established that only transit and paratransit would be allowed on areas of Market Street undergoing 


roadway reconstruction. The availability of additional capacity of streets used for temporary rerouting of transit 


and paratransit (e.g., Mission Street and streets connecting Market and Mission streets) would be a factor in 


determining the length of each roadway segment on Market Street. The longer the segment of street (to be used 


for rerouting), the longer the corresponding segment of Market Street may be. 
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The project sponsor would consider economic conditions and intensity of use as factors in establishing the 


length of sidewalk segments comprising construction of elements related to the sidewalk construction stage, 


including the replacement of the Path of Gold poles, large-scale sidewalk reconstruction and replacement, 


construction of raised bikeways at sidewalk-level, and upgrades and relocation of curb lane transit stops. While 


these conditions could be in place for the duration of the project’s construction (i.e., up to 14 years including 


periods of inactivity under the potentially realistic, worst case scenario analyzed in the EIR), all sidewalk brick 


would be replaced by the end of the overall project construction period. 


Currently, retail businesses along Market Street are assumed to be severely affected by the social distancing and 


shelter-in-place requirements due to the pandemic, and the demolition and reconstruction of the entire 


pedestrian area fronting these businesses is assumed to exacerbate this economic stress. For that reason, work 


on the sidewalk segment of the portion of Market Street initially proposed for construction (generally between 


Fifth and Eighth streets) would only occur where work in a roadway segment touches the curbline. The project's 


current, limited funding will be directed to the roadway segment along this part of Market Street and will only 


construct new curb ramps within the sidewalk segments. However, all of the sidewalk brick in the initial segment 


of Market Street would be replaced as described in the EIR once economic recovery allows for full work on the 


sidewalk segment to proceed, although no later than can be encompassed by the project's 14-year timeframe. In 


summary, the proposed changes to the approved project would allow the roadway segments to be constructed 


in different phases than the sidewalk segments. However, the roadway and sidewalk segments of all multi-block 


segments would be constructed within the worst case 14-year period, as identified in the EIR. 


While the proposed changes to the approved project would alter the phasing of construction activities, the 


proposed changes would not substantially increase the overall duration or scale of construction activities 


described in the EIR. This is because the overall construction activity at any given location along the project 


corridor with the proposed segment approach is expected to take approximately the same amount of time as it 


would if all elements of a multi-block segment was constructed at once.  


For example, construction of a multi-block segment could be expected to take three years, including periods of 


both active and inactive construction, under the construction phasing approach described in the EIR. Under the 


modified construction phasing, for that same multi-block segment, the project sponsors could complete the 


Center Lanes and Rail Track Replacement, Outside/Curbside Lanes, and Intersection stages within two years 


(including periods of both active and inactive construction) and then come back at a later phase of the overall 


project construction and complete construction of the Sidewalk Stage for that segment within one year. Thus, 


construction of a multi-block segment could still total three years, including periods of both active and inactive 


construction. Conversely, the project sponsors could construct some elements of the project on a multi-block 


segment within one year and later construct the rest of the project elements within two years, again for a total of 


three years, including periods of both active and inactive construction. In any case, construction would be 


planned to require approximately one year of active construction at any given location along the project 


corridor, consistent with the assumptions in the EIR (draft EIR p. 2-72). Thus, construction for the proposed 


changes to the approved project is anticipated to still occur within the potentially realistic, worst case 14-year 


construction period analyzed in the EIR.  
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Other temporary changes include a commercial loading zone on the south side of Market Street between 


Seventh Street and Eighth Street, to replace a similar loading zone on the same block. This loading zone would 


be removed before completion of project construction, as a loading zone will be constructed on this block in a 


different location in a later construction phase.  


Additionally, all Muni transit in the curb lane between Fifth Street and Eighth streets (Muni routes 6 


Haight/Parnassus, 7 Haight/Noriega, and 21 Hayes) would operate in the center lane until transit service levels 


no longer allow transit to operate effectively in the center lane, although transit would be able to use the curb 


lane if necessary.5 In the EIR, the 2040 scenario modeled up to 53 buses per hour in a single lane while still 


achieving transit travel time benefits. In February 2020, prior to the COVID service changes, there were 52 


buses/hour scheduled that would use the transit stops between Fifth and Eighth Streets.      


Permanent Changes  


ROADWAY CONFIGURATION 


The approved project did not include the installation of any speed tables6. As shown in Figure 2, the proposed 


changes to the approved project would include the installation of 10 new speed tables at the following locations 


on Market Street: 


• One speed table between Fifth and Mason streets in the eastbound (inbound) curbside lane,  


• One speed table between Mason and Sixth streets in the eastbound (inbound) curbside lane, 


• One speed table between Mason and Sixth streets in the westbound (outbound) curbside lane,  


• Two speed tables between Sixth and Seventh streets in the eastbound (inbound) curbside lane, 


• One speed table between McAllister Street and Charles J. Brenham Place in the westbound (outbound) 


curbside lane, 


• Two speed tables between Seventh and Eighth streets in the westbound (outbound) curbside lane, and  


• Two speed tables between Seventh and Eighth streets in the eastbound (inbound) curbside lane. 


The approved project did not include any changes to existing speed limits. The proposed changes to the 


approved project include the reduction of the speed limit on Market Street between Franklin and Steuart streets 


from 25 miles per hour (mph) to 20 mph.  


 


 
5  AC Transit is the only regional transit provider that runs service in this segment of Market Street for overnight OWL service between 


midnight at 5 AM, and they would continue to use the curb lane at this time due to the low volumes of bicycles during the hours of 


their service.     
6 Speed tables are midblock traffic-calming devices that raise the entire wheelbase of a vehicle to reduce its speed. 







Figure 2
Proposed Speed Tables
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TRAFFIC CONTROLS 


As shown in Figure 3, the proposed changes to the approved project would include the addition of required right 


turns for commercial vehicles and taxis at the following intersections: 


• Market Street, eastbound (inbound), at Eighth Street 


• Market Street, eastbound (inbound), at Sixth Street (adding trucks and taxis to an existing restriction) 


• Market Street, westbound (outbound), at Turk Street 


• Market Street Westbound (outbound) at Geary/Kearny 


With this change, only transit vehicles, emergency vehicles, and bicycles would be able to continue straight 


through the listed intersections. 


TRANSIT 


Muni Stop Locations and Characteristics 


The approved Muni transit stop spacing within the project corridor is shown in RTC Chapter 5, Draft EIR Revisions, 


Figure 2-6. The approved project also included construction of a new F-loop on the F-Line along McAllister Street 


and Charles J. Brenham Place. At Charles J. Brenham Place, the approved project included a ramp (or “mini-high”) 


on the southbound curbside transit stop to provide transit accessibility for people with disabilities. 


As shown in Figure 4, the proposed changes to the approved project would result in the following changes 


compared to the approved project: 


• Implement one inbound and one outbound boarding island on Market Street nearside of Sixth Street with 


accessible boarding ramps (“mini-high”) that would be used by the F-line and all center lane Muni lines, 


under the approved project’s service plan (F Market & Wharves, F-Short, 5 Fulton, 5R Fulton Rapid, 9 San 


Bruno, and 9R San Bruno Rapid); 


• Eliminate revenue service7 on the F-loop;  


• Eliminate the F-loop transit stop and accessible boarding ramp (“mini-high”) on the west side of Charles 


J. Brenham Place; 


• Eliminate the bus zone on the east side of Charles J. Brenham Place from Market Street to McAllister Street 


and establish a “Tow Away – No Stopping” zone in the same location; and 


• Implement an accessible boarding island on the east side of Seventh Street between Market and 


Stevenson streets that would be used by Golden Gate Transit. 


 
7 Revenue service includes operations that provide service to customers. Non-revenue operations include moves associated with 


pulling into or out of vehicle depots or operations during unplanned events such as marches or protests. 
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Figure 3
Proposed Market Street Required Right Turns (Except Transit)
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With the proposed addition of the center lane transit stop, there would be 13 center boarding island stops (seven 


inbound and six outbound) within the project corridor. In sum, the proposed changes to the approved project 


would result in one more center lane stop than the approved project. 


Infrastructure 


The approved project would replace existing overhead contact system (OCS)-only trolley poles with new steel poles 


along Market Street and on cross streets as needed to accommodate the OCS trolley wire alignment. The proposed 


changes to the approved project include the installation of four additional OCS poles at Steuart Street between 


Mission and Market streets and at the intersection of McAllister Street and Van Ness Avenue to facilitate operating 


trolleys. As shown in Figure 1, two additional OCS poles would be installed along the east side of Steuart Street 


between Mission and Market streets; two additional OCS poles would be installed at the intersection of McAllister 


Street and Van Ness Avenue. Standard foundations for OCS poles are 14 feet deep (though installation would 


require excavation up to 15 feet below the ground surface). Sub-sidewalk basements are not anticipated in the 


vicinity of any of the new OCS pole locations.  


BICYCLE FACILITIES 


There is an existing Class II bicycle facility on Seventh Street between Market and Stevenson streets. The 


approved project did not include any changes to the existing bicycle facility. The proposed changes to the 


approved project include installation of a new northbound buffered street-level bicycle lane (Class IV) on 


Seventh Street between Market and Stevenson streets.  


PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 


As shown in Figure 5, the approved project includes pedestrian crosswalks across Market Street immediately 


east of the intersection with Jones and McAllister streets and connecting the south side of Market Street with the 


island at this intersection. The proposed changes to the approved project include a modification to the 


crosswalk design to replace the crosswalk across Market Street east of this intersection to a location immediately 


west of this intersection and would also slightly enlarge the island. Overall pedestrian access at this intersection, 


including access to center boarding islands, would not be altered because of the proposed change.  


COMMERCIAL AND PASSENGER LOADING 


The approved project removed the existing loading bays within the project corridor to create new loading zones 


either near or at the same location as the existing loading bays. The approved project also modified curb uses 


and lengths on cross streets adjacent to Market Street. The potential locations for the proposed loading zones 


within the project corridor are shown in Final EIR Chapter 5, Draft EIR Revisions, Figure 2-8. The approved project 


also included potential loading zones on nearby alleys, such as Stevenson, Jessie, and Annie streets. 


  







Source:  San Francisco Public Works, 2020. Not to scale.
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Figure 5
Approved Project and Proposed Changes to Crosswalks at


Market Street at the intersection of Jones and McAllister Streets


Better Market Street Project
Case No. 2014.0012EIA


Approved Project
The approved project includes two crosswalks across Market Street at the 
intersection of Jones and McAllister streets: one mid-intersection and 
one in the eastern portion of the intersection.


Proposed Changes
The proposed changes to the approved project include two crosswalks
across Market Street at the intersection of Jones and McAllister streets:
one mid-intersection and one in the western portion of the intersection.


MARKET ST.







Addendum to an EIR 


November 2020 


Case No. 2014.0012E  


Better Market Street 


Administrative Draft – Subject to Change 


19 


The proposed changes to the approved project would result in no reduction in the number of loading locations 


compared to existing conditions. The proposed changes to the approved project would: 


• Relocate and shorten passenger loading zone for YOTEL San Francisco on Seventh Street from a 90-foot 


passenger loading zone located 15 feet to 105 feet south of Market Street to a 40-foot passenger loading 


zone, from 110 to 150 feet south of Market Street,  


• Reduce a commercial (yellow) zone along the east side of Seventh Street, from 105 feet to 159 feet south 


of Market Street, and  


• Relocate a commercial loading zone under the approved project on Market Street between Eighth Street 


and the United Nations Plaza crosswalk to a new commercial loading zone on the south side of Market 


Street between the UN Plaza midblock crosswalk and Seventh Street. This zone would be approximately 


64 feet long. Loading would be restricted to 30 minutes between 12 a.m. and 6 a.m. and between 9:30 


a.m. and 12 a.m.  


The proposed changes to the approved project would remove four passenger loading spaces and two 


commercial loading spaces along the east side of Seventh Street between Market and Stevenson streets. The 


proposed changes to the approved project would add two passenger loading spaces on this street segment.  


In the approved project, seven commercial loading zones (158 feet) and two passenger loading zone spaces (56 


feet) would be added on Stevenson Street west of Seventh Street, and eight commercial loading zones would be 


added on Stevenson Street east of Seventh Street within 250 feet of the proposed changes on Seventh Street.  


Project Approvals 


The proposed changes to the approved project will require new approvals by San Francisco Public Works and 


SFMTA. These approvals are consistent with those identified in EIR Section 2.I, Project Approvals (draft EIR pp. 2-


91 and 2-92).   


Potential Environmental Effects of the Proposed Changes to 


the Approved Project 


The proposed changes to the approved project includes changes to the roadway configuration, Muni stop 


locations and characteristics, transit infrastructure, bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, commercial and 


passenger loading areas, changes to construction phasing and temporary changes to Muni operations. All other 


project characteristics would remain as described in the EIR.  


Impacts related to most resource topics would be similar to or less severe with the proposed changes to the 


approved project than those evaluated for the project in the EIR, as discussed below. Therefore, the analysis, 


conclusions, and significance determinations for the impacts of the approved project identified in the EIR, 


including the initial study, for the following resource areas would also apply to the proposed changes to the 


approved project. No further analysis beyond that provided here is required for these resource areas.  







Addendum to an EIR 


November 2020 


Case No. 2014.0012E  


Better Market Street 


Administrative Draft – Subject to Change 


20 


A more detailed analysis of potential impacts of the proposed changes to the approved project then follows for 


cultural resources and transportation and circulation. 


• Land Use – None of the proposed changes would affect the components of the approved project that 


were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to land use. The proposed changes would not affect the 


approved project’s infrastructure, land use controls, or street grid, nor would they affect the dimensions 


or locations of blocks or design standards and guidelines. The proposed changes would not create new 


streets or demolish buildings. Therefore, the impacts described in the initial study related to physically 


dividing an established community as well as conflicts with applicable land use plans would apply to the 


proposed changes. No major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Aesthetics – None of the proposed changes would affect the components of the approved project that 


were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to aesthetics. The proposed changes would not affect the 


approved project’s overall construction impacts; the location of elements within an urban setting; or 


generate more light and glare. Therefore, the impacts described in the initial study related to scenic 


vistas, scenic resources, visual character, and new sources of light or glare would apply to the proposed 


changes. No major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Population and Housing – None of the proposed changes would affect the components of the approved 


project that were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to population and housing. The proposed 


changes would not result in changes to the approved project’s construction-related employment 


opportunities, population growth, or housing availability. Therefore, the impacts described in the initial 


study related to population and housing, would apply to the proposed changes, with no revisions. No 


major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Noise – None of the proposed changes would substantially affect the components of the approved 


project that were analyzed in the EIR as they relate to noise and vibration. As described above, the 


proposed changes would include the installation of two OCS poles at the intersection of McAllister Street 


and Van Ness Avenue, along the east side of Steuart Street between Mission and Market streets that were 


not included in the approved project. The types of construction activities required to install the OCS 


poles would be substantially less in scope and duration due to the limited construction needed for the 


installation of each pole, and because it would not be accompanied by other subsurface utility 


infrastructure or sidewalk replacement as is planned for Market Street. Thus, while the proposed OCS 


pole locations on Steuart Street would be adjacent to sensitive receptors at Hotel Vitale, these sensitive 


receptors would be exposed to levels of noise or ground-borne vibration levels that are less than those 


described in the EIR for the approved project. The other OCS pole locations are located adjacent to 


auditorium/theater uses which are not considered to be sensitive to noise.  


The proposed changes to the approved project would also alter the phasing of construction activities, 


however the proposed changes would not substantially increase the overall duration or scale of 


construction activities described in the EIR. This is because even though construction of each multi-
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block segment could be broken into two or more construction phases, the overall construction period 


for each segment is expected to take approximately the same amount of time at any given location 


along the project corridor as it would if all elements of a multi-block segment was constructed at once 


and thus. Furthermore, long-term operation of the proposed changes at buildout would not generate 


additional noise or vibration above levels discussed in the EIR. The EIR addresses the potential for 


construction of the approved project to generate excessive noise and ground-borne vibration levels and 


includes mitigation measures for such impacts (M-NOI-1: Prepare and Implement a Construction Noise 


Control Plan to Reduce Construction Noise at Noise-Sensitive Land Uses, draft EIR pp. 4.C-55 to 4.C-57; 


M-NO-3: Nighttime Construction Vibration Control Measures – Annoyance, draft EIR p. 4.C-65); these 


mitigation measures also apply to the proposed changes. Therefore, the impact and mitigation 


conclusions in the EIR would apply to the proposed changes. No major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Air Quality – None of the proposed changes would affect the components of the approved project that 


were analyzed in the EIR as they relate to air quality. The proposed changes would include the 


installation of two OCS poles at the intersection of McAllister Street and Van Ness Avenue. Surrounding 


land uses include the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission building to the north and the Herbst 


Theater to the south. Two additional OCS poles would be installed along the east side of Steuart Street 


between Mission and Market streets, in an area where existing land uses include hotel, museum, and 


commercial uses. Land uses near the proposed OCS pole locations would not expose existing sensitive 


receptors to additional vehicle emissions, such as toxic air contaminants (TACs), or associated health 


risks. The proposed changes would not affect the nature or magnitude of construction activities 


described for the approved project. As described above, the proposed changes to the approved project 


would be constructed with the same overall construction approach and stages described in the EIR. 


While the changes to the approved project’s construction phasing would change, the proposed changes 


would not substantially increase the overall duration or scale of construction activities described in the 


EIR. Rather, delaying Sidewalks segment construction until later phases may reduce the intensity and 


magnitude of emissions, compared to those quantified and disclosed in the EIR. This is because 


equipment and vehicle emission factors decline as a function of time due to the replacement of older, 


more heavily polluting vehicles with newer and cleaner vehicles. Accordingly, project components 


constructed later than assumed in the EIR will result in lower future emissions levels. Long-term 


operation of the proposed changes at buildout also would not generate more emissions compared with 


the levels analyzed under the approved project in the EIR. The EIR addresses the potential for the 


approved project to generate potentially significant TACs, fugitive dust, and criteria air pollutants by 


including mitigation measures for such impacts (M-AQ-1: Off-Road Construction Equipment Emissions 


Minimization, draft EIR pp. 4.D-36 to 4.D-37) ; this mitigation measure also applies to the proposed 


changes. Therefore, the impacts described in the EIR related to air quality would apply to the proposed 


changes. No major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Greenhouse Gas Emissions – None of the proposed changes would affect the components of the 


approved project that were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to greenhouse gas emissions. 
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The proposed changes would comply with applicable provisions of the City and County of San 


Francisco’s (City’s) Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and would not affect the nature or magnitude 


of construction activities. Long-term operation of the proposed changes at buildout would be the 


same as what was expected to occur under the approved project. Therefore, the impacts described in 


the initial study related to greenhouse gas emissions would apply to the proposed changes. No major 


revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Wind and Shadow – None of the proposed changes would affect the components of the approved 


project that were analyzed in the initial study and EIR as they relate to wind and shadow. None of the 


proposed changes would affect the project’s buildings and infrastructure, design standards and 


guidelines, block locations, or building heights. Therefore, there would no changes in the long-term 


operational shadow or wind effects at buildout from what was analyzed in the initial study and EIR. The 


impacts described in the initial study and EIR related to wind and shadow would apply to the proposed 


changes. No major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Recreation – None of the proposed changes would affect the components of the approved project that 


were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to recreation. The proposed changes would not affect 


any existing or proposed open space or recreational resources. Therefore, the impacts described in the 


initial study related to recreation would apply to the proposed changes. No major revisions to the EIR 


are required. 


• Utilities and Service Systems – The proposed changes include minor alterations to the infrastructure 


improvements of the approved project, including the installation of four additional OCS poles at two 


locations to facilitate trolley operations during project construction. The proposed changes would not 


affect the population assumptions of the approved project such that new or expanded water, 


wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities 


would be required. Therefore, the impacts described in the initial study related to water supply, 


wastewater, storm water, and solid waste would apply to the proposed changes. No major revisions to 


the EIR are required. 


• Public Services – The proposed changes would not affect components of the approved project that were 


analyzed in the initial study as they relate to public services. The proposed changes would not increase 


the overall level or substantially change the location of construction activity, and therefore would not 


affect the population and employee growth analysis in the initial study. Therefore, the impacts 


described in the initial study related to police protection, fire protection, schools, and other services 


would apply to the proposed changes. No major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Biological Resources – None of the proposed changes would affect components of the approved project 


that were analyzed in the initial study as they related to biological resources. The proposed changes 


would not affect the approved project’s construction assumptions, the location of elements within an 


urban setting, infrastructure improvements, or open space. Therefore, the impacts described in the 
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initial study related to biological resources would apply to the proposed changes. No major revisions to 


the EIR are required. 


• Geology and Soils – None of the proposed changes would affect the components of the approved 


project as they related to geological resources. The nature and magnitude of construction activities as 


well as the structural design of the proposed improvements, including installation of four additional OCS 


poles, would be the same as for the approved project. Therefore, the impacts described in the initial 


study related to geology, soils, and paleontological resources would apply to the proposed changes. No 


major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Hydrology and Water Quality – None of the proposed changes would affect components of the 


approved project that were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to hydrology and water quality. 


The nature and magnitude of construction activities would be the same as described for the approved 


project and would not change the potential risks for flooding or sea-level rise as those described for the 


approved project in the initial study. Therefore, the impacts described in the initial study related to 


hydrology and water quality would apply to the proposed changes. No major revisions to the EIR are 


required. 


• Hazards and Hazardous Materials – None of the proposed changes would affect components of the 


approved project that were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to hazards and hazardous 


materials. The nature and magnitude of construction activities would be the same as for the approved 


project. Similarly, the land uses and project design, as well as operation at buildout, would be the same 


as the approved project. Therefore, the impacts described in the initial study related to hazards and 


hazardous materials would apply to the proposed changes. No major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Mineral and Energy Resources – None of the proposed changes would affect components of the 


approved project that were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to mineral and energy resources. 


The proposed changes would not affect the nature or magnitude of construction activities, and long-


term operation of the proposed changes at buildout, including energy consumption, would be the 


similar what was expected to occur under the approved project. Therefore, the impacts described in the 


initial study related to mineral and energy resources would apply to the proposed changes. No major 


revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Agricultural and Forestry Resources – None of the proposed changes would affect components of the 


approved project that were analyzed in the initial study as they relate to agricultural and forestry 


resources. As with the approved project, the proposed changes would be constructed in urbanized areas 


within the city, which do not contain agricultural or forestry resources. Therefore, the impacts described 


in the initial study related to agricultural and forestry resources would apply to the proposed changes. 


No major revisions to the EIR are required. 


• Alternatives – The proposed changes to the construction phasing of the project could result in interim 


conditions that are similar to Alternative B, Full Preservation Alternative, evaluated in the EIR, to the 
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extent that Alternative B would only include construction activities within the roadway right-of-way. In 


other words, the proposed changes to the construction phasing of the project could result in a period of 


up to several years between construction of the roadway segment and construction of the sidewalk 


segment, and thus would resemble the characteristics of Alternative B as it was evaluated in the EIR. 


Nevertheless, no further alternatives analysis is required because the proposed changes to the approved 


project would not result in any new or more severe environmental impacts compared to what was 


analyzed in the EIR.  


In summary, the proposed changes would not result in new or more severe significant impacts than those 


identified in the EIR for land use, aesthetics, population and housing, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas 


emissions, wind and shadow, recreation, utilities and service systems, public services, biological resources, 


geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral and energy resources, 


agriculture and forestry resources, or the project alternatives. Detailed analyses of the potential impacts of the 


proposed changes compared to the approved project with respect to cultural resources and transportation and 


circulation are discussed below. 


Cultural Resources 


The cultural resources impacts of the approved project are described in Chapter 4, Section 4.A, of the draft EIR; 


as described below, cultural resources impacts associated with the proposed changes to the approved project 


would be similar. The proposed changes would not result in any new or substantially more severe effects on 


cultural resources beyond those identified for the approved project in the EIR. As described in this section, all the 


cultural resources impact significance determinations identified for the approved project in the EIR would apply 


to the proposed changes. The same mitigation measures and standard construction measures (SCMs) required 


under the EIR would be required with the proposed changes. See Section 4.A of the EIR (draft EIR pp. 4.A-24 to 


4.A-104) for a more detailed description of the approved project’s cultural resources impacts as well as 


mitigation measures and SCMs. 


SUMMARY OF CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS OF APPROVED PROJECT 


Project Level Impacts 


The EIR identified a significant and unavoidable with mitigation impact for the approved project on the Market 


Street Cultural Landscape District for its significance under California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) 


Criterion 3 (Design) and its association with the Market Street Redevelopment Plan by master designers 


Lawrence Halprin, Mario Ciampi, and John Carl Warnecke (draft EIR pp. 4.A-54 to 4.A-71). Mitigation measures 


were applied to the approved project to minimize impacts to the maximum extent feasible (Mitigation Measures 


M-CP-1a: Prepare and Submit Additional Documentation for the Market Street Cultural Landscape District, draft 


EIR pp. 4.A-66 to 68; M-CP-1b: Develop and Implement an Interpretive Program, draft EIR pp. 4.A-68 to 70; and M-


CP-1c: Hold Public Commemorative and Educational Program, draft EIR pp. 4.A-70 to 71). 
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The EIR found that impacts for the approved project would be less than significant on the following historic 


architectural resources: 


• Market Street Theatre and Loft National Register Historic District (draft EIR pp. 4.A-72 to 4.A-74), 


• Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic District (draft EIR pp. 4.A-72 to 4.A-74), 


• Market Street Masonry Landmark District (draft EIR pp. 4.A-72 to 4.A-74), 


• New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District (draft EIR pp. 4.A-72 to 4.A-74), 


• Kearny-Market-Mason-Sutter Conservation District (draft EIR pp. 4.A-72 to 4.A-74), 


• Civic Center Landmark District (draft EIR pp. 4.A-74 to 4.A-76), 


• LGBTQ Tenderloin Historic District (draft EIR pp. 4.A-76 and 4.A-77), 


• San Francisco Auxiliary Water Supply System (draft EIR pp. 4.A-77 and 4.A-78), 


• San Francisco Cable Cars National Historic Landmark (draft EIR pp. 4.A-78 and 4.A-79), and 


• Forty-one individual buildings, structures, or objects, including United Nations Plaza (detailed below) 


(draft EIR pp. 4.A-79 to 4.A-86). 


Standard Construction Measures, which include vibration control procedures, were incorporated into the 


approved project design to avoid and minimize construction-related vibration impacts. The EIR found that 


impacts would be less than significant on historic architectural resources associated with the potential for 


construction-related vibration damage during construction of the approved project (draft EIR p. 4.A-87), and 


impacts on historic architectural resources associated with the potential for construction-related vibration 


damage during operations of the approved project would be less than significant (draft EIR p. 4.A-88).   


The EIR found that impacts of the approved project on the following archaeological resources would be less than 


significant (draft EIR pp. 4.A-90 to 4.A-92): 


• Yerba Buena Cemetery (draft EIR pp. 4.A-90 and 4.A-91), 


• CA-SFR-28 (draft EIR pp. 4.A-90 and 4.A-91), and 


• As-yet undocumented archaeological resources (draft EIR p. 4.A-91). 


The approved project was found to not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 


archaeological resource due in part to the incorporation of SCMs into the project (draft EIR pp. 4.A-89 and 4.A-


90). Furthermore, the approved project with the required implementation of the SCMs would result in a less than 


significant impact to human remains (draft EIR pp. 4-A-90 and 4.A-91). Impacts of the approved project on tribal 


cultural resources were found to be less than significant with mitigation (Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Tribal 


Cultural Resources Interpretive Program, draft EIR pp. 4.A-92 to 93). 
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Cumulative Impacts 


As described in Impact C-CP-1 (draft EIR pp. 4.A-94 to 4.A-101), construction of the approved project would have 


a significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impact on the Market Street Cultural Landscape District 


for its significance under CRHR Criterion 3 (Design) and its association with the Market Street Redevelopment 


Plan by master designers Lawrence Halprin, Mario Ciampi, and John Carl Warnecke.  


The EIR found that the approved project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 


projects would not result in significant cumulative impacts on historic architectural resources from construction-


related vibration (draft EIR pp. 4.A-103 and 4.A-104). 


The EIR found that the approved project in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 


projects would not result in significant cumulative impacts to known or as-yet undocumented archaeological 


resources and tribal cultural resources (draft EIR pp. 4.A-101 to 4.A-103).  


IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED CHANGES  


The proposed changes to the approved project were assessed for potential impacts to historical architectural 


resources and archeological resources.  


Historic Architectural Resources Impacts 


The proposed changes to the approved project include the elimination of the F-loop transit stop and accessible 


boarding ramp at Charles J. Brenham Place. In the approved project, installation of the F-Loop transit stop and 


boarding ramp would have required the removal of two trees, a small portion of red brick paving, and a section 


of granite curb, all of which are character-defining features of the Market Street Cultural Landscape District, 


United Nations Plaza, and the Civic Center Landmark District. The EIR determined that these changes would not 


contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact because the changes would be at the eastern periphery of 


the plaza, would be minimal in scale, and, as such, would not affect the major character-defining features of the 


plaza or historic districts. The proposed changes to the approved project would allow for the retention of these 


character-defining features included for removal in the approved project. No new or substantially increased 


impacts would result from this change. Therefore, the impact of the approved project (including the Western 


Variant) with the proposed changes would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation for the Market 


Street Cultural Landscape District and less than significant for United Nations Plaza and the Civic Center 


Landmark District. Mitigation measures were applied to the approved project to minimize impacts on the Market 


Street Cultural Landscape District to the maximum extent feasible (Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a: Prepare and 


Submit Additional Documentation for the Market Street Cultural Landscape District, draft EIR pp. 4.A-66 to 68; M-


CP-1b: Develop and Implement an Interpretive Program, draft EIR pp. 4.A-68 to 70; and M-CP-1c: Hold Public 


Commemorative and Educational Program, draft EIR pp. 4.A-70 to 71). These measures would also apply to 


approved project with the proposed changes. 


The proposed changes to the approved project also include installation of additional OCS poles at two discrete 


locations and additional required right-turns for commercial vehicles and taxis and several intersections. The 
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proposed changes would be consistent with what was outlined in the section of the EIR concerning the 


approach to historic district impact analyses:  


All activities associated with the project are proposed to occur in the public right-of-way, either within the 


roadway or the sidewalk area. Such activities represent a change that is similar to the change that has 


occurred over time within the setting of the historic districts that intersect with or are adjacent to Market 


Street. Therefore, changes to streetscape features would constitute a direct or indirect impact on a historic 


district that intersects with or is adjacent to Market Street if elements of the streetscape are considered to be 


the character-defining features of the historic district or if Market Street is considered to be significant as a 


historic setting for these historic districts. (draft EIR p. 4.A-33)  


The proposed changes to the approved project’s installation of one OCS pole at Steuart and Market Street would 


introduce a new feature in the streetscape of the Market Street Cultural Landscape District that was not 


evaluated as part of the approved project. The Market Street Cultural Landscape District includes elements of the 


streetscape and landscape that are character-defining features of the historic district, including plazas, brick 


paving, street trees, views, historic light standards, monuments, signage, circulation features, etc. The installation 


of the OCS pole within the district boundary at Steuart and Market Street and signage and lane markers 


delineating required right turns for commercial vehicles and taxis would not physically alter the contributing 


landscape features, spatial relationships, and circulation patterns of the Market Street Cultural Landscape 


District or diminish the character-defining features that imbue the district with significance. The proposed 


changes would introduce contemporary utility features into the district. These changes would be consistent with 


the transit improvements that have been implemented within the district since the 19th century. Lastly, the 


proposed changes to the approved project also include changes to construction phasing. While these changes 


to construction phasing may alter the timing of implementation of some of the project features, they do not 


affect the scale or types of improvements that would be constructed as part of the approved project. No new or 


substantially increased impacts would result from these changes. Therefore, as with the approved project, the 


impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes would be significant and unavoidable with 


mitigation for the Market Street Cultural Landscape District. Mitigation measures were applied to the approved 


project to minimize impacts on the Market Street Cultural Landscape District to the maximum extent feasible 


(Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a: Prepare and Submit Additional Documentation for the Market Street Cultural 


Landscape District, draft EIR pp. 4.A-66 to 68; M-CP-1b: Develop and Implement an Interpretive Program, draft 


EIR pp. 4.A-68 to 70; and M-CP-1c: Hold Public Commemorative and Educational Program, draft EIR pp. 4.A-70 to 


71). These measures would also apply to approved project with the proposed changes. 


The installation of two additional OCS poles at the intersection of McAllister Street and Van Ness Avenue would 


introduce new features into the streetscape of the Civic Center Landmark District that were not evaluated as part 


of the approved project. The Civic Center Landmark District includes elements of the streetscape and landscape 


that are character-defining features of the historic district, including granite curbs, fire boxes, auxiliary water 


supply system (AWSS) hydrants, pre-1945 light standards, the Fulton Mall, and trees. Installation of the OCS poles 


within the Civic Center Landmark District at McAllister Street and Van Ness Avenue would not physically alter the 


contributing buildings, spatial relationships, and circulation patterns of the Civic Center Landmark District or 


diminish the City Beautiful/Beaux Arts–era character-defining features that imbue the district with significance. 


The proposed change would introduce contemporary utility features into the district. This change would be 
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consistent with the transit improvements that have been implemented within the district since the 19th century. 


The proposed changes to the approved project also include changes to construction phasing. While these 


changes to construction phasing may alter the timing of implementation of some of the project features, they do 


not affect the scale or types of improvements that would be constructed as part of the approved project. No new 


or substantially increased impacts would result from this change. Therefore, as with the approved project, the 


impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes would be less than significant for the Civic Center 


Landmark District.  


Archeological and Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts  


The proposed changes that have the potential to affect archaeological and tribal cultural resources, including 


human remains include: 


• Installation of two additional OCS poles on the east side of Steuart Street between Mission and Market 


Street, and 


• Installation of two additional OCS poles at the intersection of McAllister Street and Van Ness Avenue. 


Neither of the proposed changes listed above is in the vicinity of the known archaeological resources identified 


in the EIR (draft EIR pp. 4.A-89 to 4.A-91). However, installation of the OCS poles would require excavation up to 


15 feet below the ground surface. As described in Impacts CP-6 (draft EIR pp. 4.A-89 to 4.A-90) and CP-7 (draft EIR 


pp. 4.A-90 and 4.A-91), the depth of excavation associated with installation of the OCS poles would extend 


beyond the recorded depth of artificial fill and have the potential to encounter previously undocumented 


archaeological resources, including those containing human remains. SCMs would apply to the proposed 


changes, just as they applied to the approved project, and no new or substantially increased impacts would 


result from these changes. Therefore, as with the approved project, impacts of the project with the proposed 


changes would be less than significant for archaeological resources, including those containing human remains.  


As described in Impact CP-8 (draft EIR pp. 4.A-93 and 4.A-94), prehistoric archaeological resources can also be 


considered tribal cultural resources. Such resources could be encountered during installation of the OCS poles. 


SCMs and mitigation would apply to the proposed changes, just as they applied to the approved project 


(Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program, draft EIR pp. 4.A-92 to 93), and no 


new or substantially increased impacts would result from these changes. Therefore, as with the approved 


project, impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes would be less-than-significant with 


mitigation on tribal cultural resources (draft EIR pp. 4.A-93 and 4.A-94).   


CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED CHANGES 


No past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects are known to exist beyond those included in the EIR that 


could combine with the proposed changes to the approved project. The proposed changes to the approved 


project include some additional features in locations not previously analyzed, however the intensity of such 


impacts and the types of improvements are consistent with those analyzed for the approved project in the EIR. 


Therefore, the proposed changes to the approved project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
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foreseeable projects, would not result in new significant cumulative impacts or a substantial increase in the 


severity of previously identified significant cumulative effects.  


Transportation and Circulation 


The transportation impacts of the approved project are described in Chapter 4, Section 4.B, of the EIR; as 


described below, transportation impacts associated with the proposed changes would be similar. The proposed 


changes would not result in any new or substantially more severe transportation impacts than those identified 


for the approved project in the EIR. As described in this section, the transportation significance determinations, 


mitigation and improvement measures identified for the approved project in the EIR would apply to the 


proposed changes. The transportation impacts with the proposed changes noted in this addendum would 


likewise be the same under the Western Variant, as described in Chapter 2, Section G, of the EIR (draft EIR p. 2-


78), as under the approved project. See Section 4.B of the EIR (draft EIR pp. 4.B-45 to 4.B-110) for a more detailed 


description of the approved project’s transportation impacts as well as mitigation and improvement measures. 


SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS OF APPROVED PROJECT 


The EIR found that impacts under the approved project related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT), traffic hazards, 


regional transit operations, bicycling, walking/accessibility, loading, parking, or emergency vehicle access, would 


be less than significant. The EIR identified a significant and unavoidable with mitigation project-level and 


cumulative impact on construction and cumulative impact under the approved project on operation of the Muni 


27 Bryant route (draft EIR pp. 4.B-100 and 4.B-101).  


IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED CHANGES 


Construction-Related Transportation Impacts 


As described in Impact TR-1 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-45 to 4.B-52), construction of the approved project would have a 


significant and unavailable with mitigation impact on transit operations, bicycle facilities, and emergency access 


on Market Street, cross streets, and nearby parallel streets. The construction contractor(s) would be required to 


construct the proposed project in conformance with the City’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, 


eighth edition (also known as the “SFMTA Blue Book”).  


Construction of the new physical features associated with the proposed changes to the approved project, such 


as speed tables and transit boarding islands, would require travel lane closures like those proposed under the 


approved project during the construction stages for the center and curb travel lane. As described in the section 


Construction and Other Temporary Changes below, this addendum clarifies how the construction phasing for 


the roadway segment versus sidewalk segment may occur separately and how the transit service and access for 


people bicycling along Market Street would temporarily change compared to what was presented in the EIR. The 


proposed changes would not affect the time of day for construction, construction staging, truck access, or other 


construction-related activities compared with those included as part of the approved project. As such, the 


proposed changes to the approved project would not change construction elements that modify conditions 


related to walking/accessibility, loading and parking, and emergency access.  
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In the interim condition where the roadway segment is completed prior to the initiation of construction of the 


adjacent sidewalk segment, all Muni transit in the curb lane between lane between Fifth and Eighth streets (Muni 


routes 6 Haight/Parnassus, 7 Haight/Noriega, and 21 Hayes) would operate in the center lane until transit service 


levels no longer allow transit to operate effectively in the center lane, although transit would be able to use the 


curb lane if necessary.8 Construction of a sidewalk segment adjacent to a completed roadway segment would 


result in conditions consistent with those assumed in the EIR as transit service would continue to operate in the 


center lane during construction of such a sidewalk segment. Overall, the temporary relocation of transit from the 


curb lane to the center lane is consistent with the transportation conditions during certain stages of construction 


assumed in the EIR, but is different than the EIR in that this transit relocation would be extend beyond that 


construction stage. As described in Impact C-TR-4 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-97 to 4.B-101), under the 2040 scenario with 


up to 53 buses per hour in the center Muni-only lane, transit travel times would decrease for these center-


running routes compared to 2020 baseline conditions. In February 2020, prior to the COVID service changes, 


there were 52 buses/hour scheduled that would use the transit stops between Fifth and Eighth Streets. Thus, the 


center lane can accommodate all the pre-COVID service without increasing existing Muni travel times.  


During the interim condition, people bicycling on Market Street would continue to use the curb lane on Market 


Street similar to existing conditions, until construction of the sidewalk segment with the raised cycle tracks are 


complete. Features included with the proposed changes that would reduce conflicts for people bicycling during 


this temporary condition compared to the existing condition include: shifting all Muni service to the center lane, 


adding speed tables to the curb lane, and creating additional right turn requirements for commercial vehicles and 


taxis. Construction of the sidewalk segment adjacent to a completed roadway segment would result in 


conditions consistent with those assumed in the EIR, including potential temporary detours of bicycle traffic to 


Mission Street if staging in the curb lane is required (draft EIR p. 4.B-49).  


As described in the EIR, the approved project would contribute to a substantial disruption to transit, bicycle, and 


pedestrian travel along and near the project corridor and therefore result in significant impacts on 


transportation. The construction-related transportation mitigation measure that was applied to the approved 


project (Mitigation Measure M-TR-1: Construction Management Plan – Additional Measures, draft EIR pp. 4.B-51 


and 4.B-52) would also apply to the proposed changes. The proposed changes would not result in new or 


substantially increased construction-related transportation impacts. Therefore, as was described in the EIR for 


the approved project, even with the addition of the mitigation measure the construction-related transportation 


impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes would be significant and unavoidable with 


mitigation. This determination would remain the same with the proposed changes to the approved project.  


Vehicle Miles Traveled 


As described in Impact TR-2 (draft EIR p. 4.B-53), the approved project would not substantially induce 


automobile traffic or result in additional VMT and therefore impacts would be less than significant. The proposed 


changes would include additional right turn requirements, speed tables at seven locations along Market Street, 


 
8  AC Transit is the only regional transit provider that runs service in this segment of Market Street for overnight OWL service between 


midnight at 5 AM, and they would continue to use the curb lane at this time due to the low volumes of bicycles during the hours of 


their service.     
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transit boarding island and stop changes, additional OCS poles, relocating a crosswalk, a northbound buffered 


bicycle lane (Class IV) on Seventh Street between Stevenson and Market streets, and changes to the location of 


commercial loading zones. These changes fit within the general types of projects that do not substantially 


induce automobile travel, as described in the EIR section titled VMT Analysis Methodology (draft EIR p. 4.B-36), 


and therefore are screened out under City transportation impact study guidelines. Thus, the proposed changes 


would not result in new or substantially increased VMT impacts. As with the approved project, the impacts of the 


approved project with the proposed changes would be less than significant, both individually (Impact TR-2, draft 


EIR p. 4.B-53) and cumulatively (Impact C-TR-2, draft EIR pp. 4.B-95 and 4.B-96).  


Traffic Hazards 


As described in Impact TR-3 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-54 to 4.B-61), the approved project would have a less-than-significant 


impact on traffic hazards in the area. The traffic hazards assessment considered whether the approved project 


would be consistent with City policies and design standards and would introduce new vehicle hazards to the 


transportation study area or worsen existing vehicle hazards due to changes in traffic circulation patterns or 


anticipated vehicle queuing.  


The proposed changes could affect traffic hazards, as described below: 


• Additional Right Turn Requirements: All traffic except transit vehicles (including paratransit), emergency 


vehicles and bicycles would be required to turn right in the eastbound direction at Eighth Street and 


Sixth Street and in the westbound direction at Turk Street and Geary Street / Kearny Street. These right 


turn requirements would apply to commercial vehicles and taxis. 


• Speed Tables: The proposed changes would include the installation of speed tables at seven locations 


along Market Street to slow traffic.  


• Speed Limits: The proposed changes would also include the reduction of the speed limit on Market 


Street between 10th and Steuart streets from 25 mph to 20 mph.  


Based on SFMTA counts from January 7, 2020, an average of 10 commercial vehicles and 17 taxis travel in each 


direction along Market Street in the vicinity of the proposed additional right turn requirements. The result of 


these right turn requirements would be lower traffic volumes on Market Street and slightly higher traffic volumes 


on streets that cross or travel parallel to Market Street. These levels of diverted traffic volumes would be far less 


than the private vehicle restrictions proposed on Market Street by the approved project, which resulted in shifts 


of 100 vehicles or more to side and parallel streets at several locations. Therefore, the proposed additional right 


turn requirements would not substantially affect traffic volumes or the circulation of vehicles on streets crossing 


or parallel to Market street compared with conditions under the approved project.  


The proposed changes would include the addition of speed tables at seven locations along Market Street and 


changes to the speed limit would be reduce conflicts between vehicles, as well as between vehicles and people 


bicycling and walking, by slowing traffic. For streets with transit service, such as Market Street, speed tables are 


appropriate on streets with speed limits under 30 miles per hour, based on guidance from the Federal Highway 
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Administration.9 The 85th percentile speeds of general traffic as measured in 2019 were between 21 and 25 mph, 


similar to the proposed speed limit change. Therefore, these features would not introduce hazards as they would 


be consistent with the City and other relevant design standards and would reduce traffic conflicts on Market 


Street compared to the approved project. 


Other proposed changes would not affect interactions between vehicles and people bicycling, walking, or riding 


transit compared with the approved project, including relocation of a stop on the F Market & Wharves historic 


streetcar loop from Charles J. Brenham Place to Sixth Street.  


The proposed changes would not result in new or substantially increased impacts related to traffic hazards. 


Therefore, as with the approved project, the impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes would be 


less than significant, both individually (Impact TR-3, draft EIR pp. 4.B-54 to 4.B-61) and cumulatively (Impact C-TR-3, 


draft EIR pp. 4.B-96 and 4.B-97).  


Transit 


As described in Impact TR-4 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-61 to 4.B-68), the approved project would have a less-than-


significant impact on transit operations. Analysis presented in the EIR (draft EIR Table 4.B-4, p. 4.B-63) shows that 


the approved project would generally decrease travel times for the 12 Muni routes that operate on Market Street, 


without significantly increasing travel times for Muni routes that operate on Mission Street. The approved project 


may increase travel times for cross-street Muni routes and regional bus routes, especially Golden Gate Transit, 


but these increases would remain below the threshold of significance.  


As described in Impact C-TR-4 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-97 to 4.B-101), under cumulative conditions, increases in transit 


ridership and vehicle congestion would result in significant 2040 cumulative impacts on cross-street Muni routes 


and regional routes. The project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to transit delay of the 


Muni 27 Bryant route, and thus would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. No feasible 


mitigation was identified in the EIR to avoid or minimize this impact.  


The proposed changes could affect transit travel times to Muni along Market Street, as described below: 


• Temporarily move transit from curb to center lane: All Muni transit in the curb lane between lane 


between Fifth Street and Eighth streets (Muni routes 6 Haight/Parnassus, 7 Haight/Noriega, and 21 


Hayes) would operate in the center lane until transit service levels no longer allow transit to operate 


effectively in the center lane, although transit would be able to use the curb lane if necessary.  


• Additional right turn requirements: All traffic except transit vehicles would be required to turn right in the 


eastbound direction at Eighth Street and Sixth Street and in the westbound direction at Turk Street and 


Geary Street / Kearny Street.  


• F Market & Wharves: The approved project will improve frequency and reliability along the F Market & 


Wharves route by permitting the addition of a new F-Short line. The proposed changes would modify 


 
9 Federal Highway Administration, Traffic Calming ePrimer—Safety, 2017, 


https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/speedmgt/ePrimer_modules/module3pt2.cfm#mod312. 



https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/speedmgt/ePrimer_modules/module3pt2.cfm#mod312
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the design of the F-loop by replacing the approved project’s proposed transit stop on Charles J. 


Brenham Place with new center-lane transit islands in both directions on Market Street at Sixth Street. 


While the approved project removed the existing center-lane transit islands at Sixth Street, the proposed 


changes would reconstruct these stops. Under the service plan with the proposed changes, these 


reconstructed transit stops would serve center-lane Muni routes (i.e., F Market & Wharves, F-Short, 5 


Fulton, 5R Fulton Rapid, 9 San Bruno, 9R San Bruno Rapid). With the proposed changes, the transit 


service plan would also serve as the start and end of the F-Short line at the new Sixth Street stops rather 


than the Charles J. Brenham Place stop under the approved project.   


• Speed Tables: The proposed changes would include the installation of speed tables at seven locations 


along Market Street to slow traffic.  


• Speed Limits: The proposed changes would also include the reduction of the speed limit on Market 


Street between 10th and Steuart streets from 25 mph to 20 mph.  


As described in Impact C-TR-4 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-97 to 4.B-101), under the 2040 scenario with up to 53 buses per 


hour in the center Muni-only lane, transit travel times would decrease for these center-running routes compared 


to 2020 baseline conditions. In February 2020, prior to the COVID service changes, there were 52 buses/hour 


scheduled that would use the transit stops between Fifth and Eighth Streets. Thus, the center lane can 


accommodate all the pre-COVID service without increasing Muni travel times. As a part of routine monitoring of 


transit operations, SFMTA would monitor transit travel times and adjust transit service levels to ensure Muni 


operates effectively in the center lane.  


With the proposed addition of the center-lane transit stop, there would be 13 center boarding island stops 


(seven inbound, six outbound) within the project corridor. This represents one additional stop in the center lane 


in each direction compared with the approved project. The increase in the number of center lane stops would 


slightly increase travel times for those routes that operate in the center lane; however, even with the 


reconstruction of one existing transit stop, transit travel times would continue to decrease compared to baseline 


conditions due to the remaining stop removals and other transit-oriented features of the approved project. 


As noted above for Traffic Hazards, the proposed right turn requirements would result in diverted traffic volumes 


that would be far less than the private vehicle restrictions included as part of the approved project. Nevertheless, 


the removal of an average of 10 commercial vehicles and 17 taxis per hour, or approximately one vehicle every 


two minutes, from the locations on Market Street with the proposed right turn requirements would reduce the 


potential for these vehicles to delay transit in the curb lane on Market Street.  


The Federal Highway Administration identifies that speed tables are appropriate for transit on streets with 


speeds of less than 30 miles per hour.10 As measured by buses’ automatic passenger counters in the summer of 


2019, the average maximum speed that buses reached between stops on Market Street was 14 mph, and the 


fastest average maximum speed for any bus between stops was 19 mph. Therefore, existing transit speeds and 


projected future speeds presented in the EIR are not anticipated to exceed the proposed speed limits nor 


 
10 Ibid. 
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applicable design standards for the speed tables, and thus these measures would not slow transit vehicles nor 


affect travel times. Other proposed changes do not affect transit travel times, such as the proposed addition of 


four poles at two new OCS locations would facilitate the operation of trolleys during construction.  


For regional routes, the only changes from the approved project would be relocation of the Golden Gate Transit 


island from Charles J. Brenham Place to Seventh Street between Market Street and Stevenson Street and the 


potential for the additional right turn requirements to divert vehicles to streets where Golden Gate Transit runs. 


This move would not be expected to substantially change the transit travel times of the approved project 


because relocating the transit stop would not substantially alter transit operations Golden Gate Transit and the 


shift of an average of 10 commercial vehicles and 17 taxis per hour, or approximately one vehicle every two 


minutes, from Market Street to streets where Golden Gate Transit operates (such as Eighth Street) would not 


represent a substantial change to traffic volumes or operations on those streets compared to the existing 


conditions analyzed in the EIR. Therefore, the proposed changes would not contribute to a worsening of 


operations for regional routes.   


The proposed changes would not substantially affect traffic volumes on the surrounding roadway network 


where Muni operates because the shift of an average of 10 commercial vehicles and 17 taxis per hour, or 


approximately one vehicle every two minutes, from Market Street to these streets would not represent a 


substantial change. Other proposed features on Market Street associated with the proposed changes would not 


affect transit operations on streets that cross or are parallel to Market Street. Therefore, the proposed changes 


would not contribute to a worsening of operations for transit routes on streets that cross or are parallel to Market 


Street.   


The proposed changes would not result in new or substantially increased impacts related to transit delay under 


2020 baseline plus project conditions. Therefore, the impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes 


on local and regional transit under existing plus project conditions would be less than significant (Impact TR-4, draft 


EIR pp. 4.B-61 to 4.B-68).  


The approved project’s only significant impact on transit operations was the approved project’s considerable 


contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts on operation of the Muni 27 Bryant route (Impact C-TR-4, draft EIR pp. 


4.B-97 to 4.B-101). The SFMTA recently implemented changes on the Muni 27 Bryant route to enhance operations 


north of Market Street, part of the 27 Bryant Transit Reliability Project,11 and south of Market Street, as a part of 


the Fifth Street Improvement Project.12 These changes include shifting the route from Mason Street to Eddy 


Street to avoid increased traffic congestion on Mason Street, consolidating bus stops, and creating bus boarding 


islands. The SFMTA has not yet determined the effectiveness of these projects’ changes. Because the proposed 


changes would not substantially affect traffic volumes on streets where the Muni 27 Bryant route operates nor 


introduce features that would affect Muni 27 Bryant route operations, the proposed changes would not result in 


new significant impacts that were not identified in the EIR, nor would the proposed changes result in 


 
11  27 Bryant Transit Reliability Project. https://www.sfmta.com/projects/27-bryant-transit-reliability-project. Accessed November 19, 


2020. 
12  Fifth Street Improvement Project. Most quick build improvements have been implemented with completion scheduled for early 2021. 


https://www.sfmta.com/projects/5th-street-improvement-project. Accessed November 19, 2020. 



https://www.sfmta.com/projects/27-bryant-transit-reliability-project

https://www.sfmta.com/projects/5th-street-improvement-project
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substantially increased impacts than what were identified in the EIR. Therefore, as with the approved project, the 


approved project with the proposed changes would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to transit 


delay of the Muni 27 Bryant route, and thus would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. No 


feasible mitigation was identified in the EIR to avoid or minimize this impact, and no feasible mitigation exists at 


the time this Addendum was prepared.  


Walking/Accessibility 


As described in Impact TR-5 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-68 to 4.B-77), the approved project would have a less-than-


significant impact on walking and accessibility. The approved project included several elements to improve 


walking conditions and accessibility in the area. The proposed changes would not modify the pedestrian 


network described as part of the approved project in the EIR, except for relocation of a proposed new crosswalk 


on Market Street at Jones Street/McAllister Street from the east side of the intersection to the west side. This shift 


of approximately 160 feet would more closely match existing pedestrian “desire” lines13 and would not 


substantially affect walking routes or ease with respect to walking and accessibility in the area.  


With the proposed addition of the center-lane transit stop at Sixth Street, there would be 13 center boarding 


island stops (seven inbound, six outbound) within the project corridor. This represents one additional stop in the 


center lane in each direction. This change, compared with the approved project, would reduce walking distance 


and improve accessibility to center-lane transit routes for people near Sixth Street. Removing the stop for the F-


loop on Charles J. Brenham Place would not substantially affect accessibility because the new stop at Sixth 


Street and the proposed stops included as part of the approved project at United Nations Plaza for the F Market 


& Wharves historic streetcar are both within easy walking distance (approximately 400 to 900 feet east and west 


of Charles J. Brenham Place, respectively).  


The proposed speed tables at seven locations along Market Street would slow vehicles when approaching 


crosswalks and reduce conflicts for people walking. Similar to the turn restrictions proposed as part of the 


approved project (draft EIR p. 4.B-73), the proposed additional right turn requirements would enhance 


pedestrian conditions and reduce the collision potential at high frequency collision locations along Market 


Street. The proposed changes would not result in new or substantially increased walking/accessibility impacts. 


Therefore, as with the approved project, the impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes would 


be less than significant, both individually (Impact TR-5, draft EIR pp. 4.B-68 to 4.B-77) and cumulatively (Impact C-


TR-5, draft EIR pp. 4.B-102 and 4.B-103). 


Bicycles 


As described in Impact TR-6 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-77 to 4.B-83), the approved project would have a less-than-


significant impact on access and hazards for bicyclists in the area. The proposed changes would not modify the 


bicycle facilities described as part of the approved project at full build out, including the raised cycle track in 


each direction on Market Street. The proposed changes would, however, include a new roadway-level Class IV 


cycle track on northbound Seventh Street, approaching Market Street. The new Class IV cycle track would 


 
13  A “desire” line represents the most direct pathway for people walking between destinations.  
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improve accessibility and reduce potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling compared to the 


approved project.  


The proposed changes would include speed tables at seven locations along Market Street, which would slow 


vehicles and reduce conflicts for bicyclists riding in the curb lane. Similar to the turn restrictions included as part 


of the approved project (draft EIR p. 4.B-82), the proposed additional right turn requirements would enhance 


bicycle conditions and reduce the collision potential at high frequency collision locations along Market Street  


for people who bicycle within the travel lane rather than the raised cycle track . These minor changes would not 


substantially change the bicycle network such that they would change the number of bicyclists along the Market 


Street corridor.  


During the interim condition described in the Construction-Related Transportation Impacts above, people 


bicycling on Market Street would continue to use the curb lane on Market Street similar to existing conditions, 


until construction of the sidewalk segments with the raised cycle tracks are complete. Features included as part 


of the proposed changes to the approved project that would reduce conflicts for people bicycling during this 


temporary condition compared to the existing condition include: shifting all Muni service to the center lane, adding 


speed tables to the curb lane, and creating additional right turn requirements for commercial vehicles and taxis to 


reduce the number of vehicles on Market Street.  


The proposed changes would not result in new or substantially increased bicycle impacts. Therefore, as with the 


approved project, impacts resulting from the approved project with the proposed changes, including the interim 


condition without sidewalk level bikeways, would be less than significant, both individually (Impact TR-6, draft 


EIR pp. 4.B-77 to 4.B-83) and cumulatively (Impact C-TR-6, draft EIR pp. 4.B-103 to 4.B-104). 


Loading 


As described in Impact TR-7 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-83 to 4.B-90), the approved project would have a less-than-


significant impact on commercial and passenger loading activities in the area. The proposed changes would 


result in no reduction in the number of loading locations compared to existing conditions. The proposed 


changes would keep the commercial and passenger loading facilities described as part of the approved project 


in the EIR, with the exception of two loading zone relocations.  


The first relocation involves a new temporary commercial loading zone on the south side of Market Street 


between Seventh Street and Eighth Street, replacing a similar loading zone on the same block, which will not be 


implemented until a later phase of construction. The second relocation involves a passenger and commercial 


loading zone on Seventh Street immediately south of Market Street and its reduction in size, and the net removal 


of two passenger loading spaces and two commercial loading spaces along the east side of Seventh Street 


between Market and Stevenson streets.  


As discussed in the EIR section titled Approach to Analysis (draft EIR p. 4.B-35), the loading analysis for Market 


Street included a comparison of the peak baseline demand (existing plus known approved or proposed projects) 


to the loading supply to determine whether the demand would be accommodated within the proposed loading 


zones. If the proposed loading zone would not accommodate the loading demand, the potential to 
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accommodate the demand nearby (i.e., within 200 to 400 feet of the existing bay) within existing or proposed on-


street commercial loading spaces on cross and side streets was reviewed.  


Along the Market Street project corridor, the approved project would accommodate loading/unloading 


activities by replacing the existing loading bays with loading zones in a similar number as currently exist . As 


the proposed changes would not change the number nor substantially change the location of the loading 


zones on Market Street, the proposed changes would not result in a new shortage in loading supply compared 


to the approved project.  


On cross and side streets, the approved project would result in a net increase of 188 on-street commercial loading 


spaces. Of these, the approved project would add seven commercial loading zones (158 feet) and two passenger 


loading zone spaces (56 feet) on Stevenson Street west of Seventh Street, and eight commercial loading zones 


on Stevenson Street east of Seventh Street within 250 feet of these proposed changes on Seventh Street. The 


combination of the reductions in loading zones associated with the proposed changes and the approved 


project’s loading zone changes on Market, Seventh, and Stevenson streets, would result in a similar number of 


loading spaces within the vicinity of Seventh and Market streets compared to the approved project.  


Overall, the minor curb color changes associated with the proposed changes would not have a substantial 


impact on loading activities in the area because the availability of alternative locations nearby and throughout 


the project corridor would be the same as provided by the approved project. Additionally, the approved project 


with the proposed changes is not a land use project and would therefore not generate demand for additional 


loading spaces. The proposed changes would not result in new or substantially increased loading impacts. 


Therefore, as with the approved project, impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes related to 


commercial and passenger loading would be less than significant (Impact TR-7, draft EIR pp. 4.B-83 to 4.B-90).  


As noted for Impact C-TR-7 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-104 to 4.B-108), projected growth through 2040 cumulative 


conditions within the greater Market Street study area, particularly south of Market Street, would generate both 


commercial and passenger loading demand that is anticipated to exceed the number of commercial and 


passenger loading spaces. However, the approved project would not result in a substantial change in loading 


zones, nor would it generate commercial or passenger loading/unloading demand, and therefore would not 


have a considerable contribution to significant cumulative commercial loading impacts. The proposed 


changes would not substantially change the number or location of loading zones compared to the approved 


project, and thus, the proposed changes would not result in new or substantially increased loading impacts. 


Therefore, as with the approved project, the cumulative impacts of the approved project with the proposed 


changes would be less than significant (draft EIR pp. 4.B-104 to 4.B-108).  


Parking 


As described in Impact TR-8 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-90 and 4.B-91), the approved project would have a less-than-


significant impact on the supply of on-street parking. The proposed changes would not affect the supply or 


demand for parking along the Market Street corridor. Therefore, as with the proposed project, the impacts of the 


approved project with the proposed changes would be less than significant, both individually (Impact TR-8, draft 


EIR pp. 4.B-90 and 4.B-91) and cumulatively (Impact C-TR-8, draft EIR pp. 4.B-108 and 4.B-109). 
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Emergency Vehicle Access 


As described in Impact TR-9 (draft EIR pp. 4.B-92 and 4.B-93), the approved project would have a less-than-


significant impact on emergency vehicle access in the area. The proposed changes would include the addition of 


speed tables at seven locations along Market Street; however, emergency vehicles could use the Muni-only lanes 


in the center of the street or the curb lane when turning onto a cross street, at which time they would be slowing 


down to make the turn. Thus, the curb-lane speed tables would not slow emergency vehicles down more than 


they already would when making a turn. Further, the approved project, including the proposed changes, would 


not preclude or hinder emergency vehicles. Emergency vehicles would not be subject to the proposed right turn 


requirements. The other proposed changes would not affect emergency vehicle access. The proposed changes 


would not result in new or substantially increased emergency vehicle impacts. Therefore, as with the approved 


project, the impacts of the approved project with the proposed changes would be less than significant, both 


individually (Impact TR-9, draft EIR pp. 4.B-92 and 4.B-93) and cumulatively (Impact C-TR-9, draft EIR pp. 4.B-109 


and 4.B-110).  


Conclusion 


Based on the discussion and analysis presented above, the department has determined that the information 


presented in the Better Market Street Project EIR, certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on 


October 10, 2019, remains valid, and all conclusions in the EIR are applicable to the proposed changes to the 


approved project. Specifically, the proposed changes to the approved project would not result in new significant 


impacts that were not identified in the EIR, nor would they result in substantially more severe impacts than what 


were identified in the EIR. 


No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances relevant to the approved project that would cause new 


significant environmental impacts or cause a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 


significant effects. No new information has become available that would affect the analysis or conclusions in the 


EIR. Therefore, no major revision of the EIR is required, and no additional environmental review is required 


beyond this EIR addendum. 
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Determination 


I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 


San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31. 


 


__________________________________________    ________________________ 


Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer     Date of Determination 


 


Cc:  


Cristina Olea, San Francisco Department of Public Works 
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Environmental Impact Report 
 


Addendum Date: December 17, 2020 
Date of EIR Certification: October 10, 2019 
EIR Case No.:  2014.0012E 
Modified Case No.: 2014.0012EIA 
Project Title: Better Market Street Project 
Zoning: Various   
Block/Lot: Various 
Lot Size: Various 
Neighborhood: Market and Octavia, Central SoMa 
Cross Streets: Drumm Street, Davis Street, Front Street, Battery Street, Bush Street, Sansome Street, Sutter 


Street, Montgomery Street, Kearny Street, Geary Boulevard, O’Farrell Street, Grant Avenue, 
Stockton Street, Ellis Street, Powell Street, Cyril Magnin Street, Mason Street, Turk Street, 
Taylor Street, Jones Street, McCallister Street, , Hyde Street, Grove Street, Hayes Street, Larkin 
Street, Polk Street, Fell Street, Van Ness Avenue, Franklin Street, Page Street, Haight Street, 
Gough Street, Octavia Boulevard, Valencia Street, Steuart Street, Spear Street, Main Street, 
Beale Street, Fremont Street, 1st Street, 2nd Street, New Montgomery Street, 3rd Street, 4th 
Street, 5th Street, 6th Street, 7th Street, 8th Street, 9th Street, 10th Street, 11th Street, South 
Van Ness Avenue, 12th Street 


Project Sponsor: San Francisco Department of Public Works 
 Cristina Olea – (628) 271-2454  
 Cristina.c.olea@sfdpw.org 


Staff Contact: Jenny Delumo, jenny.delumo@sfgov.org  
or (628) 652-7568 


 


Purpose of Notice  
The San Francisco Planning Department has issued an Addendum to the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
the Better Market Street Project, pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The Better Market Street Project was the subject of an EIR 
certified on October 10, 2019 to redesign and provide a program of transportation and streetscape improvements 
to a 2.2-mile-long corridor along Market Street through downtown San Francisco, hereafter referred to as the 
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“approved project.” The EIR for the approved project consists of two documents: the EIR, published on February 
27, 20191, and the Responses to Comments (RTC) document, published on September 23, 20192. 


Project Description 
Public Works, the project sponsor, in coordination with project partners (the Citywide Planning Division of the 
San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency [SFMTA]), will 
redesign and provide a program of transportation and streetscape improvements to a 2.2-mile-long corridor along 
Market Street through downtown San Francisco. The project corridor primarily encompasses Market Street 
between Steuart Street and Octavia Boulevard. The project corridor also includes portions of streets that intersect 
Market Street, four off-corridor intersections, and the entirety of Charles J. Brenham Place. The project corridor 
also includes the portion of Valencia Street between Market Street and McCoppin Street and the portion of 
McAllister Street between Market Street and Charles J. Brenham Place. 


The approved project will introduce changes to the roadway configuration as well as private vehicle access, traffic 
signals, surface transit (including San Francisco Municipal Railway— [Muni-] only lanes, stop spacing and service, 
stop locations, stop characteristics, and infrastructure), bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, streetscapes, 
commercial and passenger loading, vehicular parking, and utilities. The approved project would implement a new 
bi-directional F Market & Wharves historic streetcar (F-Line) track loop (F-loop) on Charles J. Brenham Place and 
McAllister Street. The approved project would also change traffic configurations on adjacent streets intersecting 
Market Street to both the north and south. In addition to the approved project, the project sponsor considered 
and approved one project variant to the project: the Western Variant. The Western Variant, as part of the approved 
project, would include the approximately 0.6-mile portion of Market Street between Octavia Boulevard and a point 
approximately 300 feet east of the Hayes and Market Street intersection.   


Since certification of the EIR, the project sponsor has proposed changes to the approved project. These 
proposed changes includes minor changes to the roadway configuration, Muni stop locations and 
characteristics, transit infrastructure, bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, and commercial and passenger 
loading areas, changes to construction phasing and temporary changes to Muni operations. All other project 
characteristics would remain as described in the EIR.  


Based on the information and analysis contained in the addendum, the department concludes that the 
analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the EIR certified by the San Francisco Planning 
Commission on October 10, 2019, remain valid, and all conclusions in the EIR are applicable to the proposed 
changes to the approved project. Specifically, the proposed changes to the approved project would not result 
in new significant impacts that were not identified in the EIR, nor would they result in substantially more severe 
impacts than what were identified in the EIR. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances 
surrounding the approved project that would cause new significant environmental impacts or cause a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. No new information has become 


 
1 Draft Environmental Impact Report, San Francisco Planning Department. 2019. Available at: 
https://sfplanning.org/project/better-market-street-environmental-review-process#info 
2 Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, San Francisco Planning. 2019. Available at: 
https://sfplanning.org/project/better-market-street-environmental-review-process#info 
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available that would affect the analysis or conclusions in the EIR. Therefore, no major revision of the EIR is 
required, and no additional environmental review is required beyond the addendum. 


The addendum, and materials referenced therein (unless otherwise noted), is available for public review on the 
Planning Department’s Environmental Review Documents web page at https://sfplanning.org/project/better-
market-street-environmental-review-process#info or on the San Francisco Property Information Map (PIM), which 
can be accessed at https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/. The file can be viewed on PIM by clicking the “Related 
Documents” link under the project’s environmental case number 2014.0012EIA. Referenced materials are also 
available for electronic review upon request (contact Jenny Delumo, EIR Coordinator, at jenny.delumo@sfgov.org.  
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Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
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the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
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services here. 
 

From: RivamonteMesa, Abigail (BOS) <abigail.rivamontemesa@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2020 12:34 PM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC) <michael.christensen@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS)
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Continuance Request for Item #12 1560 Folsom Street
 
President Koppel and Commissioners,
 
Our office would like to request a continuance to January 21st for Item #12 1560 Folsom
Street which is on today's planning commission agenda.
 
I've reached out to the Project Sponsor and they are aware of our request and have agreed to
engage with community members on this project.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Best,
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