
FILE NO. 240759 
 
Petitions and Communications received from July 3, 2024, through July 11, 2024, for 
reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be ordered 
filed by the Clerk on July 16, 2024. 
 
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 will not be redacted. 
 
From various departments, pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 12B.5-1(d)(1), 
submitting approved Chapter 12B Waiver Request Forms. 12 Forms. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (1) 
 
From the Office of the Assessor-Recorder (ADM), submitting the Sole Source Contracts 
Report for Fiscal Year (FY) 2023-2024. Copy: Each Supervisor. (2) 
 
From the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME), submitting a response to a 
Letter of Inquiry issued by Supervisor Matt Dorsey at the May 28, 2024, Board of 
Supervisors meeting. Copy: Each Supervisor. (3) 
 
From the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), submitting the Status of 
Green Infrastructure Grant Program Quarterly Report for April 2024-June 2024. Copy: 
Each Supervisor. (4) 
 
From the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD), submitting the Donations to the 
Homicide Reward Fund Annual Report of Gifts and Donations (Up to $10,000) for Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2023-2024. Copy: Each Supervisor. (5) 
 
From the Office of the City Administrator (ADM), submitting the Slavery Era Disclosure 
Ordinance Report Update for Fiscal Year (FY) 2023-2024. Copy: Each Supervisor. (6) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the Great Highway. 17 Letters. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (7) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency (MTA) West Portal Station Safety and Community Space Improvements Project 
at West Portal Avenue and Ulloa Street. 102 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8) 
 
From members of the public, regarding a vote taken at the June 18, 2024, meeting of 
the Health Service Board to approve the San Francisco Health Service System 
(SFHSS) staff Request for Proposal (RFP) recommendation for the Medicare plan 
Medicare Advantage Prescription Drug (MAPD) passive PPO for the 2025 plan year to 
add the Blue Shield of California (BSC) MAPD passive PPO plan for Medicare 
members, and offer the existing BSC HMO (Access+/Trio) and PPO plans to non-
Medicare “Split Family” covered lives in families with at least one covered MAPD 
passive PPO plan covered life with the 2025 plan year rate cards; and discontinue the 



United Healthcare (UHC) MAPD passive PPO plan, UHC non-Medicare select EPO 
Plan, UHC non-Medicare doctors EPO plan, and UHC non-Medicare PPO plan. 24 
Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9) 
 
From JVS, regarding funding for sector-based workforce training. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (10) 
 
From Maria Pilar Eslava, regarding John F. Kennedy Drive. Copy: Each Supervisor. 
(11) 
 
From Julien DeFrance, regarding homelessness. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12) 
 
From Mike White, regarding the proposed Ordinance amending the Administrative Code 
to streamline contracting for Vision Zero transportation projects by authorizing, but not 
requiring, the Municipal Transportation Agency and the Department of Public Works to 
expedite contracts by waiving application of the Environment Code and select 
provisions in other Codes relating to competitive bidding, equal benefits, and other 
requirements, for construction work and professional and other services relating to 
Vision Zero projects, for a period of three years. File No. 240501. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (13) 
 
From the San Francisco Gray Panthers, regarding the proposed Charter Amendment 
(Second Draft) to amend the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco to 
establish the Affordable Housing Opportunity Fund for Seniors, Families, and People 
with Disabilities to fund project-based rental subsidies for extremely low-income 
households consisting of seniors, families, and persons with disabilities, and to require 
the City to appropriate at least $8.25 million to the Fund annually starting in Fiscal Year 
2026-2027; at an election to be held on November 5, 2024. File No. 240550. Copy: 
Each Supervisor. (14) 
 
From the Housing Action Coalition, regarding the proposed Ordinance amending the 
General Plan to revise the Urban Design Element, the Commerce and Industry 
Element, and the Land Use Index to reflect the Stonestown Development Project. File 
No. 240575. Copy: Each Supervisor. (15) 
 
From John Hammond, regarding the proposed Ordinance authorizing the Department of 
Homelessness and Supportive Housing ("HSH") to amend the booking agreement with 
Shin International, Inc., the operator of the Cova Hotel, to increase the not to exceed 
amount by $1,728,190 for a total amount not to exceed $16,032,443 and to extend the 
term of the agreement by seven months from August 31, 2024, for a new term of May 
26, 2020, through March 31, 2025. File No. 240632. Copy: Each Supervisor. (16) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the proposed Resolution supporting The Justice 
for Renters Act, a California State Proposition on the November 5, 2024, ballot; and 
reaffirming the City and County of San Francisco’s support for repeal of the Costa-
Hawkins Rental Housing Act. File No. 240684. 2 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (17) 



 
From Joe A. Kunzler, regarding various subjects. Copy: Each Supervisor. (18) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the Hearing to consider the Mayor's May 
proposed budget for the Airport Commission, Board of Appeals, Department of Building 
Inspection, Child Support Services, Department of the Environment, Law Library, 
Municipal Transportation Agency, Port, Public Library, San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission, the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, and Retirement 
System for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2024-2025 and 2025-2026. File No. 240449. 46 Letters. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (19) 
 
From members of the public, regarding the proposed Charter Amendments establishing 
the Commission Streamlining Task Force. File Nos. 240547 and 240548. 27 Letters 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (20) 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 12 12B Waiver Request Forms
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 12:11:26 PM
Attachments: 12 12B Waiver Request Forms.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached 12 12B Waiver Request Forms.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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.

 

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:edward.deasis@sfgov.org
mailto:mehran.entezari@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:BOS@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/


From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003756 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (DPH) Department Head

(Michelle Ruggels)
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 9:03:23 AM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003756 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (DPH) Department Head (Michelle Ruggels).

Summary of Request

Requester: Connie Jozami
Department: DPH
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000011707
Requested total cost: $180,000.00
Short Description: Safeway: Safeway - DPH to purchase food products for clients 

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5152041_klAzhfg36NMvA4ismyf8

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=435accce1b9f06d0a835a687624bcba5
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=435accce1b9f06d0a835a687624bcba5
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-11 09:42:54 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003756

Requested for: Connie Jozami

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michelle Ruggels

Opened: 2024-07-10 16:44:52

Request Status: Awaiting CMD Analyst Approval

State: Work in Progress

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Standard

Requesting Department: DPH

Requester Phone:

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Connie Jozami

Watch list:

Short Description:

Safeway: Safeway - DPH to purchase food products for clients 

Supplier ID: 0000011707

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $180,000.00

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $180,000.00

Document Type: Requisition

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID: 0000301843

Enter Purchase Order ID:

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-04-10

Waiver End Date: 2025-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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a) Safeway 

b)DPH programs manage and supervise clients in various capacities related to treatment programs.  As part of its treatment programs, DPH purchases food 

products for its client's consumption.  Since each clinic has its own treatment needs, DPH needs a grocer in close proximity to each of its managed clinics 

that meets its purchasing requirements and the Healthy and Sustainable Food Policy.  DPH previously researched six other grocery stores, but Safeway was 

the only vendor that met DPH's purchasing requirements and had the necessary geographic footprint in the City and proximity to DPH's clinics. 

c) Food cards will be used for collecting input and data from clients. Previously, SFDPH had contacted and identified six (6) other large grocery store chains 

that have similar features and capabilities, but they do not meet all the needed requirements. These vendors include: Adronico's, Molly Stone, Cal-Mart, 

Trader Joe's, Rainbow Grocery, and Whole Foods.. Safeway has 15 stores across different locations throughout the City allowing access to specific, 

necessary food. 

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

12b waiver to be sought. 

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst:

CMD Analyst Decision:

CMD Director:

Select the reason for this request:

CMD Analyst Comments:

CMD Director

CMD Director: CMD Director Decision:

Reason for Determination:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:
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12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and
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Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false

Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

Issues like substance abuse and overdose (among other programs) are serious problems affecting our community. The programs will engage people in 

discussions to raise awareness and education, and the information collected will be used to inform  prevention efforts and educational materials for this 

population.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

At this time, Safeway is the only supplier who can meet SFDPH's requirements of cost, distance and availability of groceries, among other criteria.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

Previously, SFDPH had contacted and identified six (6) other large grocery store chains that have similar features and capabilities, but they do not meet all 

the needed requirements. These vendors include: Adronico's, Molly Stone, Cal-Mart, Trader Joe's, Rainbow Grocery, and Whole Foods.. Safeway has 15 

stores across different locations throughout the City allowing access to specific, necessary food. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

SFDPH has in the past and will continue to search in the future for a compliant vendor. At this time, this supplier was the only one who met all of SFDPH's 

requirements.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

Not Applicable

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:
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12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:

Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003756

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michelle Ruggels CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

2024-07-10 17:09:42

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = 435accce1b9f06d0a835a687624bcba5

Sort Order: None

8 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-10 

16:44:56

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

Draft 2024-07-10 

16:44:52

2024-07-10 

17:09:42

24 Minutes true

2024-07-11 

09:03:00

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-11 

09:02:56

false

2024-07-10 

17:09:45

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

17:09:42

2024-07-10 

17:09:42

0 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

17:09:45

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

Draft 2024-07-10 

17:09:42

2024-07-11 

09:02:56

15 Hours 53 

Minutes

true

2024-07-10 

17:09:45

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

Draft 2024-07-10 

17:09:42

2024-07-11 

09:02:56

15 Hours 53 

Minutes

true
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Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-11 

09:03:00

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-11 

09:02:56

false

2024-07-10 

16:44:56

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

Draft 2024-07-10 

16:44:52

2024-07-10 

17:09:42

24 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

17:09:45

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003756

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

17:09:42

2024-07-10 

17:09:42

0 Seconds true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003699 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (DPH) Department Head

(Michelle Ruggels)
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 4:44:36 PM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003699 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (DPH) Department Head (Michelle Ruggels).

Summary of Request

Requester: Selina Ng
Department: DPH
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000008516
Requested total cost: $0.00
Short Description: Digitizing previously submitted 12B waiver and extending contract term
for 2 additional years

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5150896_ySrZOHodt0G8QX9ucQzm

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=799c59df1b47c650fdb0edb6624bcbd6
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=799c59df1b47c650fdb0edb6624bcbd6
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-11 08:52:07 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003699

Requested for: Selina Ng

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michelle Ruggels

Opened: 2024-07-02 09:40:50

Request Status: Awaiting CMD Analyst Approval

State: Work in Progress

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Standard

Requesting Department: DPH

Requester Phone:

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Selina Ng

Watch list:

Short Description:

Digitizing previously submitted 12B waiver and extending contract term for 2 additional years

Supplier ID: 0000008516

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

Modification – Prior Waiver NOT 

Approved in ServiceNow

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $0.00

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $0.00

Document Type: Contract

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID: 1000002827

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID:

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-01

Waiver End Date: 2026-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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(a) Walgreens Co 

(b) Contractor will provide Third Party Pharmacy Claims Adjudication (TPA) and 340B Program Specialized Services for the City and County of San 

Francisco Department of Public Health's (DPH) integrated service delivery division, San Francisco Health. Under this contract, SFGH will purchase, own, and 

pay for the drugs prescribed to its patients and to be dispensed by Walgreens, so SFGH patients may get their outpatient prescription drugs in their own 

neighborhood without traveling back to SFGH. 

(c) Walgreen's is the sole source company capable of handling 340B Program administration requirements and has multiple geographically diverse locations 

throughout the city, especially in neighborhoods with the most vulnerable patients in the community, allowing patients to get prescritpion drugs in their own 

neighborhoods. The program would not function using multiple vendors and would leave large areas of San Francisco without a neighborhood pharmacy 

(most notably Bayview/Hunters Point area, requiring patients to who are sick and disabled to travel to other parts of the City for their prescriptions). The 

Federal 340B Program is an important part of a health care safety net, allowing eligible covered entities such as San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH) to 

improve and expand services to some of the most vulnerable patients in the community. It requires participating pharmaceutical manufacturers to extend 

discounted pricing to health care providers such as SFGH for outpatient drugs. Under this contract, SFGH will purchase, own, and pay for the drugs 

prescribed to its patients and to be dispensed by Walgreens, so SFGH patients may get their outpatient prescription drugs in their own neighborhood. 

Walgreens is also the sole company that meets the Information Systems requirements to interfacce with San Francisco Health System to upload patient 

information, drug prescription information, identift payer sources for adjudication, and possess deatiled reporting capabiltiies. 

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

A previous 12B sole source waiver was approved in 2016, which states that Walgreens is the sole pharmacy that meets Information Systems requirements 

for providing pharmacy claims adjudication and specialized program administration services. 

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst:

CMD Analyst Decision:

CMD Director:

Select the reason for this request:

CMD Analyst Comments:

CMD Director

CMD Director: CMD Director Decision:

Reason for Determination:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:
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Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services
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12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false

Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

Provide Third Party Pharmacy Claims Adjudication (TPA) and 340B Program Specialized Services for the City and County of San Francisco Department of 

Public Health's (DPH) integrated service delivery division, San Francisco Health. Under this contract, SFGH will purchase, own, and pay for the drugs 

prescribed to its patients and to be dispensed by Walgreens, so SFGH patients may get their outpatient prescription drugs in their own neighborhood without 

traveling back to SFGH.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

A previous 12B sole source waiver was approved in 2016, which states that Walgreens is the sole pharmacy that meets Information Systems requirements 

for providing pharmacy claims adjudication and specialized program administration services. A waiver request is needed to digitize a previously submitted 

12B waiver which has now been expired, and extending contract term for 2 additional years.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

-RFP was issued on June 6, 2013. 

-The RFP was directed to vendors who are capable to provide Third Party Pharmacy Claims Adjudication (TPA) and 340B Program Specialized Services for 

the City and County of San 

Francisco Department of Public Health's (DPH) integrated service delivery division, SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH. SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH is an integrated 

healthcare delivery system that operates within the Department of Public Health (DPH) for the City and County of San Francisco. Entities that comprise SAN 

FRANCISCO HEALTH are: San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), primary 

and specialty care clinics on the SFGH campus, and thirteen (13) additional primary care clinics located in various parts of the City and County of San 

Francisco. 

-Results unknown: previous analyst did not document results in internal folder 

-The objective for the RFP was to select a winning vendor who had an excellent understanding of the Feederal 340B drug purchsing program to provide 

specialized services to coordinate its participation in the program. Services sought include those required to be compliant with all aspects of federallt 

published 340B program guidance, 340B inventory management, outpatient prescription claims adjudicaion services for patients who receive care from San 

Francisco Health providers. and 340B contrat pharamcy netork management. Among other specific services, the successful bidder will possess the ability to 

accept from SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH and upload into their TPA systems, patient eligibility data every ten (10) minutes; have capacity to identify when 

drugs dispensed or administered may be replenished with 340B drug purchases; have systems to adjudicate at network pharmacies prescription claims for 

eligible patients written by eligible providers for drugs on the SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH Drug Formulary; and bring to the partnership a network of retail 

community pharmacies located within the City and County of San Francisco. This network shall consists of no less than fifteen (15) retail community 

pharmacies located in various areas, preferably near SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH primary care clinics, of San Francisco County. Additionally, the successful 

partner will possess systems and processes to identify payer sources (i.e. SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH, Medicare; Medicaid managed care and commercial 

insurance) for adjudicated prescriptions; track dispensed drug by 11-digit NDC number; provide reports for replenishment to dispensing pharmacy(s) with 

drugs purchased by SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH under the Federal 340B program; ability to compare and apply different pricing and cost information to 

individual adjudicated claims based on SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH defined parameters; and extensive capabilities for generating financial, operational and 

340B compliance verification reports. Therefore, Walgreens was the only proposer awarded due to their established credibility and robust system which 

could accomodate the scope of the services requested. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:
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A competitive RFP process was solicited for this contract in 2013, which included the 12B clause and does not discriminate based on the criteria set forth in 

Chapter 12B. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

Yes

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:

Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003699

Sort Order: Order in ascending order
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1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michelle Ruggels CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

2024-07-10 16:30:00

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = 799c59df1b47c650fdb0edb6624bcbd6

Sort Order: None

8 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-10 

16:44:15

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-10 

16:44:12

false

2024-07-02 

13:07:05

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

Draft 2024-07-02 

13:07:04

2024-07-10 

16:30:00

8 Days 3 Hours 

22 Minutes

true

2024-07-10 

16:30:05

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

16:30:00

2024-07-10 

16:44:12

14 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

16:30:05

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

Draft 2024-07-10 

16:30:00

2024-07-10 

16:30:00

0 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

16:44:15

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-10 

16:44:12

false

2024-07-10 

16:30:05

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

16:30:00

2024-07-10 

16:44:12

14 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

16:30:05

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

Draft 2024-07-10 

16:30:00

2024-07-10 

16:30:00

0 Seconds true

2024-07-02 

13:07:05

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003699

Draft 2024-07-02 

13:07:04

2024-07-10 

16:30:00

8 Days 3 Hours 

22 Minutes

true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003724 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (DPH) Department Head

(Michelle Ruggels)
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:30:22 AM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003724 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (DPH) Department Head (Michelle Ruggels).

Summary of Request

Requester: Alejandro Garcia
Department: DPH
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)
Supplier ID: 0000024486
Requested total cost: $6,515.00
Short Description: Laboratory consumables, parts, reagent kits, servicing for Public Health
laboratory use for diagnostic analysis 

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5142188_bQKwF0t1g9aMOLJS3Jwx

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=b57973451b1f4690fdb0edb6624bcb51
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=b57973451b1f4690fdb0edb6624bcb51
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 10:21:53 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003724

Requested for: Alejandro Garcia

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michelle Ruggels

Opened: 2024-07-08 07:35:35

Request Status: Completed

State: Completed

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Standard

Requesting Department: DPH

Requester Phone: 62820674

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Alejandro Garcia

Watch list:

Short Description:

Laboratory consumables, parts,  reagent kits, servicing for Public Health laboratory use for diagnostic analysis 

Supplier ID: 0000024486

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $6,515.00

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $6,515.00

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21A GPO (DPH Only)

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000841576

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-01

Waiver End Date: 2025-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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(a) Becton Dickinson Diagnostic Systems 

(b) Laboratory consumables, reagents, and supplies for diagnostic analysis. Equipment servicing included 

(c) Becton Dickinson Diagnostic Systems provides proprietary consumables and servicing of the laboratory equipment at SFDPH hospitals. They fulfill a 

need at the hospital for use in diagnostic analysis for patient care. 

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

Becton Dickinson Diagnostic Systems has not completed 12b compliance. As they are a sole source provider of laboratory reagent equipment, consumables, 

and its servicing, SFDPH has continued contracting with this company due to need, but will continue efforts towards compliance in the meantime. 

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst: Domenic Viterbo-Martinez

CMD Analyst Decision: Reviewed and Approved

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang

Select the reason for this request: 12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

CMD Analyst Comments: Laboratory consumables, parts, 

reagent kits, and services through a 

group purchasing authority GPO for 

DPH bulk purchasing.

CMD Director

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang CMD Director Decision: Reviewed and Approved

Reason for Determination:

Approved through 12B.5-1(d)(2) authority. 

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:
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12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and
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Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false

Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

Per Admin Code Section 21A.2(a) 

(2)   Healthcare GPOs obtain cost savings by pooling their members' purchasing power and negotiating lower prices from their participating vendors. 

Healthcare GPOs also provide their members with cost savings by conducting a competitive bidding process for some – though not all – of the goods and 

services offered by their suppliers. 

(3)   Membership in Healthcare GPOs allows DPH to employ a streamlined process for procuring goods and services, thereby reducing administrative 

burdens, facilitating improved quality of care, and saving DPH millions of dollars each fiscal year.

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

Per Admin Code Section 21A.2(a) 

(2)   Healthcare GPOs obtain cost savings by pooling their members' purchasing power and negotiating lower prices from their participating vendors. 

Healthcare GPOs also provide their members with cost savings by conducting a competitive bidding process for some – though not all – of the goods and 

services offered by their suppliers. 

(3)   Membership in Healthcare GPOs allows DPH to employ a streamlined process for procuring goods and services, thereby reducing administrative 

burdens, facilitating improved quality of care, and saving DPH millions of dollars each fiscal year.

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

To fulfill the Board's desire to obtain the cost savings from using a GPO, pursuant to Chapter 21A.

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:
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Becton Dickinson Diagnostic Systems has not completed 12b compliance. As they are a sole source provider of laboratory reagent equipment, parts, 

consumables, and its servicing, SFDPH has continued contracting with this company due to need, but will continue efforts towards compliance in the 

meantime. 

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

The purpose of Chapter 12B is to ensure equal access to benefits, including health benefits, regardless of one's protected category. The use of a GPO 

ensures DPH can access the goods and services it needs to provide healthcare to SF residents in a cost-effective and reliable manner, thereby increasing 

their access to healthcare regardless of their status. In this regard, the use of this Vizient contractor is aligned with the intent of Chapter 12B.

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

Yes

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:

Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003724

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michelle Ruggels CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

2024-07-08 07:44:48

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = b57973451b1f4690fdb0edb6624bcb51

Sort Order: None

12 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-08 

07:44:51

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Draft 2024-07-08 

07:44:48

2024-07-08 

09:29:44

1 Hour 44 Minutes true
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Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-08 

09:29:45

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-08 

09:29:44

2024-07-08 

10:14:05

44 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

07:35:40

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Draft 2024-07-08 

07:35:35

2024-07-08 

07:44:48

9 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

07:44:51

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-08 

07:44:48

2024-07-08 

07:44:48

0 Seconds true

2024-07-08 

14:06:15

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Completed 2024-07-08 

14:06:10

false

2024-07-08 

10:14:10

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-08 

10:14:05

2024-07-08 

14:06:10

3 Hours 52 

Minutes

true

2024-07-08 

07:44:51

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-08 

07:44:48

2024-07-08 

07:44:48

0 Seconds true

2024-07-08 

07:35:40

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Draft 2024-07-08 

07:35:35

2024-07-08 

07:44:48

9 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

14:06:15

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Completed 2024-07-08 

14:06:10

false

2024-07-08 

07:44:51

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Draft 2024-07-08 

07:44:48

2024-07-08 

09:29:44

1 Hour 44 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

10:14:10

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-08 

10:14:05

2024-07-08 

14:06:10

3 Hours 52 

Minutes

true

2024-07-08 

09:29:45

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003724

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-08 

09:29:44

2024-07-08 

10:14:05

44 Minutes true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003725 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (REG) Department Head (John

Arntz)
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:22:56 AM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003725 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (REG) Department Head (John Arntz).

Summary of Request

Requester: Colei Obrien
Department: REG
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000009020
Requested total cost: $9,993.36
Short Description: mobile shelving units and storage units for ballots. 

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5142075_QJMZYCagnhYMGTTRfHjd

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=f0224c991b5f4690fdb0edb6624bcbfd
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=f0224c991b5f4690fdb0edb6624bcbfd
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003725

Requested for: Colei Obrien

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

John Arntz

Opened: 2024-07-08 08:13:29

Request Status: Completed

State: Completed

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type:

Requesting Department: REG

Requester Phone: (415) 554-5692

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Colei Obrien

Watch list:

Short Description:

mobile shelving units and storage units for ballots. 

Supplier ID: 0000009020

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $9,993.36

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $9,993.36

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000842766

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-08

Waiver End Date: 2025-07-08

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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(a) Supplier Name: 

Uline 

 

(b) Contract Purpose and Goods/Services Provided: 

To acquire storage and organizational supplies for moving and storing ballots. Uline will provide mobile shelving units, shelving covers, stretch wrap, 

reusable bulk containers, corrugated fanfold, corrugated pads, and plastic storage file boxes. 

 

(c) Explanation of 12B Waiver Justification: 

Uline is selected because they offer the specific products needed at a lower cost compared to other vendors. These items are crucial for ballot management. 

Other vendors are significantly more expensive.

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

Efforts to have Uline comply with 12B requirements were unsuccessful due to their standardized business practices. Given their cost-effectiveness and 

product specificity, a waiver is necessary.

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst: Domenic Viterbo-Martinez

CMD Analyst Decision: Reviewed and Approved

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang

Select the reason for this request: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

CMD Analyst Comments: No compliant source for storage and 

organizational supplies for moving 

and storing ballots. 

CMD Director

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang CMD Director Decision: Reviewed and Approved

Reason for Determination:

Approved. 

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:
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Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services
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12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false

Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)
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12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:

Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003725

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved John Arntz CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

2024-07-08 09:02:20 2024-07-08 09:22:11 - 

John Arntz (Comments) 

reply from: 

john.arntz@sfgov.org 

 

Ref:TIS5141958_wD34

DSp4J9MYDFKkMumX 

 

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = f0224c991b5f4690fdb0edb6624bcbfd

Sort Order: None

12 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-08 

09:22:15

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-08 

09:22:12

2024-07-08 

10:00:57

38 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

14:03:06

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Completed 2024-07-08 

14:03:02

false

2024-07-08 

08:47:16

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Draft 2024-07-08 

08:47:10

2024-07-08 

09:02:20

15 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

09:02:25

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-08 

09:02:20

2024-07-08 

09:22:12

19 Minutes true
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Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-08 

10:01:00

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-08 

10:00:57

2024-07-08 

14:03:02

4 Hours 2 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

09:02:25

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Draft 2024-07-08 

09:02:20

2024-07-08 

09:02:20

0 Seconds true

2024-07-08 

08:47:16

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Draft 2024-07-08 

08:47:10

2024-07-08 

09:02:20

15 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

09:02:25

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Draft 2024-07-08 

09:02:20

2024-07-08 

09:02:20

0 Seconds true

2024-07-08 

09:22:15

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-08 

09:22:12

2024-07-08 

10:00:57

38 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

14:03:06

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Completed 2024-07-08 

14:03:02

false

2024-07-08 

09:02:25

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-08 

09:02:20

2024-07-08 

09:22:12

19 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

10:01:00

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003725

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-08 

10:00:57

2024-07-08 

14:03:02

4 Hours 2 Minutes true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003720 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (DPH) Department Head

(Michelle Ruggels)
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 4:45:55 PM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003720 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (DPH) Department Head (Michelle Ruggels).

Summary of Request

Requester: Swati Patel
Department: DPH
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)
Supplier ID: 0000042765
Requested total cost: $175,000.00
Short Description: Quva: Outsourced Sterile Compounding Services 

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5139524_5io7BjCs4g7sFiIeCKoY

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=c7588ad41b9fce50fdb0edb6624bcbee
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=c7588ad41b9fce50fdb0edb6624bcbee
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 10:23:49 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003720

Requested for: Swati Patel

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michelle Ruggels

Opened: 2024-07-05 15:25:59

Request Status: Completed

State: Completed

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Standard

Requesting Department: DPH

Requester Phone: (628) 206-2504

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Swati Patel

Watch list:

Short Description:

Quva: Outsourced Sterile Compounding Services 

Supplier ID: 0000042765

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

Modification – Prior Waiver Approved 

in ServiceNow

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request: CMD12B0003047

Requested Amount: $75,000.00

Increase Amount: $100,000.00

Previously Approved Amount: $75,000.00

Total Requested Amount: $175,000.00

Document Type: Requisition

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21A GPO (DPH Only)

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID: 0000301331

Enter Purchase Order ID:

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-01

Waiver End Date: 2025-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

false

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: true

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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(a) QUVA PHARMA INC 

(b) Quva provides sterile compounded services to assist with ventilated COVID-19 patients and controlled substance IV medications not commericially 

available. 

(c) This supplier was pre-selected through group purchasing authority GPO (Vizient) for DPH bulk purchasing. 

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

QUVA PHARMA INC is pending compliance with 12b. In the interim, SFDPH is seeking a waiver until the supplier can be found compliant or unable to 

comply. This supplier was also pre-selected through group purchasing authority GPO for DPH bulk purchasing. 

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst: Domenic Viterbo-Martinez

CMD Analyst Decision: Reviewed and Approved

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang

Select the reason for this request: 12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

CMD Analyst Comments: Purchase of sterile compounded 

services to assist with ventilated 

COVID-19 patients through a group 

purchasing authority GPO for DPH 

bulk purchasing.

CMD Director

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang CMD Director Decision: Reviewed and Approved

Reason for Determination:

Approved under 12B.5-1(d)(2) authority. 

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:
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12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and
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Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false

Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

Per Admin Code Section 21A.2(a) 

(2)   Healthcare GPOs obtain cost savings by pooling their members' purchasing power and negotiating lower prices from their participating vendors. 

Healthcare GPOs also provide their members with cost savings by conducting a competitive bidding process for some – though not all – of the goods and 

services offered by their suppliers. 

(3)   Membership in Healthcare GPOs allows DPH to employ a streamlined process for procuring goods and services, thereby reducing administrative 

burdens, facilitating improved quality of care, and saving DPH millions of dollars each fiscal year.

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

Per Admin Code Section 21A.2(a) 

(2)   Healthcare GPOs obtain cost savings by pooling their members' purchasing power and negotiating lower prices from their participating vendors. 

Healthcare GPOs also provide their members with cost savings by conducting a competitive bidding process for some – though not all – of the goods and 

services offered by their suppliers. 

(3)   Membership in Healthcare GPOs allows DPH to employ a streamlined process for procuring goods and services, thereby reducing administrative 

burdens, facilitating improved quality of care, and saving DPH millions of dollars each fiscal year.

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

To fulfill the Board's desire to obtain the cost savings from using a GPO, pursuant to Chapter 21A.

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

This entity is pre selected through Group purchasing for healthcare bulk purchasing. 
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12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

The purpose of Chapter 12B is to ensure equal access to benefits, including health benefits, regardless of one's protected category. The use of a GPO 

ensures DPH can access the goods and services it needs to provide healthcare to SF residents in a cost-effective and reliable manner, thereby increasing 

their access to healthcare regardless of their status. In this regard, the use of this Vizient contractor is aligned with the intent of Chapter 12B.

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

Yes

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:

Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003720

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michelle Ruggels CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

2024-07-05 15:33:38

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = c7588ad41b9fce50fdb0edb6624bcbee

Sort Order: None

12 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-05 

15:26:00

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Draft 2024-07-05 

15:25:59

2024-07-05 

15:33:38

7 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

16:44:51

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

16:44:47

2024-07-08 

09:23:39

2 Days 16 Hours 

38 Minutes

true
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Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-08 

09:23:41

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-08 

09:23:39

2024-07-08 

14:02:17

4 Hours 38 

Minutes

true

2024-07-08 

14:02:20

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Completed 2024-07-08 

14:02:17

false

2024-07-05 

15:33:42

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Draft 2024-07-05 

15:33:38

2024-07-05 

15:33:38

0 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

15:33:42

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

15:33:38

2024-07-05 

16:44:47

1 Hour 11 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

16:44:51

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

16:44:47

2024-07-08 

09:23:39

2 Days 16 Hours 

38 Minutes

true

2024-07-05 

15:26:00

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Draft 2024-07-05 

15:25:59

2024-07-05 

15:33:38

7 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

15:33:42

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

15:33:38

2024-07-05 

16:44:47

1 Hour 11 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

14:02:20

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Completed 2024-07-08 

14:02:17

false

2024-07-08 

09:23:41

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-08 

09:23:39

2024-07-08 

14:02:17

4 Hours 38 

Minutes

true

2024-07-05 

15:33:42

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003720

Draft 2024-07-05 

15:33:38

2024-07-05 

15:33:38

0 Seconds true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003713 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (LIB) Department Head

(Michael Lambert)
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 11:00:34 AM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003713 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (LIB) Department Head (Michael Lambert).

Summary of Request

Requester: Feng Ling Jiang
Department: LIB
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000016577
Requested total cost: $1,086.25
Short Description: SFPL Youth physical materials

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5138644_1yYSjWDPNduaftZaoZgb

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=eda14d901b17ce50fdb0edb6624bcb74
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=eda14d901b17ce50fdb0edb6624bcb74
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 10:24:54 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003713

Requested for: Feng Ling Jiang

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michael Lambert

Opened: 2024-07-05 10:17:02

Request Status: Completed

State: Completed

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Limited (Under 250K)

Requesting Department: LIB

Requester Phone: +14155574247

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Feng Ling Jiang

Watch list: Feng Ling Jiang

Short Description:

SFPL Youth physical materials

Supplier ID: 0000016577

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $1,086.25

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $1,086.25

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000842230

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-05

Waiver End Date: 2025-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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Latin American Periodicals is a specialized source for Spanish periodical titles in the fields of art, entertainment, fashion, and business. The items are 

acquired are hard-to find Spanish periodical items taht are not carried by national vendors.

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

We have emailed the vendor encouraging them to be 12B compliant and attached the 12B compliance process to the vendor.

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst: Domenic Viterbo-Martinez

CMD Analyst Decision: Reviewed and Approved

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang

Select the reason for this request: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

CMD Analyst Comments: No compliant suppliers that are a 

specialized source for out-of-print and 

hard-to-find materials in Spanish not 

offered by national vendors.

CMD Director

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang CMD Director Decision: Reviewed and Approved

Reason for Determination:

Approved under 12B.5-1(d)(1) authority. 

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)
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Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false
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Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

These are items that the citizen of San Francisco came to expect us to carry. Not being able to provide these materials to our patrons is a diservice to them.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

These are hard-to-find and specialized items. We have tried conducting a search through the web and attending professional conferences.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

It does not conflict. Vendor is still working on 12B certification.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

Yes

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:
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Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003713

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michael Lambert CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

2024-07-05 10:17:56

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = eda14d901b17ce50fdb0edb6624bcb74

Sort Order: None

12 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-05 

11:55:35

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-05 

11:55:30

2024-07-08 

13:58:52

3 Days 2 Hours 3 

Minutes

true

2024-07-05 

10:18:01

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:17:56

2024-07-05 

10:17:56

0 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

10:17:05

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:17:02

2024-07-05 

10:17:56

54 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

10:59:55

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

10:59:50

2024-07-05 

11:55:30

55 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

10:18:01

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

10:17:56

2024-07-05 

10:59:50

41 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

13:58:56

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Completed 2024-07-08 

13:58:52

false

2024-07-08 

13:58:56

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Completed 2024-07-08 

13:58:52

false

2024-07-05 

10:17:05

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:17:02

2024-07-05 

10:17:56

54 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

11:55:35

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-05 

11:55:30

2024-07-08 

13:58:52

3 Days 2 Hours 3 

Minutes

true
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Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-05 

10:18:01

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:17:56

2024-07-05 

10:17:56

0 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

10:59:55

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

10:59:50

2024-07-05 

11:55:30

55 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

10:18:01

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003713

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

10:17:56

2024-07-05 

10:59:50

41 Minutes true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003711 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (LIB) Department Head

(Michael Lambert)
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 11:00:33 AM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003711 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (LIB) Department Head (Michael Lambert).

Summary of Request

Requester: Feng Ling Jiang
Department: LIB
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000016577
Requested total cost: $5,431.25
Short Description: SFPL Adult physical materials

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5138647_s1g0xbvAXsAbRm0h6Wlk

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=eb1df8181bd3ce50fdb0edb6624bcbb1
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=eb1df8181bd3ce50fdb0edb6624bcbb1
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 10:25:31 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003711

Requested for: Feng Ling Jiang

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michael Lambert

Opened: 2024-07-05 09:57:15

Request Status: Completed

State: Completed

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Limited (Under 250K)

Requesting Department: LIB

Requester Phone: +14155574247

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Feng Ling Jiang

Watch list: Feng Ling Jiang

Short Description:

SFPL Adult physical materials

Supplier ID: 0000016577

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $5,431.25

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $5,431.25

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000842209

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-05

Waiver End Date: 2025-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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Latin American Periodicals is a specialized source for Spanish periodical titles in the fields of art, entertainment, fashion, and business. The items are 

acquired are hard-to find Spanish periodical items taht are not carried by national vendors.

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

We have emailed the vendor encouraging them to be 12B compliant and attached the 12B compliance process to the vendor.

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst: Domenic Viterbo-Martinez

CMD Analyst Decision: Reviewed and Approved

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang

Select the reason for this request: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

CMD Analyst Comments: No compliant suppliers that are a 

specialized source for out-of-print and 

hard-to-find materials in Spanish not 

offered by national vendors.

CMD Director

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang CMD Director Decision: Reviewed and Approved

Reason for Determination:

Approved under 12B.5-1(d)(1) authority. 

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)
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Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false
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Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

These are items that the citizen of San Francisco came to expect us to carry. Not being able to provide these materials to our patrons is a diservice to them.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

These are hard-to-find and specialized items. We have tried conducting a search through the web and attending professional conferences.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

It does not conflict. Vendor is still working on 12B certification.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

Yes

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:
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Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003711

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michael Lambert CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

2024-07-05 10:13:55

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = eb1df8181bd3ce50fdb0edb6624bcbb1

Sort Order: None

12 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-05 

10:14:02

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

10:13:55

2024-07-05 

10:13:55

0 Seconds true

2024-07-08 

13:58:20

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Completed 2024-07-08 

13:58:16

false

2024-07-05 

10:14:02

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:13:55

2024-07-05 

11:00:12

46 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

10:13:30

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:13:27

2024-07-05 

10:13:55

28 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

11:54:45

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-05 

11:54:44

2024-07-08 

13:58:16

3 Days 2 Hours 3 

Minutes

true

2024-07-05 

11:00:16

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

11:00:12

2024-07-05 

11:54:44

54 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

11:00:16

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

11:00:12

2024-07-05 

11:54:44

54 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

10:14:02

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

10:13:55

2024-07-05 

10:13:55

0 Seconds true

2024-07-08 

13:58:20

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Completed 2024-07-08 

13:58:16

false
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Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-05 

10:14:02

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:13:55

2024-07-05 

11:00:12

46 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

11:54:45

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-05 

11:54:44

2024-07-08 

13:58:16

3 Days 2 Hours 3 

Minutes

true

2024-07-05 

10:13:30

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003711

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:13:27

2024-07-05 

10:13:55

28 Seconds true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003714 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (LIB) Department Head

(Michael Lambert)
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:51:53 AM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003714 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (LIB) Department Head (Michael Lambert).

Summary of Request

Requester: Feng Ling Jiang
Department: LIB
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000025869
Requested total cost: $9,776.25
Short Description: SFPL Adult physical materials

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5138612_YlQjmDC453DLEgMzRAAV

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=7066c19c1b17ce50fdb0edb6624bcb86
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=7066c19c1b17ce50fdb0edb6624bcb86
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 10:26:14 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003714

Requested for: Feng Ling Jiang

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michael Lambert

Opened: 2024-07-05 10:37:45

Request Status: Completed

State: Completed

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Limited (Under 250K)

Requesting Department: LIB

Requester Phone: +14155574247

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Feng Ling Jiang

Watch list: Feng Ling Jiang

Short Description:

SFPL Adult physical materials

Supplier ID: 0000025869

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $9,776.25

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $9,776.25

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000842251

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-05

Waiver End Date: 2025-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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Alibris for library is a specialized source for out-of-print and hard-to-find materials. They also offer wide selection of these titles by indiviidual sellers that are 

not offered by national vendors.

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

We have emailed the vendor encouraging them to be 12B compliant and attached the 12B compliance process to the vendor.

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst: Domenic Viterbo-Martinez

CMD Analyst Decision: Reviewed and Approved

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang

Select the reason for this request: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

CMD Analyst Comments: No compliant suppliers that are a 

specialized source for out-of-print and 

hard-to-find materials not offered by 

national vendors.

CMD Director

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang CMD Director Decision: Reviewed and Approved

Reason for Determination:

Approved under 12B.5-1(d)(1) authority. 

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)
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Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false
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Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

These are items that the citizen of San Francisco came to expect us to carry. Not being able to provide these materials to our patrons is a diservice to them.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

These are hard-to-find and specialized items. We have tried conducting a search through the web and attending professional conferences.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

It does not conflict. Vendor is still working on 12B certification.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

Yes

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:
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Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003714

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michael Lambert CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

2024-07-05 10:43:29

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = 7066c19c1b17ce50fdb0edb6624bcb86

Sort Order: None

12 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-05 

11:51:46

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-05 

11:51:43

2024-07-08 

13:59:25

3 Days 2 Hours 7 

Minutes

true

2024-07-05 

10:43:31

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

10:43:29

2024-07-05 

10:51:01

7 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

10:51:05

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

10:51:01

2024-07-05 

11:51:43

1 Hour true

2024-07-05 

10:37:50

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:37:45

2024-07-05 

10:43:29

5 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

13:59:30

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Completed 2024-07-08 

13:59:25

false

2024-07-05 

10:43:31

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:43:29

2024-07-05 

10:43:29

0 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

10:51:05

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

10:51:01

2024-07-05 

11:51:43

1 Hour true

2024-07-05 

10:37:50

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:37:45

2024-07-05 

10:43:29

5 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

11:51:46

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-05 

11:51:43

2024-07-08 

13:59:25

3 Days 2 Hours 7 

Minutes

true
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Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-05 

10:43:31

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:43:29

2024-07-05 

10:43:29

0 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

10:43:31

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

10:43:29

2024-07-05 

10:51:01

7 Minutes true

2024-07-08 

13:59:30

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003714

Completed 2024-07-08 

13:59:25

false



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003715 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (LIB) Department Head

(Michael Lambert)
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:50:14 AM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003715 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (LIB) Department Head (Michael Lambert).

Summary of Request

Requester: Feng Ling Jiang
Department: LIB
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000025869
Requested total cost: $9,776.25
Short Description: SFPL Youth physical materials

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5138610_3ZGyGOlu9NDLFIdeGFZj

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=f22889901b57ce50fdb0edb6624bcbbd
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=f22889901b57ce50fdb0edb6624bcbbd
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 10:26:51 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003715

Requested for: Feng Ling Jiang

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michael Lambert

Opened: 2024-07-05 10:45:32

Request Status: Completed

State: Completed

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Limited (Under 250K)

Requesting Department: LIB

Requester Phone: +14155574247

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Feng Ling Jiang

Watch list: Feng Ling Jiang

Short Description:

SFPL Youth physical materials

Supplier ID: 0000025869

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $9,776.25

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $9,776.25

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000842260

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-05

Waiver End Date: 2025-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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Alibris for library is a specialized source for out-of-print and hard-to-find materials. They also offer wide selection of these titles by indiviidual sellers that are 

not offered by national vendors.

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

We have emailed the vendor encouraging them to be 12B compliant and attached the 12B compliance process to the vendor.

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst: Domenic Viterbo-Martinez

CMD Analyst Decision: Reviewed and Approved

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang

Select the reason for this request: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

CMD Analyst Comments: No compliant suppliers that are a 

specialized source for out-of-print and 

hard-to-find materials not offered by 

national vendors.

CMD Director

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang CMD Director Decision: Reviewed and Approved

Reason for Determination:

Approved under 12B.5-1(d)(1) authority. 

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)
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Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false
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Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

These are items that the citizen of San Francisco came to expect us to carry. Not being able to provide these materials to our patrons is a diservice to them.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

These are hard-to-find and specialized items. We have tried conducting a search through the web and attending professional conferences.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

It does not conflict. Vendor is still working on 12B certification.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

Yes

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:



CMD 12B Waiver Details Page 5

Run By : ServiceNow Admin 2024-07-10 10:26:51 Pacific Daylight Time

Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003715

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michael Lambert CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

2024-07-05 10:46:25

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = f22889901b57ce50fdb0edb6624bcbbd

Sort Order: None

12 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-08 

13:59:46

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Completed 2024-07-08 

13:59:40

false

2024-07-05 

10:46:30

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:46:25

2024-07-05 

10:46:25

0 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

11:52:51

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-05 

11:52:49

2024-07-08 

13:59:40

3 Days 2 Hours 6 

Minutes

true

2024-07-05 

10:50:00

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

10:49:59

2024-07-05 

11:52:49

1 Hour 2 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

10:45:35

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:45:32

2024-07-05 

10:46:25

53 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

10:46:30

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

10:46:25

2024-07-05 

10:49:59

3 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

11:52:51

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Awaiting CMD 

Director Approval

2024-07-05 

11:52:49

2024-07-08 

13:59:40

3 Days 2 Hours 6 

Minutes

true

2024-07-05 

10:50:00

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-05 

10:49:59

2024-07-05 

11:52:49

1 Hour 2 Minutes true

2024-07-05 

10:46:30

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-05 

10:46:25

2024-07-05 

10:49:59

3 Minutes true
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Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-08 

13:59:46

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Completed 2024-07-08 

13:59:40

false

2024-07-05 

10:45:35

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:45:32

2024-07-05 

10:46:25

53 Seconds true

2024-07-05 

10:46:30

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003715

Draft 2024-07-05 

10:46:25

2024-07-05 

10:46:25

0 Seconds true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003751 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (REG) Department Head (John

Arntz)
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 1:37:25 PM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003751 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (REG) Department Head (John Arntz).

Summary of Request

Requester: Christina Chow
Department: REG
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000042255
Requested total cost: $1,200.00
Short Description: Wise Sons for Ballot Simplification Committee

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5150003_QU0o7H1gVFCoQgJiXurE

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=36db137d1b9706d0a835a687624bcb38
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=36db137d1b9706d0a835a687624bcb38
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 15:19:21 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003751

Requested for: Christina Chow

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

John Arntz

Opened: 2024-07-10 13:21:40

Request Status: Awaiting CMD Analyst Approval

State: Work in Progress

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Standard

Requesting Department: REG

Requester Phone: (415) 554-4641

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Christina Chow

Watch list: Christina Chow, 

colei.obrien@sfgov.org, 

mayank.patel@sfgov.org

Short Description:

Wise Sons for Ballot Simplification Committee

Supplier ID: 0000042255

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $1,200.00

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $1,200.00

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000844298

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-10

Waiver End Date: 2025-07-10

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false
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Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:

Wise Sons is the only City Supplier restaurant within walking distance that offers breakfast and lunch options. Due to time constraints, they will not become 

12B compliant before the event begins. 

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

Due to time constraints and absent management, the vendors will not be able to comply in time. 

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst:

CMD Analyst Decision:

CMD Director:

Select the reason for this request:

CMD Analyst Comments:

CMD Director

CMD Director: CMD Director Decision:

Reason for Determination:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)
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12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false

Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:
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12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

There are no vendors within walking distance of City Hall that can fulfill the Purchase Order requirements. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

Due to time constraints, the vendor will not be 12B compliant by the event start date. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

We could find no other vendors within walking distance to solicit. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

Had there been enough time, the vendor would likely have complied, thus keeping in line with the City's goal. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

Yes

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:

Activities

Additional comments:
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Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003751

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved John Arntz CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

2024-07-10 13:30:30 2024-07-10 13:35:46 - 

John Arntz (Comments) 

reply from: 

john.arntz@sfgov.org 

 

Ref:TIS5149985_QVO9

BsmXc3oM7VyIyAAl 

 

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = 36db137d1b9706d0a835a687624bcb38

Sort Order: None

8 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-10 

13:30:35

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

13:30:30

2024-07-10 

13:30:30

0 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

13:30:35

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

Draft 2024-07-10 

13:30:30

2024-07-10 

13:35:47

5 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

13:30:20

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

Draft 2024-07-10 

13:30:19

2024-07-10 

13:30:30

11 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

13:35:51

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-10 

13:35:47

false

2024-07-10 

13:30:20

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

Draft 2024-07-10 

13:30:19

2024-07-10 

13:30:30

11 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

13:30:35

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

13:30:30

2024-07-10 

13:30:30

0 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

13:35:51

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-10 

13:35:47

false

2024-07-10 

13:30:35

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003751

Draft 2024-07-10 

13:30:30

2024-07-10 

13:35:47

5 Minutes true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003742 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (DPH) Department Head

(Michelle Ruggels)
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 12:11:38 PM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003742 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (DPH) Department Head (Michelle Ruggels).

Summary of Request

Requester: Connie Jozami
Department: DPH
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000003355
Requested total cost: $60,000.00
Short Description: Cardinal Health Products and Services - Medical and Laboratory Supplies

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5149761_yVaO3vIkDpVKpzIklvav

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=d253cb311bd306d0a835a687624bcbbd
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=d253cb311bd306d0a835a687624bcbbd
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 15:20:09 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003742

Requested for: Connie Jozami

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michelle Ruggels

Opened: 2024-07-10 11:34:36

Request Status: Awaiting CMD Analyst Approval

State: Work in Progress

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Standard

Requesting Department: DPH

Requester Phone:

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Connie Jozami

Watch list:

Short Description:

Cardinal Health Products and Services - Medical and Laboratory Supplies

Supplier ID: 0000003355

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $60,000.00

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $60,000.00

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000842540

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-10

Waiver End Date: 2026-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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CARDINALHEALTH MEDICAL PRODUCTS & SVCS, 0000003355 laboratory products and specialty medical supplies for ZSFGH, LHH and the remaing 

SFHN locations

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

DPH has provided the contact information of Equal Benefits Program Contract Compliance  unit, and to follow up with them. 

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst:

CMD Analyst Decision:

CMD Director:

Select the reason for this request:

CMD Analyst Comments:

CMD Director

CMD Director: CMD Director Decision:

Reason for Determination:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)
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12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false

Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:
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12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

It ensures that DPH has access to necessary medical and laboratory supplies from a vendor that has them available. This allows DPH to provide medical 

care to all SF residents.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

To ensure that all medical supplies are available even if they are not available through other vendors. Cardinal health can provide those supplies.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

DPH has a primary vendor: Medline, yet not everything is always available through them. In the past DPH's primary vendor was Cardinal,. This ensures that 

all medical supplies are always available.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

The department is following up with supplier. The purpose of Chapter 12B is to ensure equal access to benefits, including health benefits, regardless of one's 

protected category. The waiver is so that DPH can always access the goods and services it needs to provide healthcare to SF residents in a cost-effective 

and reliable manner, thereby increasing their access to healthcare regardless of their status. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

Not Applicable

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:
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Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003742

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michelle Ruggels CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

2024-07-10 11:59:39

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = d253cb311bd306d0a835a687624bcbbd

Sort Order: None

8 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-10 

11:59:40

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

11:59:39

2024-07-10 

11:59:39

0 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

11:45:35

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

Draft 2024-07-10 

11:45:33

2024-07-10 

11:59:39

14 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

11:59:40

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

Draft 2024-07-10 

11:59:39

2024-07-10 

12:10:55

11 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

12:10:55

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-10 

12:10:55

false

2024-07-10 

12:10:55

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-10 

12:10:55

false

2024-07-10 

11:59:40

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

11:59:39

2024-07-10 

11:59:39

0 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

11:45:35

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

Draft 2024-07-10 

11:45:33

2024-07-10 

11:59:39

14 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

11:59:40

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003742

Draft 2024-07-10 

11:59:39

2024-07-10 

12:10:55

11 Minutes true



From: CCSF IT Service Desk
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: CMD12B0003746 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (DPH) Department Head

(Michelle Ruggels)
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 12:11:07 PM
Attachments: image

Contract Monitoring Division
 

 

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0003746 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (DPH) Department Head (Michelle Ruggels).

Summary of Request

Requester: Connie Jozami
Department: DPH
Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000003355
Requested total cost: $15,000.00
Short Description: Cardinal Health Products and Services - Laboratory Supplies

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact
cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

Thank you. 

 
Ref:TIS5149756_6jpmWVUVk6ZIaXUeUaS2

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=87682e2220c3499cbdfd1aaf0581e5e2-Department
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=ab19c3fd1bd306d0a835a687624bcb8c
https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=ab19c3fd1bd306d0a835a687624bcb8c
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
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Report Title: CMD 12B Waiver Details

Run Date and Time: 2024-07-10 15:21:04 Pacific Daylight Time

Run by: ServiceNow Admin

Table name: u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD 12B Waiver

Number: CMD12B0003746

Requested for: Connie Jozami

Department Head/Delegated 

authority:

Michelle Ruggels

Opened: 2024-07-10 11:59:49

Request Status: Awaiting CMD Analyst Approval

State: Work in Progress

Waiver Type: 12B Waiver

12B Waiver Type: Standard

Requesting Department: DPH

Requester Phone:

Awaiting Info from:

Awaiting Info reason:

Opened by: Connie Jozami

Watch list:

Short Description:

Cardinal Health Products and Services - Laboratory Supplies

Supplier ID: 0000003355

Is this a new waiver or are you 

modifying a previously approved 

waiver?:

New Waiver

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Requested Amount: $15,000.00

Increase Amount: $0.00

Previously Approved Amount: $0.00

Total Requested Amount: $15,000.00

Document Type: Purchase Order

12B Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

City Treasurer: Jose Cisneros

Admin Code Chapter: Chapter 21 Goods and Services

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this 

agreement as a Sole Source:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:

Enter Purchase Order ID: 0000841186

Enter Direct Voucher ID:

Waiver Start Date: 2024-07-10

Waiver End Date: 2026-06-30

Advertising: false

Commodities, Equipment and 

Hardware :

true

Equipment and Vehicle Lease: false

On Premise Software and Support: false

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals 

and Journals:

false

Professional and General Services: false

Software as a Service (SaaS) and 

Cloud Software Applications:

false

Vehicles and Trailers: false

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:
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CARDINALHEALTH MEDICAL PRODUCTS & SVCS, 0000003355 laboratory products and specialty medical supplies for ZSFGH, LHH and the remaing 

SFHN locations

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

DPH has provided the contact information of Equal Benefits Program Contract Compliance  unit, and to follow up with them. 

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst:

CMD Analyst Decision:

CMD Director:

Select the reason for this request:

CMD Analyst Comments:

CMD Director

CMD Director: CMD Director Decision:

Reason for Determination:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source – Non Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question1:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source – Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source – Property Contract 

Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)
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12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question1 :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source – Non 

Property Contract Justification 

Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this 

agreement as a Sole Source under 

Chpt 21.42?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as 

a Sole Source under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI) 

Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question1:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false

Bulk Power: false

Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) 

Question2:
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12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)  Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

It ensures that DPH has access to necessary medical and laboratory supplies from a vendor that has them available. This allows DPH to provide medical 

care to all SF residents.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

To ensure that all medical supplies are available even if they are not available through other vendors. Cardinal health can provide those supplies.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

DPH has a primary vendor: Medline, yet not everything is always available through them. In the past DPH's primary vendor was Cardinal,. This ensures that 

all medical supplies are always available.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

The department is following up with supplier. The purpose of Chapter 12B is to ensure equal access to benefits, including health benefits, regardless of one's 

protected category. The waiver is so that DPH can always access the goods and services it needs to provide healthcare to SF residents in a cost-effective 

and reliable manner, thereby increasing their access to healthcare regardless of their status. 

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

Not Applicable

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk 

Purchasing under Charter Sec. 

8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:
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Activities

Additional comments:

 

 

Related List Title: Approval List

Table name: sysapproval_approver

Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0003746

Sort Order: Order in ascending order

1 Approvals

State Approver Approving Created Approval set Comments

Approved Michelle Ruggels CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

2024-07-10 12:03:38

Related List Title: Metric List

Table name: metric_instance

Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = ab19c3fd1bd306d0a835a687624bcb8c

Sort Order: None

8 Metrics

Created Definition ID Value Start End Duration
Calculation com

plete

2024-07-10 

12:03:40

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

12:03:38

2024-07-10 

12:10:15

6 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

11:59:51

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

Draft 2024-07-10 

11:59:49

2024-07-10 

12:03:38

3 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

12:03:40

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

Draft 2024-07-10 

12:03:38

2024-07-10 

12:03:38

0 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

12:10:21

OCA 12B Metric CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-10 

12:10:15

false

2024-07-10 

12:03:40

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

Draft 2024-07-10 

12:03:38

2024-07-10 

12:03:38

0 Seconds true

2024-07-10 

12:10:21

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

Awaiting CMD 

Analyst Approval

2024-07-10 

12:10:15

false

2024-07-10 

12:03:40

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

Dept. Head 

approval

2024-07-10 

12:03:38

2024-07-10 

12:10:15

6 Minutes true

2024-07-10 

11:59:51

Assigned to 

Duration

CMD 12B Waiver: 

CMD12B0003746

Draft 2024-07-10 

11:59:49

2024-07-10 

12:03:38

3 Minutes true



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: ASR Sole Source Report
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 3:14:36 PM
Attachments: image001.png

ASR Sole Source Report 2023-24.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached from the Office of the Assessor-Recorder the Sole Source Contracts
Report for Fiscal Year (FY) 2023-2024.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Alt, Emily (ASR) <Emily.Alt@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 3:04 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Torres, Joaquin (ASR) <joaquin.torres@sfgov.org>; Jacques, Simone (ASR)
<simone.jacques@sfgov.org>; Lung, Holly (ASR) <holly.lung@sfgov.org>
Subject: ASR Sole Source Report

 
Hi,
 
Attached is the 2023-24 Sole Source Report for the Assessor-Recorder’s Office.

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:edward.deasis@sfgov.org
mailto:mehran.entezari@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:BOS@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/


Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Emily

 
 
 

  Emily Alt (She/Her)
Manager II
Office of the Assessor-Recorder
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Rm 190
San Francisco, CA 94102
Email: emily.alt@sfgov.org
Phone: 628-652-8270
Website:  www.sfassessor.org

 
“With integrity we work together to build a better San Francisco through superior customer service, fair
property taxation and the preservation of public records.”

 

mailto:emily.alt@sfgov.org
file:///jnelly/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/TJGGQTZN/sfassessor.org


                                          
 

Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Drive, Room 190 
Tel: (628) 652-8100     Fax: (415) 554-7915 

www.sfassessor.org 
e-mail: assessor@sfgov.org 

 

JOAQUÍN TORRES 
ASSESSOR-RECORDER 

 

OFFICE OF THE  
ASSESSOR-RECORDER 

SAN FRANCISCO 
 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
 
From: Simone Jacques 

Deputy Assessor of Finance and Administration 
 
Date:  July 10, 2024 
 
Subject: Sole Source Contracts for Fiscal Year 2023-24 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
The Office of the Assessor-Recorder (ASR) received one (1) Sole Source Waiver from the Office of Contract Administration 
in FY2023-24: 
 

 
 

In addition, ASR has a total of four (4) existing contracts under Sole Source Waiver authority as follows: 
 

  



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: OCME Response to District 6 LOI From Board Meeting of 052824
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 4:16:19 PM
Attachments: LOI_SupDorsey_OCME Response_6.26.24.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached response submitted by the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner 
regarding District 6’s Letter of Inquiry from Board meeting of June 4, 2024, pertaining to 
medetomidine.

Regards,

John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

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.

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:edward.deasis@sfgov.org
mailto:mehran.entezari@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:BOS@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/


Office of the City Administrator 

Carmen Chu, City Administrator 

David Serrano Sewell, Executive Director 

Office of the Chief Medical Examiner 

Accredited by the National Association of Medical Examiners | American Board of Forensic Toxicologists  | ANSI National Accreditation Board ISO/IEC 17025:2017 Testing 

City & County of San Francisco 

London N. Breed, Mayor 

June 26, 2024 

The Honorable Matt Dorsey 
Supervisor, District 6 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Subject: Response to the LOI regarding Monitoring San Francisco’s illicit drug supply for 
Medetomidine, an adulterant reportedly now driving ‘recent mass overdose  
outbreaks’ in U.S. and Canadian cities 

Dear Supervisor Dorsey: 

This letter responds to your May 28, 2024, inquiry to the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner 
(OCME) seeking information about how we currently monitor the presence of Medetomidine in 
San Francisco’s illicit drug supply, and what resources and support are required to expand 
monitoring of Medetomidine and other dangerous adulterants in the drug supply.   

First, we thank you for raising awareness of this critical challenge and acknowledging the 
OCME's ongoing efforts to maintain an up-to-date testing panel.  

Current Practice 
As you know, every year dozens of novel or re-purposed drugs become available for 
recreational use, often with increased potency or the potential to exacerbate fatal events when 
combined with other illicit drugs. Our forensic toxicologists are acutely aware of such 
substances, including Medetomidine, through industry networks, colleagues, and literature, 
typically many months before public alerts occur. 

The OCME Forensic Laboratory Division (FLD) employs a comprehensive testing regime that 
includes a diverse range of drugs and drugs classes. Please see the enclosed “List of Tested 
Drugs (Current).” This testing protocol is extensive, and is currently being adopted as a best 
practice by several other counties within California and in other state laboratories.   

Resources Required to Expand Monitoring 
Given limitations on funding available for testing and FLD staff to conduct expanded testing 
regimes, OCME must continue to focus its limited resources on advancing our core mission, 
which includes the prompt investigation and determination of the cause and manner of deaths 
under our jurisdiction.   

SFGSA.org · 3-1- 1 



 

 

Should there be a policy decision to increase funding to support expanded testing, the addition 
of one FTE 2456 Forensic Toxicologist would allow the OCME to ensure testing panels remain 
relevant on a routine basis and enable the OCME to provide timely information on the presence 
of new drugs such as Medetomidine.  
 
I look forward to follow-up discussions on this critical issue. Please feel free to contact me at 
415-641-3699 or david.serranosewell@sfgov.org should you have any questions or require 
additional information. 
 
Respectfully,  

 
David Serrano Sewell 
Executive Director 
 
cc:  Carmen Chu, City Administrator 
 Jennifer Johnston, Deputy City Administrator 
 Christopher Liverman, M.D., Ph.D., Chief Medical Examiner 
 Luke N. Rodda, Ph.D., Chief Forensic Toxicologist 



 

 

SCOPE AND REPORTING LIMITS 
If applicable, when quantitative results are reported, the respective analytical protocol is listed first. 

When Uncertainty of Measurement is provided, it is at the coverage probability of 99.73%. 
 

GCET by HS-GC-FID 
Component  
(Volatiles) 

Blood, Urine, 
Vitreous Humor 

Ethanol 0.01 %(w/v) 
Methanol 10 mg/dL 
Acetone 10 mg/dL 

Isopropanol 10 mg/dL 
 
 

 

LCQD by LC-MS/MS [ng/mL] 
Component Blood Urine 

Amphetamines   
3,4-Methylenedioxyamphetamine (MDA) 2.5 10 

3,4-Methylenedioxymethamphetamine (MDMA) 2.5 10 
Amphetamine 10 50 

Ephedrine / Pseudoephedrine 2.5 10 
Mazindol 1 10 

Methamphetamine 10 50 
Methylphenidate 1 2.5 

Norephedrine / Norpseudoephedrine 2.5 10 
Phenmetrazine 5 25 
Phentermine 25 50 
Ritalinic Acid 2.5 5 

Analgesics   
Acetaminophen 500 500 
Salicylic Acid 100 250 

Anesthetic   
Lidocaine 5 5 

Norlidocaine 5 5 
Anticonvulsants   

10,11-Dihydro-10-Hydroxy Carbamazepine 25 25 
Carbamazepine 25 25 

Gabapentin 10 100 
Lamotrigine 10 10 

Levetiracetam 10 10 
Phenytoin 25 25 
Pregabalin 100 250 
Primidone 5 10 

Topiramate 25 25 
Valproic Acid 2500 5000 

Antidepressant   
1-(3-Chlorophenyl)-Piperazine (McPP) 1 N/A 

Amitriptyline 1 1 
Bupropion 1 5 

Citalopram / Escitalopram 1 5 
Clomipramine 1 1 
Desipramine 1 1 

Doxepin 1 1 
Duloxetine 2.5 2.5 
Fluoxetine 2.5 2.5 
Imipramine 1 1 
Mirtazapine 2.5 2.5 
Nordoxepin 1 1 

Norfluoxetine 5 5 
Norsertraline 5 5 
Nortriptyline 1 1 

O-Desmethyl Venlafaxine / N-Desmethyl Venlafaxine 2.5 2.5 
Paroxetine 5 10 
Sertraline 2.5 2.5 
Trazodone 5 5 
Venlafaxine 2.5 2.5 

Antihistamines   
Benztropine 1 1 

Brompheniramine 0.5 0.5 
Carbinoxamine 0.5 0.5 

Cetirizine / Levocetirizine 1 1 

Component Blood Urine 

Chlorpheniramine 5 25 
Diphenhydramine 1 1 

Doxylamine 2.5 5 
Hydroxyzine 1 2.5 

Meclizine 0.5 0.5 
Norchlorcyclizine 1 1 

Promethazine 0.5 1 
Antipsychotic   

7-Hydroxy Quetiapine 1 1 
9-Hydroxy Risperidone 0.5 0.5 

Chlorpromazine 1 1 
Clozapine 1 1 

N-Desmethyl Clozapine 1 1 
Norquetiapine 2.5 2.5 

Olanzapine 5 5 
Quetiapine 2.5 2.5 
Risperidone 0.5 0.5 
Thioridazine 1 1 
Ziprasidone 2.5 5 

Barbiturates   
Amobarbital / Pentobarbital 10 25 

Aprobarbital 10 10 
Barbital 10 25 

Butabarbital 10 25 
Butalbital / Talbutal 10 10 

Hexobarbital 500 5000 
Mephobarbital 500 2500 
Phenobarbital 10 25 
Secobarbital 10 25 
Thiopental 10 25 

Benzodiazepines   
7-Amino Clonazepam 1 2.5 

7-Amino Flunitrazepam 1 2.5 

7-Amino Nitrazepam 1 5 
8-Amino Clonazolam 0.25 0.75 

alpha-Hydroxy Alprazolam 1 2.5 
alpha-Hydroxy Midazolam 1 1 
alpha-Hydroxy Triazolam 2.5 5 

Alprazolam 1 1 
Bromazepam 2.5 5 
Bromazolam 0.5 0.5 

Chlordiazepoxide 1 10 
Clobazam 5 5 

Clonazepam 2.5 5 
Clonazolam 1 2.5 
Clotiazepam 1 1 
Delorazepam 2.5 5 

Desalkyl Flurazepam 1 1 
Desalkyl Gidazepam 1 1 

Deschloro Etizolam / 4′-Chloro Deschloro Alprazolam 0.25 0.25 
Diazepam 1 1 

Diclazepam 1 2.5 
Estazolam 1 1 
Etizolam 0.5 1 

Flualprazolam 0.5 1 



 

 

Component Blood Urine 

Flubromazepam 1 1 
Flubromazolam 0.5 1 
Fluclotizolam 0.25 0.5 
Flunitrazepam 0.5 1 
Flurazepam 1 1 
Lorazepam 5 10 

Lormetazepam 1 2.5 
Meclonazepam 1 1 

Metizolam 0.5 0.5 
Midazolam 1 1 

N-Desmethyl Flunitrazepam 1 2.5 
Nimetazepam 1 1 
Nitrazepam 1 2.5 

Nordiazepam 1 1 
Oxazepam 10 10 

Phenazepam 2.5 5 
Prazepam 0.5 1 
Pyrazolam 2.5 5 

Temazepam 1 5 
Triazolam 0.5 5 
Zolazepam 0.5 1 

Cannabinoids   
11-Hydroxy THC 1 2.5 

Cannabidiol (CBD) 1 2.5 
Cannabidiolic Acid (CBDA) 1 1 

Cannabidivarin (CBDV) 5 5 
Cannabigerol (CBG) 1 2.5 

Cannabigerolic Acid (CBGA) 1 1 
Cannabinol (CBN) 1 2.5 

Carboxy THC 2.5 5 
Tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) 1 2.5 

Tetrahydrocannabinol Acid (THCA) 1 1 
Tetrahydrocannabivarin (THCV) 1 5 

Tetrahydrocannabivarinic Acid (THCVA) 1 1 
Cardiac   

Clonidine 0.25 1 
Diltiazem 1 1 

Cathinones   
3,4-Methylenedioxy alpha-Pyrrolidinohexanophenone 
(3,4-MDPHP) / N-Cyclohexyl N-Methyl Methylone / N-

Cyclohexyl Butylone 

0.1 0.25 

alpha-PHP / alpha-PiHP 0.1 0.5 
Eutylone 0.25 2.5 

Mephedrone / 3-Methylmethcathinone (3-MMC) 0.75 1 
N-Propyl Butylone / N,N-Dimethyl Pentylone 0.5 0.5 

Pentylone 0.25 0.5 
Cocaine and Metabolites   

Anhydroecgonine Methyl Ester 5 25 
Benzoylecgonine 10 10 

Cocaethylene 1 2.5 
Cocaine 1 2.5 

meta-Hydroxy Cocaine / para-Hydroxy Cocaine 0.25 0.5 
Norcocaine 2.5 5 

Decongestant   
Tetrahydrozoline 0.1 0.5 

Dissociatives   
2-Fluoro Deschloro Ketamine 2.5 2.5 

3-Chloro PCP 0.1 0.25 
3-Hydroxy PCP 0.25 0.5 

Component Blood Urine 

3-Methoxy PCP / 4-Methoxy PCP 0.1 1 
Deschloroketamine 2.5 2.5 

gamma-Butyrolactone (GBL) 12,500 200000 
gamma-Hydroxybutyric Acid (GHB) * 5000 10000 

Ketamine 5 10 
Norketamine 1 10 

Phencyclidine (PCP) 1 10 
Hallucinogens   

5-Methoxy DMT 0.5 0.5 
Ibogaine 5 10 

Lysergic Acid Diethylamide (LSD) 0.1 0.1 
N,N-Dimethyltryptamine (DMT) 0.5 0.5 

Psilocin 1 5 
Miscellaneous   

Mitragynine 2.5 5 
Suvorexant 0.5 1 

Xylazine 0.25 0.75 
Muscle Relaxants   

Carisoprodol 25 25 
Cyclobenzaprine 0.5 0.5 

Meprobamate 50 100 
N-Desmethyl Cyclobenzaprine 0.5 0.5 

Scopolamine 0.5 0.5 
Opioids   

[meta-/ortho-/para-]Fluoro Fentanyl 0.05 0.05 
6-Monoacetylmorphine (6-MAM) 0.25 2.5 

Acetyl Fentanyl 0.1 1 
Buprenorphine 0.5 1 

Codeine 1 5 
Dextromethorphan / Levomethorphan 0.5 5 

Dextrorphan / Levorphanol 0.5 1 
Dihydrocodeine 1 5 

EDDP (Methadone Metabolite) 5 10 
Fentanyl 0.1 1 

Hydrocodone 1 5 
Hydromorphone 1 5 

Methadone 1 1 
Morphine 1 5 

Nalbuphine 1 5 
Naloxone 1 5 

Naltrexone 1 5 
Norbuprenorphine 1 5 

Norcodeine 5 5 
Norfentanyl 0.25 1 

Norhydrocodone 1 10 
Noroxycodone 1 10 

Noroxymorphone 5 50 
O-Desmethyl-Tramadol 1 5 

Oxycodone 2.5 5 
Oxymorphone 1 10 

para-Fluoro Norfentanyl 0.5 1 
Tapentadol 5 10 
Tramadol 1 10 

Z Drugs   
Zaleplon 0.5 1 
Zolpidem 0.75 1 

Zolpidem Phenyl-4-Carboxylic Acid 0.5 1 
Zopiclone / Eszopiclone 1 10 

Zopiclone-N-oxide N/A 10 

* In postmortem casework, GHB is reported when results are greater than 50,000 ng/mL. 

 

 



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

William Scott, Chief of Police 
San Francisco Police Department 
1245 3rd Street 
San Francisco, CA 94158 
Via Email: \Xlilli,'lm. con@sfgov.org 

David Serrano Sewell, Executive Director
Office of the Chief Medical Examiner 
1 Newhall Street 
San Francisco, CA 94124 
Via Email: David.SerranoSewell@sfgov.org

OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF THE BOARD 

Phone: ( 415) 554-5184 
Email: Angcla.Calvill @sfgm.org 

June 5, 2024 

Dr. Grant Colfax, Director 
Department of Public Health 
101 Grove Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Via Email: Granr.Colfax@sfdph.o-rg 

Dear Chief Scott, Director Colfax, and Executive Director Sewell, 

At the June 4, 2024, Board of Supervisors meeting, Supervisor Matt Dorsey issued the attached inquiry to the San 
Francisco Police Department, the Department of Public Health, and the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner. Please 
review the attached letter of inquiry, which provides the Supervisor's request. 

The inquiry, in summary, requests the following information regarding Medetomidine in response to a 
May 20, 2024, public alert issued by The Center for Forensic Science Research & Education and Novel Psychoactive 
Substances (NPS) Discovery titled, "Medetomidine Rapidly Proliferating Across USA - Implicated In Recreational 
Opioid Drug Supply & Causing Overdose Outbreaks." 

1. Current practices. Is San Francisco's illicit drug supply being monitored for Medetomidine currently, whether
in street-level drug seizures, decedent toxicology panels, or elsewhere?

2. Prospective best practices. To the extent that current monitoring is insufficient, how may the Board of
Supervisors fund and best support monitoring for Medetomidine and other dangerous and deadly adulterants
in San Francisco's illicit drug supply?

Please contact Mahanaz Ebadi, i\fa.lrnnaz.Ebadi@sfgov.org, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Dorsey, for any questions 
related to this request, and copy BOS@sfgov.org on all communications to enable my office to track and close out this 
inquiry. Please provide your response no later than June 20, 2024. 

For questions pertaining to the administration of this inquiry, do not hesitate to contact me in the Office of the Clerk of 
the Board at (415) 554-5184. 

Very Truly Yours, 

WN/JA 

...... 

- _Gld�&\CJ
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

City Hall • l Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102 

https://www.cfsre.org/nps-discovery/public-alerts/medetomidine-rapidly-proliferating-across-usa-implicated-in-recreational-opioid-drug-supply-causing-overdose-outbreaks#:~:text=In%20cases%20where%20medetomidine%20ingestion,in%20the%20recreational%20drug%20supply.


6/5/2024 
Clerk to Act 
D6 - Medetomidine 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
Attachment: 

• Letter of Inquiry 
 
 
Cc: Dr. Hillary Kunins, DPH, Hillary.Kunins@sfdph.org  
      Dr. Naveena Bobba, DPH, Naveena.Bobba@sfdph.org  
      Sneha Patil, DPH, Sneha.Patil@sfdph.org  
      Ana Validzic, DPH, Ana.Validzic@sfdph.org  
      Dr. Christopher Liverman, OCME, Christopher.Liverman@sfgov.org  
      Luke N. Rodda, OCME, Luke.Rodda@sfgov.org  
      Derrick Lew, SFPD, Derrick.Lew@sfgov.org 
      Lisa Ortiz, SFPD, Lisa.Ortiz@sfgov.org  
      Lili Gamero, SFPD, Lili.Gamero@sfgov.org  
      Rima Malouf, SFPD, Rima.Malouf@sfgov.org  
      Diana Oliva-Aroche, SFPD, Diana.Aroche@sfgov.org 
      Sgt. Stacy Youngblood, SFPD, Stacy.A.Youngblood@sfgov.org 
      Carl Nicita, SFPD, Carl.Nicita@sfgov.org  
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: SFPUC Quarterly Green Infrastructure Grant Program Report - Q2 2024
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 8:18:57 AM
Attachments: image001.png

GIGP BOS Update_Q22024.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached the Status of Green Infrastructure Grant Program Quarterly Report for
April 2024-June 2024.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Gonzalez Valle, Adolfo R <AGonzalezValle@sfwater.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 2:22 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Spitz, Jeremy (PUC) <JSpitz@sfwater.org>; Oliveros Reyes, Jennifer (PUC)
<JOliverosReyes@sfwater.org>
Subject: SFPUC Quarterly Green Infrastructure Grant Program Report - Q2 2024
 
Hello BOS team,

Please find attached the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Quarterly Report to the

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:edward.deasis@sfgov.org
mailto:mehran.entezari@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:BOS@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/


Board of Supervisors (April – June 2024) on the Status of Green Infrastructure Grant Program. This
report is being submitted in accordance with Ordinance No. 101-20.

Best regards,

Adolfo Gonzalez Valle (he/him/él)
Policy & Government Affairs
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
agonzalezvalle@sfwater.org
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Green Infrastructure Grant Program:  
Board of Supervisors Update  
April –June 2024 

Program Summary 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Green Infrastructure Grant Program (Grant 
Program) is designed to encourage San Francisco properties to design, build, and maintain 
performance-based green stormwater infrastructure (Green Infrastructure or GI), including but not 
limited to: permeable pavement, rainwater harvesting, rain gardens, and vegetated roofs. The 
purpose of the Green Infrastructure Grant Program is to improve the performance of SFPUC’s sewer 
system by reducing the amount of stormwater runoff entering the system, while delivering public 
benefits that enhance the quality of life of SFPUC rate payers.  

To receive funding under the Grant Program each project must:  
1. Be located on a parcel that is connected to an SFPUC-owned and operated sewer system 

service area.  
2. Manage stormwater runoff from a minimum impervious area of 0.5 acres.  
3. Capture the 90th percentile storm (0.75-inch depth) with the proposed green infrastructure 

features.  
4. Provide at least two (2) of the identified co-benefits from the program list, which can be 

found in the Grantee Guidebook.  
5. Have a grant team that collectively demonstrates a history of successful project 

implementation and has previous experience designing, constructing, and/or maintaining 
green infrastructure, and be in good standing in all currently active Green Infrastructure 
Grant Program projects. 

More information on the Grant Program can be found at http://www.sfpuc.gov/gigrants.  

Quarterly Highlights 

During the reporting period, SFPUC closed the Spring 2024 application cycle and received two new 
grant applications. Leading up to the Spring 2024 application cycle, the Grants Team completed six 
site visits and four green infrastructure opportunities assessments for prospective applicants. On 
April 3, 2024, the Grants Team hosted a virtual workshop to provide resources and information on 
the Spring 2024 application cycle. The workshop was attended by 19 prospective applicants. 

During the reporting period, one project (St. Emydius) completed construction, three projects (St 
Monica, St Thomas the Apostle, and Everett Middle School) began construction, and nine projects 
(Project Artaud, Buchanan Street Mall, Buena Vista Horace Mann K-8, Visitacion Valley Middle 
School, Visitacion Valley Elementary School, Thurgood Marshall High School, El Dorado Elementary 
School, Church of the Visitacion, and St. Thomas More School) continued design and community 
engagement.  

 

http://www.sfpuc.gov/gig-guidebook
http://www.sfpuc.gov/gigrants


 

 

Program Statistics (February 2019 – June 2024) 

Since the launch of the Green Infrastructure Grant Program in February 2019, the SFPUC has 
awarded grants to 23 projects with a total of approximately $23.7M in funding. The following 
program summary statistics are as of June 30, 2024: 
 
• Applications Received: 23 
• Applications Awarded: 23 
• Active Projects: 17 
• Projects Completed: 6 
• Total Funding Awarded: $23.65M 
• Potential Stormwater Captured by Awarded Projects: 15 million gallons per year 
• Property Site Visits Conducted by Technical Team: 65 
• Site Opportunities Assessments Completed: 36 
• Presentations Given to Stakeholders: 11 
• Publications and Media pick-ups: 3 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Green Infrastructure Grant Program Awarded Projects to Date 

Project Name Status Watershed Grant Amount Impervious Area 
Managed (acres) 

Estimated Stormwater 
Volume Managed (gal/yr) 

Lafayette Elementary School Complete Sunset $487,891  0.6 341,000 
St. Thomas More Church & School Design Phase Lake Merced $1,118,958  1.5 782,000 
Bessie Carmichael Middle School Complete Channel $521,427  0.6 233,000 
Lycee Francais SF Ortega Campus Complete Sunset $480,958  0.6 358,000 
Holy Trinity Greek Orthodox Church Withdrawn Lake Merced $127,041  - - 
Crocker Amazon Park Construction Complete Sunnydale $859,151  1.1 593,000 
St. Thomas the Apostle Church & School Construction Sunset $724,227  0.9 483,000 
St. Monica Catholic Church & School Construction Richmond $641,413  0.8 394,000 
St. Anne of the Sunset Church & School Construction Complete Sunset $1,557,898  2.0 1,089,000 
St. Emydius Church & School Construction Complete Lake Merced $873,136  0.9 445,000 
Church of the Visitacion Church & School Design Phase Sunnydale $1,727,103  1.9 925,000 
Project Artaud Design Phase Channel $684,409  0.8 377,000 
El Dorado Elementary School Design Phase Sunnydale $1,412,016  1.6 800,000 
Visitacion Valley Elementary School Design Phase Sunnydale $883,092  1.0 489,000 
Everett Middle School Construction Channel $1,874,496  2.0 1,060,000 
Buena Vista Horace Mann School Design Phase Channel $629,423  0.7 318,000 
Buchanan Street Mall Design Phase Channel $595,200  0.6 365,000 
Louis Sutter Playground Awarded Spring 2023 Yosemite $831,473  1.0 488,000 
Thurgood Marshall High School Design Phase Islais Creek $1,999,465  2.2 1,166,000 
Visitacion Valley Middle School Design Phase Sunnydale $1,999,967  4.4 2,250,000 
Mariners Village Awarded Fall 2023 Islais Creek $1,154,174  1.2 672,000 
Cornerstone Academy, Cambridge Awarded Fall 2023 Yosemite $1,509,857  1.6 792,000 
Cornerstone Academy, Silver Awarded Fall 2023 Islais Creek $958,405  1.0 554,000 
Total   $23,651,180  29.0 14,974,000 

 

 



 

 

St Anne of the Sunset (construction complete) 
 
Completed construction of new permeable walkway and rain gardens 

 
 
Completed construction of new permeable parking area 

 



 

 

 
St Emydius Church and School (construction complete) 
 
Completed construction of new planting in rain garden at church parking lot  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Annual Report on Gifts from POL
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 3:07:39 PM
Attachments: FY2023-2024 Gifts Received up to $10.000.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached submitted by the SFPD, Donations to the Homicide Reward Fund Annual
Report on Gifts and Donations (Up to $10,000) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2023-2024.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Yeung, Fannie (POL) <fannie.w.yeung@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 2:54 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Li, Lily (CON) <lily.li@sfgov.org>
Subject: Annual Report on Gifts from POL

 
Please see the attached Annual Report on Gifts up to $10,000 received by the San Francisco Police
Department in Fiscal Year 2024.
 
Thank you,
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Fannie Yeung
San Francisco Police Department
Grants Manager, Fiscal Division

1245 3rd Street, 6th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94158
Tel: (415) 837-7212

 



Cl1Y AND COUN1Y OF SAN FRANCISCO 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 

LONDON N. BREED 
MAYOR 

July 1, 2024 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

HEADQUARTERS 
1245 3 Ro Street 

San Francisco , Cal ifornia 94158 

Subject: Annual Report on Gifts and Donations (Up to $10,000) and 
Donations to the Homicide Reward Fund 

• WILLIAM SCOTT 
CHIEF OF POLICE 

In accordance with San Francisco Administrative Code Sections 67.29-6, 10.100-305, and 10.100-
306, this memo serves to provide the Board of Supervisors with a report on gifts up to $10,000 and 
donations to the Homicide Reward Fund received by the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD). 

During FY 23-24, SFPD received the following gifts/donations: 

• A $5,000 donation from the San Francisco Police Officer's Association to the SFPD 
Wilderness Program (Calendar 2/14/24) 

• A photo booth donation from Booths by Christy for SFPD's Annual "Bring Your Child to Work 
Day" event, estimated value $500 (Calendar 3/20/24) 

• A facility dog donation from the Guide Dog for the Blind for use with SFPD, estimated value 
$2,000 (Calendar 6/5/24) 

During FY 23-24, SFPD did not receive any donations to the Homicide Reward Fund. There are 
no activities to report. 

Please contact Fannie Yeung at fannie.yeung@sfgov.org or 415-837-7212 if you have any 
questions or need additional information about the gifts SFPD received. 

Sincerely, 

C .J,•Q):. hti 
William Scott 
Chief of Police 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) on behalf of Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS)
Subject: FW: 2024 Slavery Era Disclosure Ordinance Annual Report
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 11:45:00 AM
Attachments: 2024 Slavery Disclosure Report_Cover Letter_Final with CC signature.pdf

2024 Slavery Disclosure Report.pdf

 
 
From: Po, Vivian (ADM) <vivian.po@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 8:00 AM
To: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>
Cc: Hayward, Sophie (ADM) <sophie.hayward@sfgov.org>; Petrucione, Katharine (ADM)
<katharine.petrucione@sfgov.org>; Lubamersky, Joan (ADM) <joan.lubamersky@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2024 Slavery Era Disclosure Ordinance Annual Report

 
Dear Ms. Calvillo,
 
Please see attached for the Cover Letter and the Annual Report of companies who filed an
affidavit under the Slavery Disclosure Ordinance (Section 12Y of the Administrative Code)
during FY 2023-24. 
 
Thank you very much. Please let us know if you have any questions.
 
For more information, please visit the Slavery Era Disclosure Ordinance’s website at:
https://www.sf.gov/resource/2021/slavery-era-disclosure-ordinance
 

Vivian Po (she/her)

Director of Central Office and Engagement

Office of the City Administrator

City & County of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 362

 

Sign up here to receive the City Administrator's newsletter.
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City & County of San Francisco 
London N. Breed, Mayor 

Office of the City Administrator 
Carmen Chu, City Administrator 

 sf.gov/city-administrator 

July 9, 2024 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San 
Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: 2024 Report Slavery Disclosure Ordinance 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

The Slavery Disclosure Ordinance (Section 12Y of the Administrative Code) was passed by 
the Board of Supervisors and signed by Mayor Newsom in 2006. As outlined in Section 12Y 
(b), of the ordinance, it was created with the goal of promoting full and accurate disclosure to 
the public of City business with insurance, financial and textiles firms that, directly or 
indirectly or through their parent/legacy entities, were involved in slavery prior to 1865. 

The ordinance provides that the City Administrator receive affidavits from companies subject 
to the ordinance, encourage contributions to a special fund to ameliorate the effects of slavery 
and report annually to the Board of Supervisors. Please note that starting this year, we are 
issuing this report on a fiscal year basis. This year’s report will be covering FY 23-24. For 
more information, please visit the Slavery Era Disclosure Ordinance’s website at: 
https://www.sf.gov/resource/2021/slavery-era-disclosure-ordinance. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or you may contact my staff, Vivian Po, 
vivian.po@sfgov.org. 

Sincerely, 

Carmen Chu 
City Administrator 

Enclosure 

https://www.sf.gov/resource/2021/slavery-era-disclosure-ordinance
mailto:vivian.po@sfgov.org
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Slavery Disclosure Ordinance (Section 12Y of the Administrative Code) was passed in 2006 
to support full and accurate disclosure to the public of City business with insurance, financial and 
textiles firms that, directly or indirectly or through their parent/legacy entities, were involved in 
slavery prior to 1865. For example, those companies include firms that bought or sold people 
subjected to slavery, provided property insurance for, provided loans to purchase, used people 
subjected to slavery as collateral for insurance policies or other transactions, profited from the 
trade in people subjected to slavery and/or provided related services to aid and abet such trade. 

 
The ordinance requires every contractor providing insurance/insurance services, financial 
services or textiles to the City to file an affidavit with the City Administrator verifying that the 
contractor has searched all company records (including those of parent, predecessor or subsidiary 
companies) for any relevant records concerning whether the contractor, parent, subsidiary or 
predecessor participated in the slave trade or received profits from it. The ordinance also 
directed that a fund be established to which contractors covered by the ordinance, and others, 
could make voluntary contributions to ameliorate the legacy of the slavery era. (Section 12Y.5 
(a).) 

 
The City Attorney has advised that a firm must file an affidavit with the City only once, not for 
each new contract. Therefore, this annual report provides information on current vendors and new 
affidavits received as well as on any donations received for the Development Fund to Ameliorate 
the Effects of Slavery. 

 
In May 2024, the Office of the City Administrator contacted all City departments to call to their 
attention the responsibility of applicable vendors to provide affidavits regarding their search of 
their company records. As reported in Appendix A, three vendors completed new affidavits. 

Departments that contract with one or more firm for financial/banking services, insurance 
services and/or textiles covered under the ordinance include the Municipal Transportation 
Agency (MTA), Office of Contract Administration (OCA), Office of the Controller/Public 
Finance, Risk Management, the Port, the Real Estate Division and the Treasurer-Tax Collector. 
Certain financial institutions are exempt from the ordinance. Those providing information did so 
voluntarily. 

All affidavits received to date are available at Slavery Era Disclosure Ordinance | San Francisco 
(sf.gov) 

 

https://sf.gov/resource/2021/slavery-era-disclosure-ordinance
https://sf.gov/resource/2021/slavery-era-disclosure-ordinance
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UPDATE – Current Vendors and Affidavits 2024 (FY 23-24) 

 

The Office of Contract Administration (OCA) currently contracts with the following firm. 

 Macias, Gini & O’Connell LLP. Filed an affidavit in 2024 

The Controller’s Office of Public Finance vendors are not required to file under 
Administrative Code Section 12Y.3 (a) (3). 

These vendors filed voluntarily in 2007 
Bank of America, N.A. 
Bank of New York Mellon Trust Company 
JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A. 
US Bank, N.A. 
Wells Fargo, N.A. 
ZB, National Association dba Zions Bank. Filed an affidavit in 2018 

Additionally, Controller/Public Finance has contracts with the following firms, but they 
are not required to file under Administrative Code Section 12Y.3 (a) (3): Bank of the 
West, TD Bank, and Wilmington Trust 

 
The Office of Risk Management currently contracts with the following firms. 

Arthur J. Gallagher, Inc. Insurance Brokers of California. Filed an affidavit in 2013 
AON Risk Solutions. Filed an affidavit in 2007 
Alliant Insurance Services. Filed an affidavit in 2013 
EPIC. Filed an affidavit in 2017 
 

The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) currently contracts with the following firms. 
 

Backstrom, McCarley, Berry and Co, LLC. Filed an affidavit in 2023 
Equilibrium Collaborative.  Filed an affidavit in 2024 
NBS Government Finance Group.  Filed an affidavit in 2024 
 

The Port of San Francisco currently contracts with the following firms. 
Backstrom, McCarley, Berry and Co., LLC. Filed an affidavit in 2023 
BLX Group LLC. Filed an affidavit in 2023 
Union Bank. Filed an affidavit in 2008 
US Bank Corp.  Filed an affidavit in 2007 

Real Estate Division currently contracts with the following firm 

 Stewart Title Guaranty Company. Affidavit pending. 
 
 



5  

The Treasurer-Tax Collector currently contracts with the following firms: 

Bank of America. Filed an affidavit in 2007 
Citibank. Exempt under Admin Code Section 12Y.3 (a) (4) 
U.S. Bank. Filed an affidavit in 2007 
JP Morgan, Chase Bank, Filed an affidavit in 2023 

 

Additionally, the Treasurer-Tax Collector has contracts with the following firms, not required to file under 
Administrative Code Section 12Y.3 (a) (4): First Data, Banc of America Merchant Services, American 
Express Piggyback, PFM Asset Management, Bloomberg Inc., and City Base Inc.
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. 
 

Development Fund (Section 12Y.5) 
 

 
Voluntary Contributions to Ameliorate the Effects of Slavery 

 
 
In February of 2015, the Office of the City Administrator sent letters requesting voluntary 
contributions to all City vendors covered by the ordinance. No responses were received. 

As provided in the ordinance, contributions to and expenditures from the account will be 
reported in each annual report. 
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Slavery Era Disclosure Ordinance, Chapter 12Y Administrative Code 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 17 Letters Regarding the Great Highway
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 12:12:38 PM
Attachments: 17 Letters Regarding the Great Highway.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached 17 Letters Regarding the Great Highway.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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.

 

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:edward.deasis@sfgov.org
mailto:mehran.entezari@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:BOS@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/


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

From: Elizabeth Zolowicz
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 10:18:49 AM

 

My name is Elizabeth Zolowicz
My email address is sflisaz@gmail.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Zolowicz

 

mailto:sflisaz@gmail.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Emiko Omori
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 12:45:43 PM

 

My name is Emiko Omori
My email address is emikoomori@gmail.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Emiko Omori

 

mailto:emikoomori@gmail.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Geraldine Donato
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 1:21:01 PM

 

My name is Geraldine Donato
My email address is gerridonat@gmail.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Geraldine Donato

 

mailto:gerridonat@gmail.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Lauren Bradbury
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of Supervisors (BOS); Chan, Connie (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); Stefani,

Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Mar, Gordon (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Haney, Matt (BOS);
Mandelman, Rafael (BOS); Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS);
MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff (BOS); Commission, Recpark (REC); Ginsburg, Phil (REC); clerk@sfcta.org;
SFPD, Chief (POL); Rainsford, Nicholas (POL); Cityattorney; SFPD Taraval Station, (POL);
info@openthegreathighway.com

Subject: Re: Bicyclists trap commuters on Great Highway during Rush Hour from Lauren Bradbury
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 1:36:46 PM

 

  

 
My name is Lauren Bradbury
My email address is bradbury_lauren@hotmail.com

 

Dear City Attorney Herrera,
I am a homeowner in Sutro heights
The great highway gives crucial access to our cut off corner of the city..
I commute 5 to 6 days a week I do not have the ability to work from home.
We need this road available 
It should never have been closed
Golden Gate Park is a huge park available to the public. I am environmental
enthusiast I drive my small electric car..
Please please consider Fully and permanently opening the great highway 
again..
415 269 4490 Lauren

On Thursday, September 9th, a group of bicyclists took over the Upper Great
Highway for the third time in as many weeks, blocking cars and preventing
thousands of people from arriving at their destinations in a timely manner. At
the first two events, the police created a buffer zone between those in
automobiles and those on bikes, with a police car separating the two as they
rode down the Highway. This time, however, the department’s response was to
take a more hands-off approach. Three police cars were present at Murphy’s
Windmill where the bicyclists gathered before the event, but they left as soon

mailto:bradbury_lauren@hotmail.com
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:connie.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:gordon.mar@sfgov.org
mailto:dean.preston@sfgov.org
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=1964bb9b424048f288df4a7d9dd6d6b7-Matt Haney
mailto:rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org
mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:recpark.commission@sfgov.org
mailto:phil.ginsburg@sfgov.org
mailto:clerk@sfcta.org
mailto:sfpdchief@sfgov.org
mailto:nicholas.rainsford@sfgov.org
mailto:Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org
mailto:sfpdtaravalstation@sfgov.org
mailto:info@openthegreathighway.com


as the event began. There was no police car and no police presence between
bikes and cars. This created an extremely dangerous situation, and it was only
because of the remarkable restraint shown by drivers that situation didn’t
escalate and turn violent.

The Mayor and the Board of Supervisors, and now the police, have been
informed numerous times that bicyclists are taking over the Highway and
tempers are running seems to care.

It is now time for the City Attorney’s office to step in to ensure that no one is
harmed when this happens again (and it will).  It is your responsibility,  as the
legal counsel for the city of San Francisco, to notify the appropriate agencies of
the urgency in resolving and stopping this disruptive behavior on the part of
bicyclists. Their failure to do will likely result in violent confrontations in
which people could suffer preventable injuries and unnecessary property
damages. It is within the realm of possibility that lawsuits will be filed against
the city for its failure to mitigate. You have been put on notice.

Please advise as to what action the City Attorney’s Office will be taking to
resolve this precarious situation.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Lauren Bradbury

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

https://www.openthegreathighway.com/trapped

YouTube: Bicyclists trap commuters on Great Highway during Rush Hour

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Open the Great Highway Petition

 

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.openthegreathighway.com/trapped___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo5NDBiYjVmMTNkNDNiNWI0YTFlYWMzYjZjOTkzZDczNDo2OjBjMjA6MGViMDRmMGUyYzc1NjY5Yzg0NDlkZmE0YTk2MTU3Mzk0ZGQ3OGI0NzE3ZjRhY2UwYzA5ODcwN2I2ZGExNjYwYzpoOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://youtu.be/nFB2urydoGQ___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo5NDBiYjVmMTNkNDNiNWI0YTFlYWMzYjZjOTkzZDczNDo2OjU4ZjM6NDJkMzk2MjhlOTg4OTUxNWIzYjM5OTE1ZTgzYmU3ZDZjMmExMjQ3ZWRhNTI2NjcyY2MzODA4ZGFjMTA2ZDVjYTpoOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.change.org/openthegreathighway___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo5NDBiYjVmMTNkNDNiNWI0YTFlYWMzYjZjOTkzZDczNDo2OmYwM2I6MGVkZTJiNTU3OTgwZTFjNDYxMDI5MjdkOGMyZGVkY2E3NjA3Njg3NmJmMjJjMzIzZGQ0MmIzYjIyYWIyMWUxNDpoOlQ6Tg




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

From: Joanne McQueen
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 3:00:00 PM

 

My name is Joanne McQueen 
My email address is jnnmcqueen0@gmail.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Joanne McQueen

 

mailto:jnnmcqueen0@gmail.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Vandana Di Scala
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 5:06:19 PM

 

My name is Vandana Di Scala
My email address is vandana1@gmail.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Vandana Di Scala

 

mailto:vandana1@gmail.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Lucy Ho
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:04:27 AM

 

My name is Lucy Ho
My email address is lucyho888@gmail.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Lucy Ho

 

mailto:lucyho888@gmail.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Robert Schaezlein
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 11:06:33 AM

 

My name is Robert Schaezlein
My email address is rschaezelin@msn.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Robert Schaezlein

 

mailto:rschaezelin@msn.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Robin Chin
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 1:42:14 PM

 

My name is Robin Chin
My email address is robinchin@aol.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Robin Chin

 

mailto:robinchin@aol.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jim Horan
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 2:12:51 PM

 

My name is Jim Horan
My email address is jph.3037@yahoo.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

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

From: Ray Chu
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 3:10:08 PM

 

My name is Ray Chu
My email address is ray@raychu.com

 

First and foremost, my disappointment lies in the initial tactics utilized to
implement many of the social reengineered public space changes during the
pandemic. The closures of Golden Gate Park thoroughfares & Upper Great
Highway, Safe Streets, Slow Streets, Shared Spaces, etc., were initially slated
as Temporary changes, and not de facto permanent changes requiring the public
to fight for their reversals. I understand you were not instrumental in the
changes at the onset of the pandemic. But I am extremely disappointed that the
process by which the changes were made (and continue to be made), are not
being done so from square one.

It reminds me of how the State Assembly and State Senate uses the “Gut &
Amend” tactic to slide changes into a bill without much public awareness. Be a
better Supervisor and demand better integrity for changes in public space
utilizations.

Secondly, I do not disagree with the following statement. 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.
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Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Ray Chu

 



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

From: Kathleen Medina
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 8:06:12 PM

 

My name is Kathleen Medina 
My email address is medinakc@yahoo.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Kathleen Medina

 

mailto:medinakc@yahoo.com
mailto:joel.engardio@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:london.breed.old@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Sheila Ganz
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:10:20 PM

 

My name is Sheila Ganz 
My email address is unlockingheart@hotmail.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

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

From: Lillian Lee
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:51:23 PM

 

My name is Lillian Lee
My email address is lillian_k_lee@yahoo.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

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

From: Patricia Wada
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 10:45:40 AM

 

My name is Patricia Wada
My email address is pkwada@gmail.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

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

From: Jerry Lew
To: Engardio, Joel (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Mayor London Breed; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Disappointed with Engardio"s Decision to Close the Great Highway
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 3:19:01 PM

 

My name is Jerry Lew
My email address is jerrylew74@yahoo.com

 

We are writing to express our profound disappointment in your final decision to
close the Great Highway to residents, neighboring commuters, and those who
drive children to school or themselves or others to appointments and other
activities. This decision will severely impact our community in ways that
appear to have yet to be fully considered, demonstrating a troubling disconnect
between your actions and the interests of the residents you are elected to
represent.

The resulting increased traffic congestion and compromised safety indicate
how our concerns and needs were overlooked in your decision-making process.
This oversight, which has led to a situation with which we are deeply
dissatisfied, is wholly unacceptable.

Your failure to adequately represent our community in this matter is
disheartening. You must recognize the deep sense of alienation and frustration
this decision has caused among your constituents. We will work diligently to
oppose your measure and ensure our voices are heard and considered in future
decisions.

Sincerely,
Jerry Lew
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From: Sharon Jung-Verdi
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Breedstaff@sfgov.org; ChanStaff (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Concerns regarding closure of the Great Highway
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 9:46:24 PM

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

Dear Leadership of San Francisco,

As a resident of the Richmond district, I strongly oppose the closure of the Great Highway as it is a vital road for the
residents on the western side of this city.
We already have access to the beach and Golden Gate Park which now have more road closures to cars over the last
four years.
The residents of the Richmond district already have to deal with multiple road closures throughout the year such as
the Bay to Breakers, Outside Lands, S.F. Marathon etc, etc…
There is no adequate public transportation going north to south on the western end of the city.  Closing the Great
Highway means greater congestion through the Chain of Lakes in Golden Gate Park and 19th Avenue.

Sincerely,
Sharon Jung-Verdi
715 41st Avenue
415-386-1213

Sent from my iPad
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 102 Letters regarding West Portal
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 12:20:37 PM
Attachments: 102 Letters Regarding West Portal.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached for 102 letters regarding the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (MTA) West Portal Station Safety and Community Space Improvements Project at West
Portal Avenue and Ulloa Street.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Anna Kegulski
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 10:28:08 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Anna Kegulski

Email akegulski@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:akegulski@gmail.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Irina Spivak
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 10:28:42 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Irina Spivak

Email is94116@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Erika Andrew
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 7:27:51 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Erika Andrew

Email erikanielsenandrew@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Brent Andrew
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 7:28:50 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Brent Andrew

Email brentsandrew@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:brentsandrew@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Olivia Eggert
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 9:36:32 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Olivia Eggert

Email oeggert24@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: kveaco@comcast.net
To: mtaboard@sfmta.com; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of Supervisors (BOS); info@sfcta.org
Cc: Tumlin, Jeffrey (MTA); Brisson, Liz (MTA); MelgarStaff (BOS); "Kris Veaco"; "Pat Dunbar";

resilientwp@gmail.com; "Nina Veaco"; "Matt Boschetto"; stephen@stephenmartinpinto.com
Subject: RE: West Portal Project - July 16 Meeting - Please Pause This Project
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 9:09:03 AM

 

Dear SFMTA Board Members, I wish I could attend your upcoming meeting to express my views
in person, but I am not able to.  I continue to urge that any further changes to West Portal and
the surrounding streets be paused to allow the L Taraval project to be finished and that the
trains are back on their tracks, bus stops are back where they used to be – allow the
community to get back to a more normal flow of movement in the area before making any
further changes.  As I noted below, SFMTA is quietly making changes by taking away or limiting
parking spaces, preventing left hand turns at the base of Lennox – even though the proposals
have not been finalized and the project has not been approved.  That should stop.
 
Supervisor Melgar (who does not live in this area) has yet another plan that is being presented
to you that makes modifications around the edges of the earlier plans.  The frustrating thing is
that she is on a mission to change something that isn’t broken and without regard for the many
calls to pause this project (not just mine).   I repeat myself – what is the rush, where does the
money come from, why now?  Pause this project please to let us recover from all of the
disruption we have faced over the past few years.  That cannot be too much to ask. 
 
I have been a resident of the West Portal neighborhood since 1983, was a frequent Muni rider,
am an avid walker in the neighborhood in addition to using my car when necessary. I ask that
you leave us alone please – at least for the next year or two.  Let us get things back to a more
normal state. That could change the analysis of what, if anything, needs to be fixed.  If changes
go forward at this time, they may need to be reversed later which is inefficient, particularly
when the city has limited funds.
 
It seems that the residents and merchants in North Beach also need your attention now if the
SFMTA proceeds with its proposals to change that iconic neighborhood.
 
Thanks for your consideration.
Kristina Veaco
 
From: kveaco@comcast.net <kveaco@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 9:15 AM
To: 'mtaboard@sfmta.com' <mtaboard@sfmta.com>; 'mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org'
<mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; 'board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org'
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; 'info@sfcta.org' <info@sfcta.org>
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Cc: 'Jeffrey.tumlin@sfmta.com' <Jeffrey.tumlin@sfmta.com>; 'liz.brisson@sfmta.com'
<liz.brisson@sfmta.com>; 'Supervisor Myrna Melgar' <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>; 'Kris Veaco'
<KVeaco@veacogroup.com>; 'Pat Dunbar' <pdunbar@gmail.com>; 'resilientwp@gmail.com'
<resilientwp@gmail.com>
Subject: West Portal Project

 
Dear SFMTA Board Members,  I feel as if I’m in the middle of a bad dream.  The most recent
proposal from SFMTA Staff in connection with the West Portal Project is just over the top,
excessive and is just overwhelming to our little neighborhood.  What is the rush to implement
all of the proposed changes and by the fall?   
 
We understood there was agreement to wait until the L Taraval project, which has been terribly
disruptive and taken years, was finished.  It wasn’t just the L Taraval project, but
simultaneously our streets around West Portal were torn up for water pipe replacements,
other utility work, and that work is not done.    They have had to repave our streets, replace
intersection markings – it has just been constant disruption in the West Portal area for years
now.   And by the way, the raised curbs in the middle of Taraval along some residential streets
(see between 18th and 16th Avenues) prevent homeowners from backing out of their garages
and trucks from turning onto Taraval – so that project is not done. And all of the parking on at
least one side of Taraval in those areas in front of businesses are gone.  Computer generated
models that theoretically should work, but don’t?
 
Please step back, pause or stop the project entirely,  let us all get back to more normal traffic
movement in the area – walking, driving, taking muni, biking and put aside the extensive
proposed changes.  We should allow the trains to run on their regular schedule, put the bus
drop-offs back where they were so that passengers can easily enter the tunnel to catch Muni. 
Then in a year or two reevaluate what, if anything, may be needed.  We have a terrible budget
situation at the moment – this should not be a priority at this time.
 
When I listened to your last hearing on this project it sounded from some speakers that we
were being pitted against one another depending on our mode of transportation.  Don’t think of
us as only drivers, only walkers, only bikers, only transit riders so that one group has to be
prioritized over the other. We are multi-modal and all concerned about being safe and smart. 
We don’t need more computer-generated models of traffic safety that don’t reflect how we in
this area move about.
 
And it is worth noting that besides just along Taraval, we have lost numerous parking spaces
around the area.  Did you know that where there used to be parking spaces in front of the Eezy
Freezy grocery store on West Portal near the corner of Ulloa for people to shop, now three of
those spaces are devoted to 5-minute stops.  These just appeared out of nowhere – so SFMTA
is actually making changes to our neighborhood already.  They also have signs and barriers up
at the base of Lennox at Ulloa preventing left turns onto Ulloa thereby forcing people to turn
right only onto surrounding streets – this is supposedly part of the proposed changes, but



SFMTA has already implemented that.   And it should be reversed to allow people who want to
turn left on Ulloa to be able to cross or enter West Portal to do so.  We’ve all done that for
years without incident. 
 
Again, what is the rush? Please allow the neighborhood – residents, businesses, visitors to
recover from all that we have been through, including that terrible accident, which shocked
and saddened us all. It feels like that accident has been the excuse for the extensive changes
and we know that it would not have been prevented by any of the proposed changes.    SFMTA
staff has overreached in this case – with good intentions to be sure, but their current proposal
is excessive.   And we don’t need to turn the currently functioning horseshoe in front of the
tunnel into some sort of decorated community space. 
 
Let’s devote more time and resources on the transients and mentally ill that come into our
community on Muni when the shelters close.    
 
Thank you for your consideration.
Kristina Veaco
2470 16th Avenue
SF
 
 
 



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

From: Karen Tarantola
To: mtaboard@sfmta.com; Tumlin, Jeffrey (MTA); Brisson, Liz (MTA)
Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of Supervisors (BOS); Melgar, Myrna (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: West Portal Traffic Plan
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 4:10:09 PM
Attachments: letter_to_SFMTA_Board_for_signing.pdf
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Miriam and Jerry Butrimovitz
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 6:09:33 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Miriam and Jerry Butrimovitz

Email miriamsb@ix.netcom.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Lynne Sloan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 7:54:45 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Lynne Sloan

Email lynnesloan@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



 July 8, 2024 

 To the SFMTA Board, 

 The upheaval in our West Portal community over the last three months has been distressing for 
 our neighbors and nearby communities as well as for the merchants on our business corridor. 
 While the accident that occurred in front of the West Portal Library was a tragic event, the 
 response by our city officials was overblown and lacking in responsible leadership.  A ten-year 
 history of the traffic accidents along West Portal Avenue confirm that the intersection of West 
 Portal Ave. and Ulloa is the safest of any along our corridor! 

 The Traffic Plan that was presented to the community immediately after the accident was touted 
 as being in the interest of  public safety.  That same plan had been shared by SFMTA planners 
 five years ago at the start of the Taraval railway improvement project as the way to make the 
 transit system in and around West Portal more  efficient and timely  .  In 2019, the plan was 
 shown to be flawed and subsequently shelved when, with community input, it became obvious 
 to all that traffic flow would not be improved.  At that time, the only change made was to limit 
 cars coming from Lenox Way to make a right turn only.  That in itself has proven problematic as 
 the Lenox residents often find themselves prevented from making a safe right turn because of a 
 bus stopped in front of the Library and a train stopped alongside in the only lane available to the 
 automobile. 

 The rush to implement a plan that meets neither objective - efficiency nor safety - has been 
 proven through conversations between SFMTA, the WPWC, merchants and neighbors to be 
 ineffective and, if implemented, will create more traffic problems than it solves. 

 The Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association appreciates SFMTA’s commitment to finally 
 implementing long overdue and frequently requested safety measures in the neighborhood. 
 These include:  Stop signs/beacon along Ulloa Street approaching West Portal Avenue; the 
 20-year effort to make the 5-Way intersection at Wawona/ Madrone/Vicente a safe intersection; 
 making West Portal Avenue at Vicente a less dangerous intersection; speed reduction 
 measures along the length of Madrone and Wawona, and; and the long awaited and previously 
 funded crossing beacon at Claremont Blvd. and Allston Way. 

 I do wish to thank Liz Brissen and her team from SFMTA for their thoughtful consideration 
 during the past three months, interacting with and often really listening to the West Portal 
 Welcoming Committee and the community.  Thanks, too, to the members of the WPWC who 
 spent long, volunteer hours not just attending the four meetings as advisors but the additional 
 and extensive hours listening and responding to their community’s concerns. 

 While the neighborhood associations continue to have concerns about the efficacy of even the 
 modified plan that will be presented to the MTA Board on July 16th, it does show that by 
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 incorporating the depth of knowledge of those who live and work in the area surrounding the 
 West Portal tunnel, a more sensible result can be achieved. 

 The residents have  ongoing concerns about the plan and process: 

 1.  Rush to implement a plan:   a. The verbally promised safety measures that the 
 community has requested (see paragraph 4, page 1) must be put in writing, funded and 
 completed first. 
 b. Even the independent traffic safety company’s representative acknowledged that their 
 short term study of less than one month was not sufficient to be able to say whether any 
 plan would be beneficial.  No changes should be considered until the L-train has 
 completed its three-month testing period and has been shown to be in good working 
 order and a thorough independent traffic study has been completed. 

 2.  Aesthetic Modifications:  Before any painting is done in, on or around the Tunnel, 
 especially those who have put in many hours creating participatory budget requests, 
 must have a say in the appearance of the murals, crosswalks and painted street 
 surfaces. 

 3.  Funding for Initial and Long Term Maintenance:  Are there available funds for the 
 neighborhood requests for two beacons(Ulloa and Claremont), traffic calming at the 
 5-Way intersection and speed reduction measures on Wawona and Madrone? What is 
 SFMTA’s plan to budget for ongoing maintenance of planters and street surface 
 decorative painting that are planned for the tunnel entrance? 

 4.  Lenox Way:  There must be more open and collaborative discussion on the proposal to 
 close the street to two-way traffic.  On any weekend day, the entire street is filled with 
 parked cars bringing shoppers, diners, park and library visitors.  During weekdays, most 
 parking spots on the east side of Lenox are occupied by SFMTA employees. 

 The community at large implores you to carefully consider the decision you make.  We believe it 
 should be a decision based, not just on a “transit first” or “bike/pedestrian only” mindset, but on 
 one that is realistic, inclusive and takes into careful consideration that all residents deserve to 
 be able to choose modes of transportation that fit their individual needs. 

 Sincerely, 

 Karen Tarantola 
 President, Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association 
 Secretary, West Portal Merchant Association 
 39-year Resident of the West Portal Community 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: MPIC President
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Fwd: Letter from the Miraloma Park Improvement Club Re West Portal Traffic Changes
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 1:15:57 PM
Attachments: Letter to SFMTA Board 7-5-2024 Re West Portal Traffic Changes.pdf

 

Begin forwarded message:

From: MPIC President <mpicpresident@gmail.com>
Subject: Letter from the Miraloma Park Improvement Club Re West
Portal Traffic Changes
Date: July 5, 2024 at 1:10:01 PM PDT
To: mtaboard@sfmta.com
Cc: mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org, boardofsupervisors@sfgov.org,
Jeffrey.tumlin@sfmta.com, Liz.brisson@sfmta.com, Myrna Melgar
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>, melgarstaff@sfgov.org, info@sfcta.org,
MPIC <miralomapark@gmail.com>

July 5, 2024
 
 
Board of Directors
San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor, 
San Francisco, CA 94103
 

Subject: West Portal Traffic Changes
 
 
SFMTA Board of Directors,
 
The Miraloma Park Improvement Club (MPIC) was incorporated in 1940
and works to sustain a high quality of life in Miraloma Park, a
neighborhood of 2,200 homes on the slopes of Mt. Davidson in San
Francisco. Part of our mission is to advocate on behalf of our community.
The MPIC has over 700 members. 
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Miraloma Park is located just a half mile from West Portal Avenue and is a
favored shopping and business district for our neighborhood.  We shop,
dine, bank, and over all frequent there, to support the small businesses in
West Portal and take great pride in this shopping district, a jewel in our
area.   The MPIC board has closely followed the work of the Welcoming
West Portal Committee (Committee) and the recommendations posed to
this Committee by the SFMTA. We appreciate the work of the members of
the Committee and the SFMTA’s efforts to incorporate community
feedback.   
 
MPIC Support
 
On behalf of the Miraloma Park community and after much review of the
meetings and discussions, we supported Options 3a and 3b for traffic
changes as did the majority of the Committee because these Options
would best address safety, access to small businesses and provide better
transit efficiency at this time.   

We write in support of elements contained in the latest SFMTA proposal
dated June 27, 2024 as well as elevate two concerns. First, we are happy
to see that the SFMTA has taken into consideration the community
feedback to substantially expand the following scope of traffic calming
improvements: 
 

 
A.    We support the holistic approach to the West Portal area now being

incorporated rather than a focus on one intersection without
considering the risks of traffic diversion. 
 

B.    We support the addition of extensive pedestrian and traffic calming
measures at the outer intersections and streets of West Portal
which slow down traffic entering into the West Portal Corridor,
especially efforts along Vicente.
 

C.   We support the traffic calming proposals all along Ulloa including a
flashing pedestrian beacon on Ulloa at Wawona. 

However, we are concerned that: 
 

A.    The Lenox Way one-way street recommendation is not supported
by data to address safety and will in effect cause more issues with
traffic than it solves.  The Lenox Way homeowners’ concerns have
not been property considered and for traffic in and around the
streetcar horseshoe, a one-way street here would not satisfy
access, parking or transit efficiencies.
 

B.    The merchants and neighbors will be impacted negatively by the
proposed changes IF this all begins BEFORE the L Taraval train
comes back online in September and before there is an
assessment of the change in traffic patterns at that



time.  Therefore, we support completion of the L Taraval project
before beginning the West Portal traffic changes.

 
Sincerely,
 
 
Robert Gee
President
Miraloma Park Improvement Club

cc:
Mayor London Breed – mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
Board of Supervisors-  boardofsupervisors@sfgov.org
Jeffrey Tumlin, SFMTA Director of Transportation - Jeffrey.tumlin@sfmta.com
Liz Brisson, SFMTA Major Corridors Manager -Liz.brisson@sfmta.com
Supervisor Myrna Melgar- myrna.melgar@sfgov.org and melgarstaff@sfgov.org
San Francisco County Transportation Authority - info@sfcta.org
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Ignacio Orellana-Garcia
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 3:23:31 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Ignacio Orellana-Garcia

Email Volare232@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:Volare232@hotmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Ann Marie Porter
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 3:27:07 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Ann Marie Porter

Email porterssf@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:porterssf@gmail.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Richard Brandi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 4:18:54 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Richard Brandi

Email rbrandi@earthlink.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:rbrandi@earthlink.net
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

Yes, I can attend on Tuesday, July 16th 1pm, Room 400



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

From: Kristen Politopoulos
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 5:33:59 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Kristen Politopoulos

Email riskay@invisiblejetcomics.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Luke Perkocha
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:26:48 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Luke Perkocha

Email luke3580@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk. The only reason “conflict” is “high” there is
SFMTA’s past decision to remove bus stops from the
horseshoe where they were designed to be to shave
a couple minutes off of bus routes and provide
additional parking at max convenience for SFMTA
employees, who already abuse SF neighborhood
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parking laws. And why propose adding a commercial
bike share station to the very same spot, adding yet
another “conflict?”

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are



dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and
potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  While committee members did
the best they could, the range of options discussed
was controlled entirely by SFMTA and Melgar staff to
end up with a plan as close as possible to what
SFMTA wanted. This isn’t community input - it is
“community manipulation.”

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Maureen McCauley
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 1:02:18 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Maureen McCauley

Email maureenm2000@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

I'm disabled. To be able to take advantage of
shopping in West Portal, PLEASE DO NOT
REMOVE ANY PARKING OR CLOSE ANY
STREETS.

I suggest SFMTA work with MERCHANTS  in that
area to develop a reasonable, fair plan. March
accident wass horrific.  Don't make it worse with a
bad plan like this.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Jennifer Chin
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 3:14:18 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Jennifer Chin

Email jenmchin@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:jenmchin@hotmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Ivy Tong
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 8:19:42 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Ivy Tong

Email imivanhoe@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:imivanhoe@yahoo.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Brendan Cadam
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 8:34:10 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Brendan Cadam

Email cadamb@protonmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Brian Schindler
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 9:59:14 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Brian Schindler

Email bschindler@sbcglobal.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Wesley Dere
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 3:04:46 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Wesley Dere

Email yes2wes@att.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Jerrick Woo
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 4:05:21 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Jerrick Woo

Email jolowwoo@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Lynne Schaadt
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 7:36:53 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Lynne Schaadt

Email lynneschaadt@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Bill Alvarado
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 10:34:53 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Bill Alvarado

Email billalvarado@comcast.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:billalvarado@comcast.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Laura Handeland
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 7:52:35 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Laura Handeland

Email laura.handeland@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:laura.handeland@gmail.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Lefteris Eleftheriou
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 7:36:56 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Lefteris Eleftheriou

Email lefteri28@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Amy Mc Manus
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 7:52:31 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Amy Mc Manus

Email asmtoyou@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Kat Regan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 9:01:41 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Kat Regan

Email meemom@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Judi Gorski
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 7:09:12 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Judi Gorski

Email judigorski@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Robert Lowe
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 7:21:21 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Robert Lowe

Email ctabc@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Monika Pietraszek
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 10:33:51 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Monika Pietraszek

Email mpietrasz11@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Charlotte Worcester
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 12:25:03 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Charlotte Worcester

Email beaubarlotte@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

Here we are again, because we care...I welcome
safety improvements in West Portal, but not at the
expense of increasing “conflict” and decreasing
safety on adjacent streets and intersections and
putting small businesses at risk.  I urge you to pause
to learn more, measure accurately, and then
implement in fiscally responsible phases in West
Portal.  There is no evidence that any of the options
presented thus far will improve safety or would have
prevented the tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

Yes, I can attend on Tuesday, July 16th 1pm, Room 400



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

From: Janet Monfredini
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 1:25:22 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Janet Monfredini

Email janet@bridgessf.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

So far, while I have participated in a few group
events and discussions regarding West Portal
changes, I can say without question the only
changes I have heard about only support muni
speed and have nothing to do with safety.  While I
would welcome safety improvements in West Portal
if any constructive suggestions could be offered, but
NOT at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.
 You seem to have your own agenda, so I urge you
to pause to learn more, measure accurately, and
then reach out to those of us that live in the area
before any implementation takes place.  The tragedy
that launched this effort has been carefully evaluated
and the driver of the car has been sited for her
negligence.  She was not physically compromised
nor was her vehicle malfunctioning.  She was simply
speeding.  Therefore there is no evidence that any of
the options presented will improve safety or would
have prevented the tragedy that occurred.  Please
leave West Portal alone!!!

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
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patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach



predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and
potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Jasmine Madatian
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:16:01 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Jasmine Madatian

Email madatian.j@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Karen Eggert
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:31:04 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Karen Eggert

Email keggertsf@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Mary McFadden
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:32:57 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Mary McFadden

Email mary.mcfadden2019@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Lou Barberini
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:36:56 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Lou Barberini

Email Lb24sf@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Mary McFadden
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:46:45 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Mary McFadden

Email mmcfadden9614@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:mmcfadden9614@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Joseph McFadden
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 10:07:30 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Joseph McFadden

Email fadsmcfadden@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:fadsmcfadden@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Jennifer Tobiason
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 10:09:39 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Jennifer Tobiason

Email jentobiason@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:jentobiason@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Louise Whitlock
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 10:44:53 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Louise Whitlock

Email lcwhitlock@ymail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:lcwhitlock@ymail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Michael Murano
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 2:39:50 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Michael Murano

Email mmurano@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:mmurano@gmail.com
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mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Alan Burradell
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 6:15:12 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Alan Burradell

Email alanburradell@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

Yes, I can attend on Tuesday, July 16th 1pm, Room 400



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

From: rbrandi
To: mtaboard@sfmta.com; Tumlin, Jeffrey (MTA); Brisson, Liz (MTA); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of

Supervisors (BOS); info@sfcta.org; Peskin, Aaron (BOS); asha.safai@sfgov.org; info@markfarrell.com;
daniellurie1@gmail.com

Cc: stephen@stephenmartinpinto.com; matt@matt4supervisor.com
Subject: Reject West Portal MTA plan
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 9:20:05 AM

 

Please reject the MTA plan for West Portal Avenue and revisit the need for changes after the
L-line re-opens, schools reopen, and a proper traffic study is done. 

 

The West Portal and Ulloa intersection is safe.  MTA found that the intersection had no
reported injury collisions in the last five years.

 

“Street design did not factor into a fatal crash that killed a family of four in West Portal earlier
this month,” according to San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency.

 

The driver was “traveling at a high rate of speed on the wrong side of the road and lost control
of the car,” SFMTA spokesperson Michael Roccaforte told The Standard. “It was an
exceptionally rare case and one of those freak things that’s tough to prevent.”

 

Don’t allow Supervisor’s Melgar’s extreme anti-car vendetta to guide your actions.  “If it were
up to me, I would take all of the cars off West Portal,” Melgar said. “I think that this plan
takes most of the cars off the intersection, and that is my goal.”  

 

Why can’t buses use the horseshoe to load and unload passengers avoiding the need to cross

streets as Muni has done since 1979?  The 91 Owl still does. We don’t need polka dots! 

 

We don’t want a Valencia Street on West Portal Avenue.

 

Sincerely,

 

Richard Brandi

District 7 resident    
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Barbara J Dwyer
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 2:46:01 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Barbara J Dwyer

Email montereydivingwoman@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

As several of the mayoral candidates noted at the
July 7 debate, SFMTA is the city's WORST
department in terms of working with the community.
"It does things TO the community, not WITH them." 

This project is a prime example. Listen to the
residents, who know what works in this
neighborhood and will have to live with SFMTA's
overbearing "solutions," as have those of us in other
neighborhoods.

I urge you to VOTE NO on July 16th and reject the
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal until more
comprehensive information can be compiled.

Thank you.

Barbara J Dwyer
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 July 8, 2024 

 To the SFMTA Board, 

 The upheaval in our West Portal community over the last three months has been distressing for 
 our neighbors and nearby communities as well as for the merchants on our business corridor. 
 While the accident that occurred in front of the West Portal Library was a tragic event, the 
 response by our city officials was overblown and lacking in responsible leadership.  A ten-year 
 history of the traffic accidents along West Portal Avenue confirm that the intersection of West 
 Portal Ave. and Ulloa is the safest of any along our corridor! 

 The Traffic Plan that was presented to the community immediately after the accident was touted 
 as being in the interest of  public safety.  That same plan had been shared by SFMTA planners 
 five years ago at the start of the Taraval railway improvement project as the way to make the 
 transit system in and around West Portal more  efficient and timely  .  In 2019, the plan was 
 shown to be flawed and subsequently shelved when, with community input, it became obvious 
 to all that traffic flow would not be improved.  At that time, the only change made was to limit 
 cars coming from Lenox Way to make a right turn only.  That in itself has proven problematic as 
 the Lenox residents often find themselves prevented from making a safe right turn because of a 
 bus stopped in front of the Library and a train stopped alongside in the only lane available to the 
 automobile. 

 The rush to implement a plan that meets neither objective - efficiency nor safety - has been 
 proven through conversations between SFMTA, the WPWC, merchants and neighbors to be 
 ineffective and, if implemented, will create more traffic problems than it solves. 

 The Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association appreciates SFMTA’s commitment to finally 
 implementing long overdue and frequently requested safety measures in the neighborhood. 
 These include:  Stop signs/beacon along Ulloa Street approaching West Portal Avenue; the 
 20-year effort to make the 5-Way intersection at Wawona/ Madrone/Vicente a safe intersection; 
 making West Portal Avenue at Vicente a less dangerous intersection; speed reduction 
 measures along the length of Madrone and Wawona, and; and the long awaited and previously 
 funded crossing beacon at Claremont Blvd. and Allston Way. 

 I do wish to thank Liz Brissen and her team from SFMTA for their thoughtful consideration 
 during the past three months, interacting with and often really listening to the West Portal 
 Welcoming Committee and the community.  Thanks, too, to the members of the WPWC who 
 spent long, volunteer hours not just attending the four meetings as advisors but the additional 
 and extensive hours listening and responding to their community’s concerns. 

 While the neighborhood associations continue to have concerns about the efficacy of even the 
 modified plan that will be presented to the MTA Board on July 16th, it does show that by 

DocuSign Envelope ID: FB35BA81-FDA7-472A-A458-DEDDC97D5E2F



 incorporating the depth of knowledge of those who live and work in the area surrounding the 
 West Portal tunnel, a more sensible result can be achieved. 

 The residents have  ongoing concerns about the plan and process: 

 1.  Rush to implement a plan:   a. The verbally promised safety measures that the 
 community has requested (see paragraph 4, page 1) must be put in writing, funded and 
 completed first. 
 b. Even the independent traffic safety company’s representative acknowledged that their 
 short term study of less than one month was not sufficient to be able to say whether any 
 plan would be beneficial.  No changes should be considered until the L-train has 
 completed its three-month testing period and has been shown to be in good working 
 order and a thorough independent traffic study has been completed. 

 2.  Aesthetic Modifications:  Before any painting is done in, on or around the Tunnel, 
 especially those who have put in many hours creating participatory budget requests, 
 must have a say in the appearance of the murals, crosswalks and painted street 
 surfaces. 

 3.  Funding for Initial and Long Term Maintenance:  Are there available funds for the 
 neighborhood requests for two beacons(Ulloa and Claremont), traffic calming at the 
 5-Way intersection and speed reduction measures on Wawona and Madrone? What is 
 SFMTA’s plan to budget for ongoing maintenance of planters and street surface 
 decorative painting that are planned for the tunnel entrance? 

 4.  Lenox Way:  There must be more open and collaborative discussion on the proposal to 
 close the street to two-way traffic.  On any weekend day, the entire street is filled with 
 parked cars bringing shoppers, diners, park and library visitors.  During weekdays, most 
 parking spots on the east side of Lenox are occupied by SFMTA employees. 

 The community at large implores you to carefully consider the decision you make.  We believe it 
 should be a decision based, not just on a “transit first” or “bike/pedestrian only” mindset, but on 
 one that is realistic, inclusive and takes into careful consideration that all residents deserve to 
 be able to choose modes of transportation that fit their individual needs. 

 Sincerely, 

 Karen Tarantola 
 President, Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association 
 Secretary, West Portal Merchant Association 
 39-year Resident of the West Portal Community 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Laura Mulcrevy
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:27:44 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Laura Mulcrevy

Email sf.fabulous081@passme.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:sf.fabulous081@passme.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Christine Kehoe
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:30:39 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Christine Kehoe

Email jandckehoe@comcast.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:jandckehoe@comcast.net
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Angela ONeill
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 12:07:31 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Angela ONeill

Email oneill.angela4@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: kaaren alvarado
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 12:28:05 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent kaaren alvarado

Email kaaren25@att.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: James Patterson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 2:19:54 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent James Patterson

Email centermid52@comcast.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Dave Nicholson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 2:59:13 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Dave Nicholson

Email darksydedave@att.bet

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Teresa Hurley
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 3:19:55 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Teresa Hurley

Email thurleysf@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Jim Horan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 4:54:34 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Jim Horan

Email jimmyhoran@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Linda Barnard
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 5:26:35 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Linda Barnard

Email lindab_25@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Karen Bruneman
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 7:22:30 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Karen Bruneman

Email kbruneman@aol.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Janet McGee
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 7:33:51 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Janet McGee

Email janetmcgee@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.
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From: Elizabeth Doyle
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 9:22:46 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Elizabeth Doyle

Email doylebetsy@netscape.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

Yes, I can attend on Tuesday, July 16th 1pm, Room 400



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

From: Jennifer Chin
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:39:01 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Jennifer Chin

Email jenmchin@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Sandra Celi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:47:27 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Sandra Celi

Email sandraceli@live.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:sandraceli@live.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Tina Celi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:48:18 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Tina Celi

Email celifour@comcast.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:celifour@comcast.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Marco Celi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:54:20 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Marco Celi

Email sandrac@interfaceeng.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:sandrac@interfaceeng.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Noelle Poole
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:54:29 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Noelle Poole

Email lnpoole@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:lnpoole@yahoo.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Alex Celi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:54:30 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Alex Celi

Email tinaceli@netzero.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:tinaceli@netzero.net
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Mary O’Brien
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 12:23:49 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Mary O’Brien

Email maryobriens@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: L Huang
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 1:41:18 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent L Huang

Email Renonv86@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Joan Lynch
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 1:45:22 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Joan Lynch

Email jfl.821@earthlink.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:jfl.821@earthlink.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Cathy Busby
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 2:02:24 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Cathy Busby

Email caffybuzz@msn.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:caffybuzz@msn.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Howard Lee
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 2:46:57 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Howard Lee

Email Howard.lee90@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:Howard.lee90@gmail.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

Yes, I can attend on Tuesday, July 16th 1pm, Room 400



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

From: Carol Enright
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 5:42:37 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Carol Enright

Email enright@mindspring.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:enright@mindspring.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Karen Schulkin
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 5:48:31 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Karen Schulkin

Email kchulkin@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Molly Wang
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 7:30:33 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Molly Wang

Email mollysfields@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Linda Wertheim
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 7:33:31 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Linda Wertheim

Email Wertheimlj@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Lori Doyle
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 8:09:39 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Lori Doyle

Email ldoyle@sbcglobal.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:ldoyle@sbcglobal.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Dena Gardi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 8:55:54 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Dena Gardi

Email gardi1@mindspring.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:gardi1@mindspring.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Ikuko Sullivan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 9:15:25 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Ikuko Sullivan

Email isatoda@sonic.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:isatoda@sonic.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Kristin Closek
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 9:24:22 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Kristin Closek

Email kcdenali@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Vera Genkin
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 9:33:29 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Vera Genkin

Email tuttgen@sonic.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Joyce Garabedian August
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 9:49:48 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Joyce Garabedian August

Email jag.august@comcast.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: joanne shanahan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 9:59:22 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent joanne shanahan

Email joanneshanahan135@outlook.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Micahel Regan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 10:19:58 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Micahel Regan

Email myoldgoat@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:myoldgoat@yahoo.com
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mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Alyse Ceirante
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 10:39:07 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Alyse Ceirante

Email honorlabor@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Marigrace Cohen
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 10:55:40 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Marigrace Cohen

Email marigracecohen@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Wire Mold
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 11:23:21 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Wire Mold

Email wire_mold@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:wire_mold@hotmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.
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From: Brandi Tribulato
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 11:31:01 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Brandi Tribulato

Email decoder.wrath0z@icloud.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.
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From: JoAnn Burke
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 12:12:59 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent JoAnn Burke

Email burkejab@aol.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.
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From: Jim Anderer
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 12:17:00 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Jim Anderer

Email jimsf007@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Anne Larson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 1:02:58 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Anne Larson

Email anniemo15@hotmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:anniemo15@hotmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Margaret Stroad
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 1:48:22 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Margaret Stroad

Email stroadm@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:stroadm@gmail.com
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mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Jeanine Creighton
To: mtaboard@sfmta.com; MelgarStaff (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); info@sfcta.org; SFOSB (ECN); Board of

Supervisors (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
Subject: Keep West Portal Open to ALL
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 1:56:18 PM

 

My name is Jeanine Creighton
My email address is jcreighton22@yahoo.com

 

I strongly object to the MTA draft plan that proposes limiting cars at the West
Portal and Ulloa intersection. This proposal lacks evidence linking it to the
recent car accident. While the cause of the accident remains undisclosed, the
MTA hastily asserted the intersection's safety merely a week after the incident.

This plan seems like an opportunistic move, capitalizing on a recent tragedy for
political gain, driven by advocacy groups disconnected from our
neighborhood's realities. Despite alternative, more sensible traffic calming
suggestions from merchants and residents, these have been disregarded.

Implementing this proposal would exacerbate traffic congestion on West Portal,
harm local businesses, and inconvenience residents who rely on cars, including
the elderly, families, disabled individuals, and commuters. Despite the MTA's
acknowledgment that this intersection has a low history of injury incidents,
they persist with this plan.

Instead of unilateral action, resources should be directed towards collaborating
with the community to find effective traffic solutions and addressing genuinely
hazardous areas. The lack of stakeholder involvement and the rushed 10-day
feedback window demonstrate recklessness on the part of the MTA.

No changes should be made until the completion of the L Taraval project,
allowing for a thorough evaluation of emerging traffic patterns. This plan must
be retracted entirely, with residents and businesses directly engaged in any
future alterations to West Portal traffic management.

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

From: Patrick Skain
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 4:18:25 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Patrick Skain

Email patskain@att.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Carol Kwong
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 4:21:30 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Carol Kwong

Email geewiz101@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Anoush Zebarjadian
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 7:31:34 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Anoush Zebarjadian

Email anoushz@comcast.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:anoushz@comcast.net
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Carlowe Connelly
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 7:37:17 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Carlowe Connelly

Email carlowe@comcast.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:carlowe@comcast.net
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: MAUREEN OCONNOR
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 11:14:12 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent MAUREEN OCONNOR

Email maureenanneoconnor@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:maureenanneoconnor@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Leanna Louie
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 11:25:38 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Leanna Louie

Email leannalouie28@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:leannalouie28@yahoo.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Matthew Faliano
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 11:33:09 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Matthew Faliano

Email faliano3342@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:faliano3342@gmail.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Corinne Charlton Barbour
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 12:15:42 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Corinne Charlton Barbour

Email corinne3jr@aol.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:corinne3jr@aol.com
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: William Bart
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 4:25:23 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent William Bart

Email williamcbart@gmail.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.



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

From: Kathryn Chang
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 6:56:29 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Kathryn Chang

Email kathryn_v@yahoo.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Patricia Okunewitch
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:36:07 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Patricia Okunewitch

Email patokun@comcast.net

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already
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have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Renee Lazear
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 11:16:53 AM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Renee Lazear

Email redpl@aol.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:redpl@aol.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



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

From: Jacinta Hurley
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); MelgarStaff (BOS)
Subject: SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 1:14:33 PM

 

Message to SFMTA, Mayor, and the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent Jacinta Hurley

Email jacinta-neil@msn.com

I live in District

SFMTA Board: Hit PAUSE on West Portal and
REJECT Staff Proposals on July 16th.

Message: SFMTA Board Chair Eaken, Vice Chair Cajina, and
Directors Heminger, Henderson, Hinze, and Tarlov,  

I welcome safety improvements in West Portal, but
not at the expense of increasing “conflict” and
decreasing safety on adjacent streets and
intersections and putting small businesses at risk.  I
urge you to pause to learn more, measure
accurately, and then implement in fiscally
responsible phases in West Portal.  There is no
evidence that any of the options presented thus far
will improve safety or would have prevented the
tragedy that occurred.

I urge the SFMTA Board to REJECT the upcoming
SFMTA staff proposal for West Portal.  A full
assessment of all corridor safety issues and
alternative options is required after Fall traffic
patterns have stabilized with the return of L Taraval
LRV service and school year resuming.

My concerns are significant:

1.  SFMTA’s "high-conflict" verbiage does not mean
high-risk.

2. All options over-burden adjacent residential
streets, create a problematic one-way street on
Lenox (which has universal resident opposition), and
increase congestion in intersections that already

mailto:jacinta-neil@msn.com
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mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org


have a higher volume of traffic and accidents (per
SFMTA):

o   There are 10x the number of traffic accidents at
Vicente/WP versus Ulloa/WP
o   Predicts a 50-75% traffic increase on Wawona –
a residential street

3. Shifting buses to streets may have once mitigated
operational concerns, but it also DECREASED
SAFETY and INCREASED “conflict” by requiring
transferring MUNI riders to cross multiple
intersections.

4. A bike share station in the tunnel area also
increases “conflict.” 

5. It is fiscally irresponsible to implement a project in
an intersection not included on the prioritized High
Injury Network when the SFMTA is currently facing a
$12.7M deficit, and looking at a $240M deficit by
2026. The Valencia Street bike lanes originally cost
$1.5M for eight blocks (more than 10% of the current
deficit), and having to re-do that work will cost
significantly more. Let’s not make the same mistake
in WP.

There are opportunities to make the area around
West Portal Station less confusing. The scope of
options so far is extreme, disruptive, potentially less
safe, and more chaotic as it will overburden adjacent
residential streets, where children play. SFMTA also
proposes adding a commercial bike share station to
the Tunnel entrance and is resistant to less
dangerous nearby locations. 

There are many things that can be done to make
West Portal safer and easier to navigate. The
community has repeatedly asked for safety-related
improvements before, but those requests have been
ignored by SFMTA Staff. 

I ask the SFMTA Board to require a holistic approach
predicated on valid data compiled after a
comprehensive Fall traffic study and consideration of
community and expert input.  All modes of
transportation, the needs of our merchants who are
dependent on automotive transit, and the needs of
23% of the West Portal population who are seniors
must be considered. 

I appreciate the work the West Portal Welcome
Committee has done representing the neighborhood
and merchant corridor.  Predicating their discussion
on the original ill-conceived, confusing and



potentially dangerous traffic reconfiguration option
that is solely focused on the West Portal/Ulloa
intersection does not take into consideration the
impact, unintended consequences and more urgent
vulnerabilities along the rest of the corridor and
surrounding streets.  

For these reasons, I urge you to VOTE NO on July
16th and reject the SFMTA staff proposal for West
Portal until more comprehensive information can be
compiled.

Thank you.

Can you join the SFMTA
Board Meeting in person to
voice your opinion?

I might be able to attend on Tuesday July 16th. Keep me
posted.



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 24 Letters regarding United Healthcare
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 12:14:34 PM
Attachments: 24 Letters Regarding United Healthcare.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached for 24 letters regarding a vote taken at the June 18, 2024, meeting of the
Health Service Board to approve the San Francisco Health Service System (SFHSS) staff
Request for Proposal (RFP) recommendation for the Medicare plan Medicare Advantage
Prescription Drug (MAPD) passive PPO for the 2025 plan year to add the Blue Shield of
California (BSC) MAPD passive PPO plan for Medicare members, and offer the existing BSC
HMO (Access+/Trio) and PPO plans to non-Medicare “Split Family” covered lives in families
with at least one covered MAPD passive PPO plan covered life with the 2025 plan year rate
cards; and discontinue the United Healthcare (UHC) MAPD passive PPO plan, UHC non-
Medicare select EPO Plan, UHC non-Medicare doctors EPO plan, and UHG non-Medicare PPO
plan.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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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From: Dorian Nelson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: United Health Care Plan for San Francisco Retirees
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 11:52:51 AM

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

To the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.  I am urging you to rescind the removal of United Healthcare PPO for
San Francisco retirees. The people who depend upon this plan all worked for San Francisco and retired from San
Francisco. We need health care the most at this stage of our lives. My husband was a San Francisco Police Officer
who died in the line of duty. He paid for these benefits with his life. Think ahead to your own retirement and to how
important health care is to you and your families. Thank you very much.
With very best regards,
Dorian Nelson

mailto:emaildoriannelson@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: kevin callanan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Blue Shield
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 6:36:50 PM

 

A 30+ year SFPD/SFFD employee. Do the right thing, keep United Health Care. We still vote!
Remember that!

mailto:kcall1954@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: Dave and Nuala ODonnell
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: UnitedHealthCare/cancelation
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 11:15:06 AM

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

Mayor Breed

I am David O’Donnell.  I am retired from the San Francisco Police Department after 32 years of service.  I have
been retired for 20 years.  Five years ago I was diagnosed with a rare cancer called Ocular Melanoma.  It is a serious
disease but I am healthy today, thanks to some great and expensive treatment from UC.  I am still being monitored
by UC to make sure the cancer does not return or spread.  Almost all of the expense of the treatment has been paid
by UnitedHealthCare without question.  Please do not force me out of UnitedHealthCare and into the inferior Blue
Shield plan.

Sincerely,

David O'Donnell

mailto:daveandnu@yahoo.com
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: Tom Posey
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Health
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 12:53:15 PM

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

I Live in Texas and Blue Shield is not available here. Don’t change plans

mailto:tomposey2002@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: James Castro
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please listen to us. The over 17,000 retired city employees who will be adversely affected by your decision to

change our healthcare from United Healthcare to an inferior Blue Shield. We do not deserve this. We have
earned good medical coverage and Blu...

Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 7:23:13 AM

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

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:jamescastro45@icloud.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: Larry Zammarchi
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: UHC/Blue Shield Switch
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 10:59:34 AM

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

Sent from my iPhone
To Whom It May Concern,
     Having served the City for 29 years I did so with a dedicated commitment to perform my duties as per my job
description. Following all the rules and guidelines.
I made a commitment and kept it. What I said I would do I did.
We retirees were offered a reasonable medical plan. Now for what seems like a purely financial decision which was
initiated under skeptical manipulation
a change was decided.
If you feel that the Retirement Board can speak for you in this matter
then I suppose there’s not we retirees can do.
In closing I would like to say
your word is only good as your actions.
Thank you for your indulgence.
Lawrence Zammarchi

mailto:larryzamm1947@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: RICHARD HARGENS
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Health care
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 3:21:33 PM

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

Do not change our health care system.  We are very happy with our Health net at this time and our Doctors do
except Blue Shield of California.

Richard Hargens
4271 Cedarwood St.
Rocklin Ca. 95677
Sent from my iPad

mailto:richardhargens@sbcglobal.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: rbconstruct
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: I deserve the Healthcare I was promised.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 3:43:36 PM

 

Dear SF Board of Supervisors:

I am a city retiree who proudly worked for the city of San Francisco for 28 years. I worked in
the SFFD (Station 1). I count on my excellent healthcare to provide the care that I need in my
retirement. It was promised to me and is mandated by the San Francisco City Charter. Now,
you are trying to balance the city’s budget on our backs.

We want our United Healthcare, not the inferior Blue Shield CA. Our doctors are all on the
United Healthcare plan. We have many special needs that may or may not be covered under
the Blue Cross CA plan. Our doctors are telling us they won’t know until the new plan takes
effect in January. That is too late! There is too much uncertainty.

Many of us have retired out of state and our doctors don’t have access to Blue Shield CA. This
is NOT acceptable.

A few weeks ago, you voted to retain United Healthcare. Then in the dead of night one of the
board members was quickly replaced, and the vote to switch to the inferior Blue Shield CA
plan was passed over our strenuous objections.

Do NOT allow this travesty to occur. You owe it to your long time civil servants who
dedicated our lives and our careers to treat us well in our retirement. Please do the right thing.

In solidarity,

Ron Barney
(Station 1, Lt. Ret.)

mailto:rbconstruct@comcast.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: John Scott People’s
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Retain United Heathcare for retirees
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 6:15:51 PM

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

To our dedicated Board of Supervisors,
I respectfully request that you retain the United Healthcare Insurance program for Sf Retiree’s.
Sincerely,
John Scott Peoples, retired San Francisco Fire Department

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:jspeoples@comcast.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: Ron Tsujimoto
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Keep United Healthcare
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 7:33:47 AM

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

San Francisco board of supervisors,

I would like to express my strong opinion that we must remain with United healthcare and not switch to Blue Shield.
This change is unacceptable. I have had both healthcare systems and United healthcare is far superior.

Back  in December 2021 I was diagnosed with colon cancer. I had a year of treatment and I’ve now been cancer free
since. The medical care I was able to obtain through United healthcare saved my life. No treatment was ever
declined, and in fact, certain procedures and treatments that Doctors said, usually are not approved sailed through
with no problem.  I believe these special treatments and procedures saved my life.

Previously having Blue Shield for many years, I know that these treatments and procedures that saved my life would
not all of been approved as easily and quickly with blue shield if at all.  When we had Blue Shield, we were
constantly having to get preapprovals from our primary care doctor, and fight to get the medicines and treatments
we needed approved.

I implore you to please keep United Healthcare!

Ron Tsujimoto
Retired SFFD

mailto:r2gmoto@comcast.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: John Harrington
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Health Care
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 10:40:00 AM

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

Please do not become complicit in the mayor’s betrayal of the faithful retirees who count on their United Health
Care benefits. We deserve the best available. We served the city and its residents faithfully and strove to give our
best to them. Standup and show some political courage. Stop the mayor and her allies from taking our very
important benefit away. They say nothing will change-you will just get a new health card. Do not insult our
intelligence. Many people will be hurt by this betrayal. We are at a time in our lives when we depend greatly on our
doctors and ongoing treatments that will surely be affected by this proposed change and backstabbing move.
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:harrjohn@comcast.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Online Admin
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: OUR HEALTY CARE.
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 11:18:53 AM

 

After serving 30 years in the SFFD I find it
UNCONSCIONABLE  that YOU want to change our
Health Care to a Mickey Mouse,Walmart Healthy
Care System. A lot of San Francisco retired
firefighters still LIVE in the city and have MANY
MANY family and FRIENDS that are REGISTERED
VOTERS IN THE CITY, and we love to talk with
each other.
 

PLEASE don't short change us now that we are
retired and treat us like trash. We all put in 30
years of round the clock 24 hour EMERGENCY
service to the citizens of San Francisco, now we
are asking YOU TO NOT CHANGE OUR HEALTH
CARE PROVIDER when we need it.
Thank you for your time.
 

James Quinones
Retired SFFD

mailto:jaykey444@aol.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Frederick Walsh
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Retain United Healthcare
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 11:56:22 AM

 

Dear Supervisors 
Please retain United Healthcare so I can continue to get the best healthcare possible with my
current chronic health condition. United Healthcare has served my wife and I very well. At our
age healthcare is critical.
Sincerely Fred Walsh Retired SFFD

mailto:fwalshe41@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Anne Pagan
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: retirees healthcare proposed change
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 1:17:39 PM

 

Hello Mayor Breed and Board of Supervisors.

We sent the following letter to the HSS Board a few weeks ago.  In the weeks that have followed sending this,
all the same concerns have been expressed whenever we are with City retirees.   In addition to our own
concerns and worries, we are most worried about those currently residing outside of California  and those
wanting to relocate that are currently on life saving care.    Please retain United Healthcare as a provider to
City retirees.   Health worries multiply with age.

As a 20 year retiree from a 30 year career with SFFD, I am
writing to ask the City not change our Healthcare from UHC
to Blue Shield of Ca.  My understanding is the network of
providers and care with UHC is far greater than Blue Shield of
Ca.   Many of us spend time outside of California and in fact
receive important health care services outside of California.    I
am very concerned we will lose the responsive and good
healthcare benefits at a time in our lives when we need them
most.  There is always the concern that less expensive
translates to less quality of care and coverage.  Like many, I
have relationships with different healthcare providers over
these many years .  A trusted provider and healthcare system is
invaluable.   One can understand our alarm and worry at this
proposed change.   

There are many spending decisions the City makes upon which
we have no real impact or control.   It seems unfair our
healthcare is a target to save the City money when no one
really knows the individual complications and cost this

mailto:erasvian@yahoo.com
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


apparent budget saving measure may have on a retirees life
and health.   

Thank you for your careful consideration.
Victor Pagan (Retired SFFD)  and  spouse, Anne Pagan
SF resident, district 7



From: Jacko
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please do the right thing
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 1:30:26 PM

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

Show your humanity, most all retirees worked hard for our benefits. As we age we need health care the most. It will
be you someday.

mailto:jacko@mcn.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Tom Ryan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Health Care
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 2:42:31 PM

 

I spent 35 years in the SFFD giving my all for the people of S.F. In turn they have taken care
of me over the years. I'm kinda busted up now could you please let me keep my present health
plan.
I know you have a tough job.             Thanks and God Bless.     Tom Ryan...SFFD. Ret

mailto:divotheadtom@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: piper.ct@verizon.net
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: United Health Care Option
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 2:55:32 PM

 

My wife and I have been members of the Health Service System since 1966. During
that time we have benefitted from excellent health coverage. We are presently
enrolled in United Healthcare Medicare Advantage.  Losing that coverage would be a
real problem for both of us as my wife is a Type 1 insulin dependent diabetic who is in
the process of getting a new Tandem pump. I recently underwent a double heart
bypass and do not want to give up the doctors who have been treating me. 
I urge you to retain United Healthcare as part of the Health Service System's health
plans.

Thank-you
Thomas F. McGuire
SFFD Retired

mailto:piper.ct@verizon.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Ron Morehen
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Keep United Health Care for retirees
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 3:23:13 PM

 




Ronald Morehen
SFFD Retired

Ronald Morehen

I am a long-time city retiree and I object strenuously to switching our healthcare plan
from United Healthcare to the sub-par Blue Shield of CA. I worked for the city for over
30 years in both the SFPD and SFFD and it’s not right to treat dedicated city and
county employees as second class citizens. The two health care plans are NOT the
same. Vote “NO!” to the change.

mailto:rmorehen@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: Al Markel
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Retirees Health plan
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 4:56:15 PM

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

Supervisors,
If you can spend millions on the great unwashed and unhoused, you can afford to spend a few dollars on those that
served this city for years.
Don’t mess with our health plans.
After all, you spend just a few years at City Hall, we spent a LIFETIME keeping the citizens of SF safe and sound.

Al Markel
30 years plus Fire Dept, retired

mailto:kma699@earthlink.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Carolyn Lucas
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Message from a San Francisco resident regarding the choice of health care coverage for the City"s retirees
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 8:19:29 PM

 

Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

Recently there was a matter that came before the members of
the Health Service System’s Board regarding deciding which
health care system for our retirees would get the new contract
that would begin in 2025.    The plan favored by the retires
was the one they have now - United Health Care Medicare
Advantage.  The competing health care plan, Blue Shield, was
supposedly going to be cheaper for the City.  But the retirees
were fearful of what cuts would come with this cheaper plan,
and whether all their doctors would accept it.  This caused
great stress for our retirees.  As elderly people, many are
struggling with serious illnesses such as cancer and heart
disease, and the possibility that their care would be interrupted
was very frightening.

The vote by the Health Service System Board at first approved
staying with United Health Care Medicare Advantage.  But the
Mayor immediately fired one of her appointees on this Board
who had voted to retain United Health Care and replaced him
with someone who would vote her way, which would be to go
with Blue Shield.  She then caused another, possibly illegal,
vote to be taken.  With the help of her new appointee the vote
went for Blue Shield. 

mailto:chgolugan@comcast.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


It was said that, due to our City’s current budget crisis, the
cheaper contract with Blue Shield would help balance the
budget.

As a forty-seven year resident of San Francisco I have
observed through the years how much money has been
misspent by the City.  For instance, recently it is coming to
light that many nonprofits that our City has given  millions to -
without any monitoring, auditing, and requirement to
demonstrate results - are actually corrupt.  They have
defrauded the City and its tax payers.  One of the most recent
that I have read abut in The San Francisco Standard online
newspaper is the one regarding LeAndrew Jenkins and his J&J
Community Resource Center, along with his former girlfriend,
Susan Murphy.  
The best quote from that article was: “The pair’s dealings are
the latest instances of corruption exposed in San Francisco’s
laxly regulated, byzantine world of nonprofits, many of which
receive millions of dollars a year in city grants.”

All these nonprofits that have received tax payer dollars need
to be investigated and, thank goodness, the City Attorney’s
office is starting to do this.

Please do not let the Mayor try to balance her budget on the
backs of people who have worked the majority of their adult
lives to keep our City running.  Help them retain the decent
health coverage they have been receiving.

Thank you,



Carolyn Lucas
San Francisco resident, property tax payer, and voter

  

   



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

From: George & Lorna
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Change of health care
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 9:39:09 AM

 

Dear Mayor and Board of Supervisors,

My name is George Pidge. I am a proud, retired (1998) member of the SF Fire Dept. I worked
for 31 years as a firefighter/fire inspector. I also live in Oklahoma, to be close to my 3
grandkids. 

I suffer from heart disease (A-Fib, Angina) and cancer (Myelodisplasia). The medical system
here is excellent and United Health Care coverers virtually everything. An appointment with
the Financial Counselor for the Medical Center was informative. She warned me to be careful
of Blue Shield. There are many things that they don’t cover, especially if considered out-of-
network. My costs for health care could skyrocket. I presently receive a Luspatercept shot
every 3 weeks for Myelodysplasia which cost more than $6,000. That is more than 1/2 my
monthly salary. Blue Shield also does not have a Medicare plan if you live outside California. 

In all fairness, I am begging you to keep United Health Care and not switch to the
inferior Blue Shield. It just is not right that we get treated this way. 

Sincerely,
George Pidge

Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail for iPhone

mailto:gpidge@sbcglobal.net
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From: Charles Keohane
To: HSS Member Communications
Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS); SafaiStaff (BOS); DorseyStaff (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Subject: Re: Proposed Change in Retiree Health Insurance Options
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 12:02:42 PM

Dear HSS,

 Thank you for your reply in an attempt to affiliate my concern regarding the transition from United Healthcare (UHC) to
Blue Shield of California (BSC). Unfortunately, your efforts failed.

 
 What you did not address in the below correspondence is the fact that at the HSS meeting of June 7,2024 the
HSS Board after hearing concerns of retirees voted against the change in a 4 to 3 vote. In response, apparently
due to fiscal concerns from the Mayor’s Office, a member of the board was fired by Mayor Breed and replaced by
a person who would go along with her wishes. The Board then held two other meetings in an attempt to comply
with City Charter requirements and reverse the prior decision to comply with the Mayor’s wishes. This gives the
impression that the reason for the replacement of UHC with BSC is solely based on financial concerns.
 
Additionally, you state that BSC has" a strong record of caring for our active employee members in their HMO and
PPO plans.” I question the validity of this assertion as the current employee members I speak with are not satisfied
with BSC. Furthermore, in relation to the move to the BSC (MAPD) PPO, it is my recollection that the City offered
BSC in the recent past and even though it was less expensive the City dropped the offering after numerous
complaints regarding the service provided. 
 
I respectfully request that the decision to replace UHC with BSC be rescinded by either the Mayor’s Office or the
Board of Supervisors in the interest of providing quality health care to those who supported the City during their
careers.
 
 
Regards,
 
Charles Keohane

On Jul 10, 2024, at 8:53 AM, HSS Member Communications
<HSS.Member.Communications@sfgov.org> wrote:

Dear Charles,
 
Thank you for sharing your concerns with Mayor’s Office regarding the
transition of the Health Service System (HSS) Medicare Advantage
Prescription Drug (MAPD) PPO plan to Blue Shield of California from
UnitedHealthcare.

At the June 18, 2024 Special Meeting of the San Francisco Health Service Board (HSB), the HSB
approved the Health Service System (HSS) Staff recommendation to add the Blue Shield of
California MAPD PPO plan and remove the United Healthcare MAPD PPO plan. The HSB also

mailto:ckeohane1663@icloud.com
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mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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approved the Blue Shield of California MAPD PPO plan rates for PY 2025.

The work to transition our current UnitedHealthcare MAPD PPO members to the new Blue Shield
of California MAPD PPO plan for next plan year, beginning January 1, 2025, has already begun.
We appreciate all the feedback we have received and we will be incorporating it into our transition
roadmap. You can expect to hear from us about the change and the dedicated support that will be
available to you before this year’s Open Enrollment in October.

Please ensure we have your most up-to-date address, phone number, and email address by
logging into the SF Employee Portal. Select My Information in the top left corner and click on the
pencil icon to edit your information. We will be reaching out in the coming weeks to all HSS
Medicare PPO members currently enrolled with United Healthcare to provide education related to
the change and highlight the assistance that will be made available to help ensure a seamless
transition.

We know you have valid concerns. HSS awarded Blue Shield of California with our business
because we have faith in their ability to take excellent care of our members. They have a strong
track record of caring for our active employee members in their HMO and PPO plans. 

Both the Health Service System and Blue Shield of California are fully committed to providing you
with a smooth transition and continued excellent care with the doctors you know and trust. Your
health is our priority, and we are confident Blue Shield of California can and will support your
Medicare needs.

All the best,

Health Service System

 
 

From: Charles Keohane <ckeohane1663@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 4, 2024 7:30 AM
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; SafaiStaff (BOS)
<safaistaff@sfgov.org>; Health Service Board (HSS) <health.service.board@sfgov.org>
Cc: information@protectourbenefits.org <information@protectourbenefits.org>
Subject: Proposed Change in Retiree Health Insurance Options

 

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


To whom it may concern;

As a member of the San Francisco Health Service System (HSS)I am aware that 
our current United Health Plan (UHC) option will be replaced by Blue Shield of
California (BSC). I am also aware that in the past the BSC plans the City offered
were inferior in quality and service to that of our current UHC.
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I recently received information that Mayor Breed’s Office and HSS related that the
only difference between the current UHC and BSC plans “is the membership
card”. To fact check this information I and my wife contacted six physicians who
provide us care, the pharmacy where we obtain our medications, and the
company that provides medical devices and supplies we require for a preexisting
condition. We asked each if BSC and UHC Plans were identical. All those
contacted, except the pharmacy, informed us that they could not knowledgeably
reply without seeing the specific proposed BSC plan as BSC has numerous PPO
plans and coverages. The pharmacy replied in kind except they added that in their
experience BSC co-pays were higher and certain drugs were only covered in their
generic form, even if the prescribing physician mandated the branded medication.
In our situation this would incur an exorbitant expense.

Will the HSS be providing retirees with the proposed BSC healthcare plan so that
we can review the competing plans and to put our concerns to rest or explore
options to reverse the HSS decision?

Regards,

Charles J. Keohane

Sent from my iPad



From: Stephen Green
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Healthcare
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 2:02:00 PM

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

Stop this illegal insanity of screwing over your retirees on a back door shenanigan deal to balance your budget.
Shame on you people, we will remember you in the ballot box for sure
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:spgandcrew@aol.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Dianne Wolfe
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Change of Insurance for Retirees
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 10:06:33 AM

 

I am a retired member of the City and County and worked for the City for over 20 years. I live
in Marin County but was born and lived in San Francisco for much of my life. My husband
and I have been insured by the City since I retired in 1997. We currently have United Health
Care which has been a lifesaver for us and our children before they became adults. I am
appalled at the consideration of switching from UnitedHealthCare to Blue Shield. Most of our
providers do not accept Blue and our medical conditions will be adversely affected by any
changes in insurance coverage.

As prices for services from house insurance, food,water, garbage and other necessities
increase a change in medical providers will adversely affect our family and many others. Do
not change from UnitedHealthCare!

Sincerely, 

Dianne Wolfe RN, MS
415 760-3271

mailto:dwolfe.rn@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Save Workforce Funding - SF Chronicle Op-Ed
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 8:30:10 AM
Attachments: JVS_Avatar_FullColor_RGB_f583e05d-1294-4022-beee-d253d7da7c88.png

SF Chronicle Op-Ed Stop cuts to SF job training programs.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see below communication and attached regarding funding for sector-based workforce
training.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Gabriela Jimenez <gjimenez@jvs.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 1:26 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Dennis-Phillips, Sarah (ECN) <sarah.dennis-phillips@sfgov.org>; Nim, Ken (ECN)
<ken.nim@sfgov.org>; Development, Workforce (ECN) <workforce.development@sfgov.org>; Jalipa,
Brent (BOS) <brent.jalipa@sfgov.org>
Subject: Save Workforce Funding - SF Chronicle Op-Ed
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Good afternoon Supervisors:
 
This morning the San Francisco Chronicle published an op-ed co-authored by JVS and Mission
Hiring Hall discussing the importance of funding sector-based workforce training.
 
On behalf of JVS, we want to thank Supervisor Chan and Supervisor Walton for their leadership
in advocating for the restoration of funding to the sector-based training program. We hope the
entire Board of Supervisors will join them in supporting the critical investments in workforce
development programs throughout San Francisco.
 
Thank you,
Gabriela

Gabriela Jimenez (she/her)
Government and Community Affairs Manager 
JVS | 548 Market St, PMB 37733, San Francisco, CA 94104 
(415) 926-2103 | jvs.org 
Connect with us on LinkedIn!

JVS is currently piloting a four-day work week. Please note that we are available
Monday-Thursday, and our office is closed on Fridays. To learn more, click here.
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S.F. job training programs are life-changing. So why does
the mayor want to cut their funding?
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There was a time when Damien Stinson was working two jobs just to make ends meet and support his

family. But in 2022, Stinson was admitted to HealthCare Academy, a city-funded jobs training program

that prepares San Francisco jobseekers for a career as an essential health care worker at no cost to the

trainee. Six months later, he was working as a medical assistant for Kaiser Permanente with a solid

income, benefits and advancement opportunities.

The training was nothing short of life-changing. Unfortunately, the next San Francisco job seeker in

need might not be able to replicate Stinson’s success. Why? Budget cuts.

HealthCare Academy, along with many other job training initiatives like TechSF, CityBuild Academy and

others, depend on funding from the city’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development. This support

ensures the training programs remain free for all participants. For some nonprofits, the funding they

receive from the office plays a significant role in their budget.

ADVERTISEMENT
Article continues below this ad

But Mayor London Breed has proposed cutting the office’s budget by more than $42 million over the next

two years — including over $4 million from its job sector training programs, which train San Franciscans

for employment in high-demand fields like hospitality, health care, technology and construction. If that

cut is approved by the Board of Supervisors, many of these programs will not be able to continue

operating at their current level.

That wouldn’t just hurt the individual jobseekers, it would also harm our region’s employers and the

broader economy.

Hiring has slowed across the country. According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, hiring is at 3.6% —

the slowest pace since 2017, excluding a brief dip during the beginning of the pandemic. Here in San

Francisco, hiring is even worse. According to the Public Policy Institute of California, the Bay Area

experienced the least job growth of all regions of California over the past year — at just 0.2%. Of course,

all of this comes at a time when one-third of households in the state don’t earn enough to cover basic

necessities like rent and groceries.

It’s no surprise then that community organizations that offer job training programs have seen an

increase in demand — something we have both experienced at our respective organizations, Jewish

Vocational Service and Mission Hiring Hall.

Data shows that workforce training is a proven way to create economic opportunity and help job seekers

overcome barriers to employment. Placed graduates of JVS’ training programs, for example, see a 135%

San Francisco’s Oce of Economic and Workforce Development funds training programs for industries such as building construction.
Lea Suzuki/The Chronicle
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average increase in earnings five years after completing their programs. Graduates of Mission Hiring

Hall’s CityBuild Pro, a fast-track training program for administrative roles in the construction industry,

receive an average starting wage of $75,000.

ADVERTISEMENT
Article continues below this ad

Job training programs like ours often pay for themselves by stimulating income growth, and that’s good

for the economy. For example, the state’s $1 million investment in JVS training programs through the

High Road Training Partnerships has generated $2 million in income for participating workers. 

Amid the Bay Area’s rapidly rising costs of living, widening wealth gap, mass tech layoffs and an overall

slowdown in hiring, job seekers depend on training programs supported by the Office of Economic and

Workforce Development. If anything, given the economic challenges so many in our city face, these

programs need more, not less, funding.

Reducing the budget for office would mean that many community-based organizations that rely on its

grants would have to lay off staff, slash free training programs and reduce the number of job seekers they

serve. Any reduction in services will inevitably hit workers from disinvested communities the hardest,

including immigrants, people of color, the formerly unhoused and older adults.

Employers will also take a hit. Workforce training programs ensure that there is a strong pipeline to fill

in-demand positions in essential industries and prevent workforce shortages. CityBuild Academy, which

offers free construction training, equips people with the skills to secure union apprenticeships across the

Bay Area — a crucial step to entering the industry. If programs like these are reduced, employers will

struggle to hire skilled workers, productivity will slow and the local economy will stagnate.

To be sure, the mayor is trying to address the city’s budget deficit and cuts must be made to do so. But

the drastic cuts to the Office of Economic and Workforce Development are not going to help job seekers

or our economy. While nearly $60 million was restored to several city departments in a budget deal

between the mayor and the Board of Supervisors Budget and Appropriations Committee in June, it is

unclear how much of that will be allocated back to the nonprofits that provide job-sector-based training.

ADVERTISEMENT
Article continues below this ad

Across the state, people understand that workforce training is good for the economy. That’s why over

80% of Californians are in favor of increasing government funding for such programs. 

Now is not the time to make it harder for San Franciscans to find good-paying jobs. Our city and its

residents cannot afford it.
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July 9, 2024

Lisa Countryman-Quiroz

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

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Reopen JFK Drive
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 8:33:40 AM

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding John F. Kennedy Drive.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Maria Pilar Eslava <MariaPilar.Eslava.494324941@forgrassroots.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 12:33 AM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Reopen JFK Drive

 

 

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I fully support bicyclist and pedestrian safety. That's why I am asking you to reopen JFK

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:edward.deasis@sfgov.org
mailto:mehran.entezari@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:BOS@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/


Drive to how it was before COVID. It is closed all Sundays and half of the Saturdays every
year, with ample bike lanes and pedestrian walkways each day of the week. We need to
balance equity AND safety!

Regards, 
Maria Pilar Eslava



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Degraded living conditions in Lower Polk, Tenderloin-adjacent neighborhoods
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 8:32:36 AM

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding homelessness.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Julien DeFrance <julien.defrance@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 5, 2024 5:01 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Souza, Sarah (BOS) <sarah.s.souza@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor
London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; ChanStaff (BOS) <ChanStaff@sfgov.org>; Chan,
Connie (BOS) <connie.chan@sfgov.org>; StefaniStaff (BOS) <stefanistaff@sfgov.org>; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; PeskinStaff (BOS) <peskinstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin,
Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Engardio, Joel (BOS) <joel.engardio@sfgov.org>;
EngardioStaff (BOS) <EngardioStaff@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>;
PrestonStaff (BOS) <prestonstaff@sfgov.org>; Dorsey, Matt (BOS) <matt.dorsey@sfgov.org>;
DorseyStaff (BOS) <DorseyStaff@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (BOS) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>;
MelgarStaff (BOS) <MelgarStaff@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

<rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff (BOS) <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Ronen,
Hillary (BOS) <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; RonenStaff (BOS) <ronenstaff@sfgov.org>; Walton,
Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Waltonstaff (BOS) <waltonstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai,
Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; SafaiStaff (BOS) <safaistaff@sfgov.org>; Sawyer, Jason (POL)
<jason.sawyer@sfgov.org>; SFPD Northern Station, (POL) <sfpdnorthernstation@sfgov.org>;
Info@lowerpolkcbd.org; Lowerpolkneighbors@gmail.com; Cschulman@lowerpolkcbd.org
Subject: Degraded living conditions in Lower Polk, Tenderloin-adjacent neighborhoods

 

 

Begin forwarded message:
 

Subject: Degraded living conditions in Lower Polk, Tenderloin-adjacent
neighborhoods

Dear Sir or Madam,
 
As a homeowner of the Lower Polk neighborhood, I previously submitted a
claim against this city, claim that was rejected, alleging that my dropping
home value concerns had nothing to do with the city's responsibility, despite
being the direct consequence of absurd, lunatic policies that this
administration enacted during COVID, destroying our small, medium size,
and large businesses, destroying San Francisco's tourism industry, and
turning every neighborhood, ours more than others, into a literal 3rd world
country slum, eg. by converting hotels, elderly care facilities, or residential
buildings into temporary homeless housing (drug dealers luxury sports cars
at the bottom of them), or forcing down our throats those so-called
navigation centers that nobody wanted in an already socially-challenged and
saturated environment.
 
Cleaning up illegal homeless encampments, drug dealing points, bike chop
shops, was always already a bit of a challenge before and during COVID.
Donna Ryu's absurd and lunatic injunction order made it even worse last
year. London Breed then kept it as an excuse to no longer do anything about
this issue.
 
With the Supreme Court ruling now allowing those encampment sweeps to
finally resume, Mayor Breed can no longer hide, and more than ever needs to
deal with her responsibility.



We need accountability, irrespective of what certain lunatic radical-left
groups, those you call "progressive", or even Aaron Peskin and his trouble-
making friends, might think about it.
 
Here are a couple of locations, that should finally be encampment-free, safe
for all, sanitary for all, free from the disturbance of crackheads and other
mentally ill individuals. 
 
- Austin St (between Van Ness and Polk)
- Fern St (From Franklin to Van Ness to Polk to Larkin)
- Hemlock St (between Van Ness and Polk, and Polk to Larkin) 
- Cedar St (between Van Ness and Polk, and Polk to Larkin) 
- Myrtle St/Alice B Toklas (between Van Ness and Polk, and Polk to Larkin) 
- Eddy St/Polk St (between Van Ness and Polk, and Polk to Larkin) 
- Ellis St/Polk St (between Van Ness and Polk, and Polk to Larkin) 
- Willow St (between Van Ness and Polk, and Polk to Larkin) 
- Van Ness Ave/Golden Gate
- Octavia/Market St (000 Block)
- Market St/Duboce Ave
- Anywhere in the Tenderloin
- Anywhere near or under the central freeway
- And other recurring locations you, 311, or SFPD already know about. 
 
It already has been more than a week since the injunction was lifted. Why
have we not seen any results? Any cleanups? 
 
Why haven't any officers been dispatched to remove those illegal homeless
encampments?
Why haven't I seen any power washing of our sidewalks lately?
 
This administration is failing us. Failing its duty to keep us safe. Failing to
keep our neighborhoods clean.
 
Give us the clean and safe San Francisco we goddamn deserve.
Do your job or else face the consequences. 
You will otherwise be sued. 
 
Thank you,
 



JD.



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

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Young, Victor (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: I Oppose the proposed Ordinance Allowing SFMTA to Bypass Current Rules/Regulations in entering Contracts for City Contracting
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 8:36:32 AM

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding File No. 240501:
 
                Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to streamline contracting for Vision Zero transportation
projects by authorizing, but not requiring, the Municipal Transportation Agency and the Department of Public
Works to expedite contracts by waiving application of the Environment Code and select provisions in other
Codes relating to competitive bidding, equal benefits, and other requirements, for construction work and
professional and other services relating to Vision Zero projects, for a period of three years.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: mike White <noreply@jotform.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 4, 2024 1:05 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
<mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; MelgarStaff (BOS)
<MelgarStaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS)
<shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; ChanStaff (BOS) <ChanStaff@sfgov.org>
Subject: I Oppose the proposed Ordinance Allowing SFMTA to Bypass Current Rules/Regulations in entering Contracts
for City Contracting
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Message to the Board of Supervisors 

From your constituent mike White

Email Mike.white60613@gmail.com

I live in District

I Oppose the proposed Ordinance Allowing
SFMTA to Bypass Current Rules/Regulations in
entering Contracts for City Contracting

Message: Dear Supervisors.

The ordinance put forth by Supervisor Chan
amending the Administrative Code which would
allow SFMTA to bypass important rules and best
practices for entering into contracts is
unconscionable. 

The rules set forth in the Administrative Code
governing contracts include competitive bidding, the
Environmental Code, equal benefits, local business
enterprise utilization and other important safeguards
against corruption, fraud, and waste. The provisions
in the Administrative Code should not be waivable or
optional; they exist to protect the taxpayer, local
business, local talent and presumably the
environment. 

Amending the Administrative Code is a drastic step
towards granting an incompetent agency power they
should not have. SFMTA simply is not an agency
that can or should be trusted to enter into contracts
without oversight or rules to guide the process and
ensure best practice. 

We are all currently feeling the consequences of
unprecedented fiscal irresponsibility by our City
government with a deficit that is threatening the
operations of almost every department in the city.
 Now is not the time to allow an agency with a
 known track record for shoddy data and over-budget
projects to enter into contracts with no accountability
and fewer protections to the process. 

This ordinance’s built in expiration date of 3 years
provides little comfort to taxpayers as SFMTA has a
habit of making things that are “temporary”
permanent.  It would be better not to go down this
path of AMENDING a code then to try to re-establish

mailto:Mike.white60613@gmail.com


it in the future. Once SFMTA can ignore all sensible
elements to negotiating and entering into a contract it
is safe to say it will remain that way indefinitely.  

The failure of SFMTA to achieve its Vision Zero
goals has less to do with streamlining a contract
process and everything to do with their poor
planning, lack of interest in community feedback, and
little understanding of the city streets and how they
are used.  Vision Zero requires more than knee-jerk
reactions and piecemeal projects, and until
competence and data replaces ideology and fiction,
no amount of streamlining any process will bring us
closer to achieving safer streets or the goals of vision
zero.  

I urge you to abandon this ordinance and require
SFMTA to continue to respect and adhere to the very
necessary protections in our Administrative Code.
Taxpayers, small businesses, and local workers can
no longer bear the brunt of SFMTA’s unproductive
and community damaging projects.

 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Young, Victor (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: For Rules Committee & Full SF BOS:File #: 240550// Please Get the Housing Opportunity Fund on the

November Ballot! (FIle #
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 8:22:33 AM
Attachments: image.png

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding File No. 240550:
 
                Charter Amendment (First Draft) to amend the Charter of the City and County of San
Francisco to require the Board of Supervisors set aside specified funds in the City’s budget
each year, beginning in Fiscal Year 2026-2027, to fund project-based rental subsidies for
extremely low-income households consisting of seniors, families with children, and persons
with disabilities.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Teresa Palmer <teresapalmer2014@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, July 6, 2024 10:16 PM
To: Young, Victor (BOS) <victor.young@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Horrell, Nate (BOS) <nate.horrell@sfgov.org>;
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Melgar, Myrna (BOS) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Engardio, Joel (BOS) <joel.engardio@sfgov.org>;
EngardioStaff (BOS) <EngardioStaff@sfgov.org>; Dorsey, Matt (BOS) <matt.dorsey@sfgov.org>;
Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Hernandez, Melissa G (BOS)
<melissa.g.hernandez@sfgov.org>; Chan, Connie (BOS) <connie.chan@sfgov.org>; Mandelman,
Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS)
<shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Waltonstaff (BOS) <waltonstaff@sfgov.org>; Lopez-Weaver, Lindsey
(BOS) <Lindsey.Lopez@sfgov.org>; Burch, Percy (BOS) <percy.burch@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
(BOS) <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Safai,
Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; SafaiStaff (BOS) <safaistaff@sfgov.org>; PrestonStaff (BOS)
<prestonstaff@sfgov.org>; Li Miao Lovett <miaolovett@msn.com>; Lovett, Li (BOS)
<li.lovett@sfgov.org>; Fieber, Jennifer (BOS) <jennifer.fieber@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS)
<jen.low@sfgov.org>; Farrah, Michael (BOS) <michael.farrah@sfgov.org>; ChanStaff (BOS)
<chanstaff@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff (BOS) <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Hsieh, Frances (BOS)
<frances.hsieh@sfgov.org>; Yu, Angelina (BOS) <angelina.yu@sfgov.org>; Prager, Jackie (BOS)
<jackie.prager@sfgov.org>; DorseyStaff (BOS) <DorseyStaff@sfgov.org>; PeskinStaff (BOS)
<peskinstaff@sfgov.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; Yan, Calvin (BOS)
<calvin.yan@sfgov.org>; Souza, Sarah (BOS) <sarah.s.souza@sfgov.org>; Lerma, Santiago (DEM)
<santiago.lerma@sfgov.org>; Herrera, Ana (BOS) <ana.herrera@sfgov.org>; Ferrigno, Jennifer (BOS)
<jennifer.ferrigno@sfgov.org>; Berenson, Samuel (POL) <sam.berenson@sfgov.org>; Donovan,
Dominica (BOS) <dominica.donovan@sfgov.org>; Gallardo, Tracy (BOS) <tracy.gallardo@sfgov.org>;
Gee, Natalie (BOS) <natalie.gee@sfgov.org>; RonenStaff (BOS) <ronenstaff@sfgov.org>; StefaniStaff
(BOS) <stefanistaff@sfgov.org>
Subject: For Rules Committee & Full SF BOS:File #: 240550// Please Get the Housing Opportunity
Fund on the November Ballot! (FIle #

 

 

 
2024 July 7
To SF BOS Rules Committee and Full  SF BOS- Please Support the
Housing Opportunity Fund



 
Cc: Clerk of the SF BOS Rules Committee and the Full Board: please
enter into file:  File #:
240550-https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?
ID=6703462&GUID=FDFA3CC9-E23F-4C56-A27B-C2E050A772EC
 
From: San Francisco Gray Panthers
   We represent multiple elderly and low income renters in San Francisco. 
Please support the Housing Opportunity Fund in order to ensure that
seniors, people with disabilities, and families are able to find accessible
and deeply affordable housing in San Francisco!
Extremely Low-Income seniors, people with disabilities, and families
require subsidies to work and to live in San Francisco. This will create so
many opportunities for San Franciscans, who otherwise would not have
housing that meets their needs.

We expect you, our San Francisco representatives, to stand behind low
income San Franciscans by voting to get this on the ballot.
 
Please represent your constituents and vote for this..
Thank you,
 
Teresa Palmer M.D. Board Member SF Gray Panthers
on behalf of San Francisco Gray Panthers
1845 Hayes St. San Francisco, California 94117
Email: graypanther-sf@sonic.net
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Carroll, John (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Stonestown Project Supporters
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 11:56:52 AM
Attachments: Stonestown Supporters 7.8.2024.xlsx

Hello,
 
Please see attached and below communication regarding File No. 240575:
 
                Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Urban Design Element, the
Commerce and Industry Element, and the Land Use Index to reflect the Stonestown
Development Project.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Corey Smith <corey@housingactioncoalition.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:02 AM
To: Chan, Connie (BOS) <connie.chan@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Engardio, Joel (BOS)
<joel.engardio@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Dorsey, Matt (BOS)
<matt.dorsey@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (BOS) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael
(BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary (BOS) <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Walton,
Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Carroll, John (BOS)
<john.carroll@sfgov.org>; Jalipa, Brent (BOS) <brent.jalipa@sfgov.org>; Jane Natoli
<jane@yimbyaction.org>; Sachin <sachin@growsf.org>; Steven Buss <steven@growsf.org>; Laura
Clark <laura@yimbyaction.org>; Cooke, Reuel
<Reuel.Cooke@brookfieldpropertiesdevelopment.com>
Subject: Stonestown Project Supporters

 

 

Members of the SF Board of Supervisors,
 
On behalf of the Housing Action Coalition, SF YIMBY, and GrowSF, please see the
attached petitions signers supporting the new homes proposed at Stonestown. 
 
While the public hearings can be difficult for some to attend, please consider their
support while evaluating this project.
 
Respectfully,
Corey Smith
Executive Director, Housing Action Coalition
 
--
Corey Smith 陈锐 | Pronouns: He/Him
Executive Director | Housing Action Coalition
555 Montgomery Street, Suite 720, San Francisco, CA 94111
Cell: (925) 360-5290 | Office: (415) 300-0967

Email: corey@housingactioncoalition.org | Web: housingactioncoalition.org
Please note the new email and website.
 
To opt out of all HAC emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe all".
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First Name Last Name Email Mailing City Mailing Zip/Postal Code
Armand Domalewski armanddomalewski@gmail.com San Francisco 94115
Donna Hurowitz donnabhurowitz@comcast.net SF 94116
Tracy Freedman tracyfreedman@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Andres Mora mora07801@gmail.com Pacifica 94044
Kate Blumberg kate@acmetron.com San Francisco 94107‐3204
Maco Stewart macostewart@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Susan Setterholm susan.setterholm@gmail.com San Francisco 94109
Abhishek Kumar abhizuko@gmail.com San Francisco 94109
Nate Foss npfoss@gmail.com San Francisco 94109
Aleksandar Abu Samra aleksandar.abusamra@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Julian Gelvezon julian.gelvezon@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Jon Winston jwinstonsf@gmail.com San Francisco 94127‐2408
Kevin Meehan kmmeehan24@gmail.com SAN FRANCISCO 94131
David Tejeda dtrepairs@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Eugene Pak eugenepaksf@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Ben Mathes mathes.ben@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
john springer john@studiovara.com San Francisco 94116
Dick Morten msarawak@yahoo.com San Francisco 94116
Michael Chen mychen10@yahoo.com San Francisco 94109
Patrick Wolff patrick@grandmastercap.com San Francisco 94122
Renne Arias rennearias@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Robin Pam rsvprobin@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Ryan MacPhee ryan.macphee@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Annette Billingsley ab94115@gmail.com San Francisco 94115
Allison Arieff aja@modernhouse.com san francisco 94131
Andrew Bachmann andrewbachmann@yahoo.com San Francisco 94112
Andrew Fister andrewfister3@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Staly Chin stalychin@gmail.com San Francisco 94121



ANNE WONG athwong2002@yahoo.com San Francisco 94116
Charles Whitfield whitfield.cw@gmail.com San Francisco 94109
Carlos Abreu carlos@carlosabreu.com San Francisco 94123
Thomas Hunsaker com.hunsaker@icloud.com San Francisco 94131
Daniel Sachs danielschoen.sachs@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
David Kim daveymkim@hotmail.com San Francisco 94109
Edward Sullivan efsullyjr@aol.com SAN FRANCISCO 94116
Evan Coughenour evan.coughenour@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Ira Kaplan iradkaplan@gmail.com San Francisco 94133
Sarah Boudreau boudreau.sarah.m@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Paul Bickmore paulbickmore@gmail.com Oakl 94618
sherman king lionshermanking@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Michael Leslie mleslie.online@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Benjamin Carter benjamin.e.carter@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Jui‐Yun Hsia ajhsia@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Lisa Anderson lisawanderson57@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Paul Thrasher thrashr888@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Howard Strassner ruthow1@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Kathleen Ciabattoni kathyciab@gmail.com SAN FRANCISCO 94127
Alger Ciabattoni algerciab34@gmail.com San Francisco 04127
Meg Kammerud mpirnie@stanfordalumni.org San Francisco 94131
Naomi Prochovnick nshomani@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Tobias Wacker tobiaswacker@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Diana Faustino dianafaustino1234@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Andrew Day aday.nu@gmail.com San Francisco 94103
Bruce Cyr cyr.bruce@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Remi Tan remitan@sbcglobal.net Pacifica 94115
Katie Chung katie.chung.01@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Dante Briones dbriones@gmail.com San Francisco 94110



Hazel O'Neil oneil.hazel@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Alex Shvartsman mralex@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Michael Campbell mcampbellsd@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Gineton Alencar gineton2@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Steven Marzo smarzo@alumni.nd.edu San Francisco 94112
Kenneth Russell krlist+yimby@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Jacob Pemberton jacobpemberton@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Spencer Sherwin spencer.sherwin@gmail.com San Francisco 94102
Jeanne Myerson jrmyerson@yahoo.com San Francisco 94117
Lillian Archer lillian.b.archer@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Katie Grote katie.a.grote@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Andrew Luong andrew@luong.io San Francisco 94107
Peter Wu peterjameswu@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Candace Hsu candacethsu@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Matthew McCaffrey mymccaff@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Lizzie Siegle lizzie.siegle@gmail.com San Francisco 94108
Andrew Noble nobleaw@yahoo.com San Francisco 94112
Erika Warren erika@46hours.com San Francisco 94110
Sandeep Paruchuri sparuchuri@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Rudolph Reyes rudolphreyes@gmail.com San Francisco 94103
David Downs david.downs@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Nicholas Weininger nweininger@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Prodan Statev pstatev94@gmail.com San Francisco 94118
Charles Ayers cayers99@gmail.com San Francisco 94102
Alan Billingsley alanbillingsley215@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
K R kos.noemail@neverbox.com San Francisco 94117
Mahdi Rahimi m.s.rahimi@gmail.com SAN FRANCISCO 94110‐6046
Paul Anderson pa94787@gmail.com SAN FRANCISCO 94127
Cyrus Hall cyrusphall@gmail.com San Francisco 94131



Jessica Perla jessica@jperla.com San Francisco 94107
Dan Luscher danluscher@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Nicholas Lipanovich hecapicnic@yahoo.com San Francisco 94122
Jonathan Bünemann jonathanbuenemann@gmail.com San Francisco 94123
Heidi Moseson hmoseson@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Bridget Gelms bcgelms@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Jennifer Kain j.kain@earthlink.net San Francisco 94110
Tia Triplett tia@anlf.com Los Angeles 90066
Justin Truong justintruong56@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Matt Biggar mbiggar@connectedtoplace.com San Francisco 94114
Christopher McMahon chrismcmahon02@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Alice Valle alicevalle47@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Rob Donnelly rndonnelly@gmail.com San Fracisco 94117
Gus Henry gus.henry@icloud.com San Francisco 94117
Michael Sacks michaelsacks@gmail.com San Francisco 94123
Ryan Browne rrbrowne@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Alex Avery alex.flinn.avery@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
John Stokes johnstokes1@mac.com San Francisco 94131
David Sanchez sanchez6719@yahoo.com San Francisco 94112‐2728
Miles Anderson oldage@mac.com San Francisco 94111
Brian Nguyen btn912@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Natalya Etina rutabagase@gmail.com San Francisco 94110‐4902
Todd DeLong tmdelong@mac.com San Francisco 94114
Lee Still still.lee@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Carolyn Chatham cipress@gmail.com SAN FRANCISCO 94102
Donald Robertson donaldfr@donaldfrobertson.com SAN FRANCISCO 94114‐1231
Dustin Palmer dbpalmer4@gmail.com SAN FRANCISCO 94114
Felix Sargent felix.sargent@gmail.com San Francisco 94103

test lead: dummy data for first_name test lead: dummy data for last_name test@fb.com



Nicholas Bauer nbauer99@gmail.com San Francisco 94109
Mike Weiss mikeweiss@hey.com San Francisco 94131
Jessica Rosenberg rosenj415@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Jim Warshell jimwarshell@yahoo.com San Francisco 94102
Calum MacKay calumlmackay@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
John Manning johnrmanning@gmail.com SAN FRANCISCO 94121‐1890
lindsay meisel lindsay.meisel@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
wendy herzenberg scrappylynn@yahoo.com San Francisco 94122
David Cairns drcairns@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Alison Warner alison.warner11@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Navid Ghorashian nghorashian@gmail.com Sunnyvale 94087
Angela Biggs hammychen@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Karen Schwartz kielygomes@yahoo.com San Francisco 94114
Richard Frankel rfrank1@yahoo.com San Francisco 94122
Thomas Yaussy tyaussy@aol.com San Francisco 94114
Kevin Wallace kevinwallace415@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Jay Hinman thejayhinman@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Kirk Franzen kirk.franzen@gmail.com San Francisco 94103
Gabriel Jinich jinich@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Eric Waldman eric.waldman@hotmail.com San Francisco 94105
Matt Eggers matthewreggers@gmail.com Larkspur 94939
Reeve Thompson nonsatisreevis@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Brian Bice b.bice23@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
AJ Cho amenoartemis@gmail.com San Leandro 94579
David Sepulveda dsepulvedag@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Ruth Rainero raineroruth@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Rainer Wasinger rainertwasinger@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Alex Wong mr.alexander.wong@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Danforth Dougherty danforth86@gmail.com SAN FRANCISCO 94114



Malene Allen malene.s.allen@gmail.com Daly City 94014
Dylan MacDonald whale_wontons_0h@icloud.com San Francisco 94118
Matthew Klenk klenk.matt@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Anna Saplitski anna.saplitski@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Sloane Cook sloanewcook@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Marie Panossian mariepanossian@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Jake Price jake@housingactioncoalition.org San Francisco 94117
Ethan Ensler ethan@ejensler.com SAN FRANCISCO 94118
Charlie Natoli charlie.natoli1@gmail.com San Francisco 94158
Jason Zhang jasonz0762@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Colleen Beach lizardinthewires@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Michael Gold michael.e.gold@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Matthew Volk matthew.makoto@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Alison Rustagi alison.rustagi@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Panos Vandris pvandris@gmail.com San Francisco 94102
Molly James molly.james@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Lily Lau lau.a.lily@gmail.com San Francisco 94102
Thomas Shanahan tshanahan24@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Nik Kaestner mrnik@duck.com San Francisco 94112
NATASHA Hopkinson natashah@mac.com San Francisco 94109
Elisabeth Brandon ecb1385@yahoo.com San Francisco 94147
Katherine Henrickson katyhenrickson@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Jared Boot‐Haury jwboot3@icloud.com San Francisco 94158
Chad Dyer chad.dyer@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Jose Palafox josecpalafox@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Ian Simon biriba@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Paul Roberts paulevrob@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Zack Subin zack.subin@fastmail.fm San Francisco 94112
Meghan Byrne byrne.meg@gmail.com San Francisco 94112



Meghan Warner mowarner@stanford.edu San Francisco 94116
GORDON ATKINSON atkinsonagordon@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Shayla Love shayla.m.love@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Jim Gravanis jgravanis@sonic.net San Francisco 94131
Al Harris alharris127@yahoo.com San Francisco 94112
Steven Santa Maria e2lq71eoz@relay.firefox.com San Francisco 94127
Adam Bender adambender01@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Scott Jacques scottjacques@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Kineret Stanley kineret.stanley@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Jacob Kozloski jakozloski@gmail.com San Francisco 94123
Donna Brown donna.brown05@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Ruth Lym spiritruth411@gmail.com San Francisco 94103
Gary Brownen garybrownen@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Ilario Huober huobes@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Simon Bertrang simonbertrang@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Cory Jircitano cjircitano@gmail.com San Francisco 94134

Jennifer Schroeder jen.schroeder@learning‐solutions.net San Francisco 94107
Don Alan donalansf@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Connor Perkey coperk12@gmail.com San Francisco 94118
Dulce Euclide dveuclide@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Corey Rathe coreyarathe@gmail.com San Francisco 94109
Patrick Morris patmorris22@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Mehdi Sqalli mehdisv@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Karen Eshoo karen.eshoo@gmail.com San Francisco 94109
Daniel Chang danielchang10@gmail.com San Francisco 94109
Gary Decad gmdecad@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Christopher Sattler chris.m.sattler@gmail.com San Francisco 94122

smartbuy15@live.ca smartbuy15@live.ca San Francisco 94110
Mat Honan mhonan@gmail.com San Francisco 94122



Adrian Shin adrianshin@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Ayush Kishore ayush.kishore@gmail.com San Francisco 94102
Robert Britt bbritt2440@gmail.com San Francisco 94158
Ari Freisinger ari.freisinger@gmail.com San Francisco 94118
Manisha Patel manishapme@me.com San Francisco 94133
Ender Markal each.breed.0w@icloud.com San Francisco 94121
Joseph Hampton josephhampton1@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Danielle Lazier dlazier@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Andrew Tully andrewptully@gmail.com San Francisco 94158
DEREK JENTZSCH derek_jentzsch@yahoo.com San Francisco 94117
Zachary Church hey@zach.church San Francisco 94107
Luke Miner lminer@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Ashvin Nair nair.ashvin@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Sanjay Verma sanjayverma44@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Huaqing Zheng huasome@gmail.com
Dan Bowermaster scramboleer@yahoo.com San Francisco 94102
Jude Maier matthew.maier@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Beverly Sutton bev_sutton@yahoo.com San Francisco 94111
Sharlene Baker sh9876@gmail.com San Francisco 94133
Douglas Smith douglasfredericsmith@yahoo.com Berkeley 94702
Gnarity Burke urban42n81@aol.com San Francisco 94117
Rita Toy gclefalto@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Christopher Fry fry_christopher@yahoo.com San Francisco 94110
JEFFREY NIGH janigh@comcast.net San Francisco 94127
Kimberly Langenbach kimlang12@gmail.com San Francisco 94102
Rebecca Neuwirth beccaneuwirth@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Jill Norris jillkathleennorris@gmail.com San Francisco 94107
Cameron Urban camurban@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Kent Kolegue kkolegue1@gmail.com San Francisco 94109



Bernard Michela barneymichela@hotmail.com San Francisco 94122
Marla Kadlecek marlaivy930@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Ramona Fung rqfung@sbcglobal.net San Francisco 94127
Kevin Beach kevinedwardbeach@gmail.com San Francisco 94117

Abdoul Salam Salam abdoulsaalam@gmail.com South San Francisco 94080
Brian Scott ledgers.porkier0v@icloud.com San Francisco 94131‐1031
Ralph HIBBS ralph.hibbs@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Richard Ruvalcaba valdovino603@msn.com San Francisco 94102
Max Lamb mlamb40@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Ayman Mobarak ayman@mobarak.com San Francisco 94112
Ryo Chiba ryochiba@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Laura Krasovec laura.krasovec@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Steven Solomon stevensolomon908@gmail.com San Francisco 94107
Jeffrey Bray jeffrey.r.bray@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Daniel Cohen dpalmcohen@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Karena Vongampai karena.som@gmail.com San Mateo 94401
Soheil Koushan soheil.koushan@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
MACY CIRIACO msciriacof@gmail.com San Francisco 94133
Todd Mitchell toddm9@gmail.com San Francisco 94105
Kate Rapisarda kate.rapisarda@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Mary Renner mentor.blinds‐0j@icloud.com San Francisco 94107
Matteo Zanella tteozz@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Jenny Heon jennyheon1@gmail.com San Francisco 94115
Don Marks donmarks2000@yahoo.com San Francisco 94117
Lori Coleman lsc94133@yahoo.com San Francisco 94117
Adam Boender boender@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Erin Feeney efeeney85@gmail.com Oakland 94611
Dennis Chan dennischan888@gmail.com Menlo Park 94025
Dennis Chan bluesea888@yahoo.com San Francisco 94122



Marshall Hawks marshall.hawks@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Nissa Cannon noxrosa@hotmail.com San Francisco 94117
Magdalena Visser maggie@maggievisser.com San Francisco 94121
Curtis DeMartini curtisdemartini@gmail.com San Francisco 94131
Ben Garcia hey@bengarcia.dev San Francisco 94121
Christopher Nelson itoen90@gmail.com San Francisco 94115
Greg Slovacek gs8207@hotmail.com San Francisco 94107
Tyler Sorensen tylerya@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Charmaine Curtis charmaine.kurt@gmail.com San Francisco 94116
Kelsie Fons kelsie.anne.fons@gmail.com Oakland 94611
Tan Truong tan619@gmail.com San Francisco 94132
Jacob Best jacobbest@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Andrew Lenz lenzap497@gmail.com San Francisco 94107
Blake Seely blakeseely@mac.com San Francisco 94110
Kate Voshell kathrinevoshell@hotmail.com San Francisco 94110
Michael Lai michael@votemichaellai.com San Francisco 94112
Colleen Regan colleenmregan@gmail.com San Francisco 94117
Sloane Cook cooksports@aol.com San Francisco 94116
Russ Wilson rbwilson55@gmail.com San Francisco 94118
Meghan Byrd meghanbyrd2@gmail.com San Francisco 94118
Ted Moran theodore.moran@gmail.com San Francisco 94124
Emily McDonnell emilyhmcdonnell@gmail.com San Francisco 94110
Brandon Chang brandon.chang742@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
LaToya Christensen latoyachristensen.lc@gmail.com San Francisco 94103
Rohit Bose rohitbose@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Holden Karau holden@pigscanfly.ca
Robert Robinson dalfonso1225@hotmail.com
Desire Azama firedesire79@gmail.com
Joshua Berman jgberman93@gmail.com San Francisco 94110



Alicia Marazzani aliciamarazzani@gmail.com
Joe Paull fritz@oakloungegames.com
Sheila Feliciana sheilafeliciana@ymail.com
Vanessa Quintana sweetie200094110@yahoo.com
Basma Blue bluejaylotus@yahoo.com
Ariana Bolaños inessaariana96@gmail.com
Julie Newbold julieanewbold@gmail.com San Francisco 94121
Nicholas Matcheck nick.matcheck@mba.berkeley.edu Berkeley 94705
Jennifer Schroeder jenniferschroedersf@duck.com San Francisco 94107
Adam Kafka adkafka@gmail.com San Francisco 94114
Steve Sedlmayr ssedlmayr@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Luke Swartz pumpers.jetty_0l@icloud.com San Francisco 94110
Grainger Greene grainger.greene@gmail.com San Francisco 94127
Sarah Young sarahabigail@me.com San Francisco 94102
Cecilia Dinh teenceebabi87@icloud.com
Nykole Castellanos nykole2bad@gmail.com
Arjuna Alaganar arjuna.alaganar@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Kelsey Jonat kelsey.jonat@gmail.com San Francisco 94112
Nelly Mack nellymack82@gmail.com
Milton Diaz Bohorquez miltonbohorquez11@gmail.com
Holly Zhou h.zhou@live.ca San Francisco 94131
Carolyn Chang carolynchang85@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
Parag Gupta parag@paraggupta.org San Francisco 94122
Rebecca Stamey‐White stameywhite@gmail.com San Francisco 94122
crys Battle crystal7battle@gmail.com
Paul Dravis paul@dravis.net San Francisco 94116
Andrea Kopitz webcam.genomes.0p@icloud.com San Francisco 94133
Nh? Ý Nguyen ynguyen8401@gmail.com
Jep Castelein jepcastelein@gmail.com San Francisco 94122



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

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Please renew Cova Hotel
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 2:42:27 PM

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding File No. 240632:
 
                Ordinance authorizing the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
("HSH") to amend the booking agreement with Shin International, Inc., the operator of the
Cova Hotel, to increase the not to exceed amount by $3,414,393 for a total amount not to
exceed $16,032,443 and to extend the term of the agreement by seven months from August
31, 2024, for a new term of May 26, 2020, through March 31, 2025.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: John Brett Hammond <John.Hammond@nau.edu> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 2:10 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please renew Cova Hotel
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  sources.

 

Please renew the lease with the Cova Hotel.
I enjoy watching all of the posts on X regarding the activity, vitality and positive commerce that
the Cova Hotel brings to the Tenderloin and SFO.
If cities in Arizona followed the lead of the SFO BOS, our communities would be much better
off.
Thank you
John Hammond
 
 



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

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Young, Victor (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Justice for Renters - ballot measure
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 8:28:48 AM

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding File No. 240684:
 
                Resolution supporting The Justice for Renters Act, a California State Proposition on the
November 5, 2024, ballot; and reaffirming the City and County of San Francisco’s support for
repeal of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Sasha Gala <sasha.bodala@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2024 8:20 AM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Gee, Natalie (BOS)
<natalie.gee@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>
Subject: Justice for Renters - ballot measure
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Board of Supervisors:
 
Even though I am a landlord and homeowner. I stand with renters and rent control.
Please do the same and publicly support renters by co-sponsoring File #240684, the
resolution in support of the Justice for Renters.  Thanks to Supervisors Preston, Peskin,
Ronen, Walton, Chan who have already signed on. Please reason with the Supervisors
(you know who they are, no surprises there) that are spreading ignorance and lies about
the state ballot measure.
As you know, the Justice for Renters ballot measure is simply a repeal of the damaging
Costa Hawkins State law that has been plaguing California. It would allow for cities
down the road to draft and vote on whatever form of rent control if they chose to or none
at all.

Please stand with me and every tenant advocacy organization and support the Repeal of
Costa Hawkins!
 
Thank you,
Sasha Gala
243 Texas St
D10 



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

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Young, Victor (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Show Your Support for Rent Control and to Repeal Costa Hawkins
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 12:22:46 PM

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding File No. 240684:
 
                Resolution supporting The Justice for Renters Act, a California State Proposition on the
November 5, 2024, ballot; and reaffirming the City and County of San Francisco’s support for repeal
of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Layla <layla@sftu.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2024 10:35 AM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Show Your Support for Rent Control and to Repeal Costa Hawkins
 

 

Dear Supervisors,
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I strongly support rent control and the stabilizing effect it has for renters in San Francisco. I
want my electeds to do the same and publicly support renters like me by co-sponsoring File
#240684, the resolution in support of the Justice for Renters.  Thanks to Supervisors Preston,
Peskin, Ronen, Walton, Chan who have already signed on.

I am aware of the convoluted debate at the Board of Supervisors where some Supervisors
spread lies about the state ballot measure and what it actually would do - all the while
claiming support for rent control in San Francisco while denying it to other cities. It was
discomforting to hear the ignorance of the speeches and to feel the influence of deep
pocketed real estate lobbyists who seek to advance their own self-interest rather than sound
housing policy. Renters are a majority of the residents in the city and THEY VOTE.

The Justice for Renters ballot measure is simply a repeal of the onerous Costa Hawkins state
law. It would allow for cities down the road to draft and vote on whatever form of rent control if
they choose to or none at all. Let's stop spreading lies that are not backed up by the facts nor
studies.

Please stand with me  and every tenant advocacy organization and support the Repeal of
Costa Hawkins!

Sincerely,
 
San Francisco Tenants Union
 



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

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);

Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: JORDAN DAVIS AGAIN
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 9:06:14 AM

Hello,
 
Please see below communication regarding various subjects.
 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: Joe A. Kunzler <growlernoise@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2024 10:03 PM
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: JORDAN DAVIS AGAIN

 

 

Hi there;
 
One of you mind asking Jordan Davis to not the drop the F-bomb
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like a Russian Tu-94 Bear bomber?
 
Also I write from experience: The Hitler analogies usually do not
end well for the person lobbing the Hitler analogies.
 
Tomorrow I will be flying a sortie over the Pierce County skies to
defend the LBGTQ community.  I won't be dropping F-bombs like
a Russian bomber and I won't be comparing Amy Culver to Hitler
or Stalin or Mao.  No, I was touched by a few angels who know
what they're doing UpThere - Beo, Mach, and this Supervisor
Maverick I love watching on SFGOVTV.  Those three know how to
turn and burn like... maestros.
 
It would be nice if the SFBOS President did his damn job.  Also,
instead of President Joe Biden and Supervisor Maverick being
hounded, it's time the MSM hounded the absolute, incredible
failures of Presidents Donald Trump and Aaron Peskin for being
unfit to be Presidents.  Thank G*D Ryan Messy-mo the anti-
Semite with the hat is keeping his sinful antics to Sacramento,
because in President Peskin's chamber it appears Ryan would get
to bring the acid rain.  Also, thank G*D the City Clowncil Death
Squad has gone dormant, but I must guess they fear the Super
Supervisor Maverick who I understand has a new toy in the AIM-
174B.  Can take off from San Francisco Bay and easily splash anti-
Semites in Modesto and Sacramento from the Bay in time to get
back on SFGOVTV and brag about it hoping Tom Cruise puts her in
Top Gun: 3.  Maybe even give an interview to Simple Flying and
ask that Ukraine get some on her way to Chambers to cast votes
and sing operas too!  :-)  
 
Have a nice day;
 
JOE A. "WATCHDOG" KUNZLER
 
P.S. The thought of SFBOS President Myrna Melgar is a good
thought.  I encourage you to think that good thought a lot more,
please...  



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);

BOS-Operations; Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: 46 Letters Regarding File No. 240449
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 12:19:11 PM
Attachments: 46 Letters Regarding File No. 240449.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached 46 letters regarding File No. 240449:
 

Hearing to consider the Mayor's May proposed budget for the Airport Commission,
Board of Appeals, Department of Building Inspection, Child Support Services,
Department of the Environment, Law Library, Municipal Transportation Agency, Port,
Public Library, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Residential Rent
Stabilization and Arbitration Board, and Retirement System for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2024-
2025 and 2025-2026.

 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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: California Norma
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: City budget review: Penny Wise, Pound Foolish
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 6:15:56 PM

 

horše Tuuxi
I do hope and trust you will listen to the citizens who have been following the activities of the
SFPUC for years. An audit is necessary.

Please do not be penny wise, pound foolish. Before throwing more money at them, let's look at
the existing situation.

Recall, SFPUC has at times been moved to request Status (!) from staff, on,y to be put off. The
commission recently lost a Long Time Well Known San Franciscan activist, too gracious to
say she was fee UP with staff. I am not.

There are issues. We all deserve to know what they are before throwing more money at them.

'alšip 'ek

Norma Jean Wallace
Be the Change

PS The "foreign language" above is Chochenyo Ohlone. Language of my Galvan-Marine
lineage.

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: California Norma <587njw@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jun 25, 2024 at 12:31 AM
Subject: City budget review: SFPUC budget audit requested
To: <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
CC: <brent.jalipa@sfgov.org>

Good day and thank you for your service to Our Fair City,

My family home is a small salt box (purchased 1958) in Golden Gate Heights. I am a fixed
income "real estate heavy" retiree. I am part Ohlone, Patwin and Miwok. 

During the drought, I reduced my water usage to 12 gal. per day. I am now back up, to 25. I
recognize that I share the planet and it's not all about me or all about humans. And I must live
within my means.

The rate increase SFPUC requests you approve is unwarranted based on broad scientific
agreement. Before allowing this agency to force people like me to sell and move because of
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poor decisions, I request that you require the SFPUC fund an independent audit to include
scrutinizing the much debated Design Drought (based in a one in 25 thousand year
event??!!??) and water demand projections. 

I have testified at many meetings over the years, before, during and since Covid, along with
many other people. Citizen scientists who care and show up time after time, relentlessly asking
questions and following up ... on questions that have not been answered over months if not
years. 

Even and particularly when the Board provides clear and specific direction with timelines to
staff, the information is not forthcoming. 

This is our last chance for scrutiny on this before SFPUC locks in unneeded rate hikes, for all
customers.  I assume this includes the City. 

Norma Jean Wallace
Be the Change



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

From: Jeff Brown
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: Please Force an Independent Audit of SFPUC Budget Before Approving It
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 12:29:56 AM
Importance: High

 

Dear San Francisco Supervisors,
 
I respectfully urge you to make your approval of the SF Public Utilities Commission
budget contingent on there being an independent audit the Commission.
 
The SFPUC has persisted in making unrealistically high water-demand projections using
inappropriate assumptions, such as its “Design Drought”. I support conservatism in water
supply and usage policy. But, the SFPUC’s planning is so overly conservative that it
unnecessarily paints itself into a budget corner that will harm both rate-payers and the
Commission, itself.
 
Because the SFPUC forecasts a large increase in the demand for water over the next decade-
plus, using the Design Drought assumption while ignoring the substantial decrease in water
use by its customers over the past 3 decades, it is budgeting to allow for construction of new,
massively expensive, water-supply projects. This type of budgeting will significantly drive up
the SFPUC’s already-burdensome $8.5 billion debt to a degree that, in time, it’s debt-service
payments will eclipse its expenditures for the actual work it’s supposed to do. This will
inevitable drive up rates for customers, leave infrastructure maintenance wanting and hurt the
SFPUC’s credibility.
 
I believe that an independent audit of the SFPUC will reveal the current problems (which I and
many others have brought to the Commission’s attention directly, numerous times, without
seeing changes made) and lead to a realistically conservative budget-planning process rather
than one which is unfair and harmful.
 
Again, I urge that you make your approval of the SFPUC’s budget conditioned on the
Commission undergoing an independent audit.
 
Thank you,
Jeff Brown
660 Lincoln Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301
(650) 328-7191
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Harry Bernstein
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Subject: Re: Budget and Appropriation Ordinance for Departments - FYs 2024-2025 and 2025-2026
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 2:48:43 AM

 

July 9, '24 meeting, comment on budget and appropriation ordinance, item 10 [240595]

Dear Supervisors

It is time for the passage of the annual budget ordinance and the situation is even more alarming
than usual with the City facing a Gargantuan sea of red ink. The cuts in services are likely to affect
everyone, but especially those who can least withstand them. (The lengthy Budget and
Appropriation Committee hearing on June 24, when hundreds of people came to City Hall for
their 60-second appeals to preserve those much-needed programs and ward off the cuts that were
expected to impact the poor, the elderly, the disabled, and members of the the many minority
communities in this City.  

I am a 44-year resident of San Francisco and as a senior, I look with apprehension not only at the
deficity but also at the rapidly rising rates from the SFPUC, which promise to increase at an
accelerated pace in the coming years. On top of their costly 10-Year Capital Plan and the
increased cost to the public for water and wastewater services, the projected decline in water
usage means that ratepayers will have to pay ever more to make up for it. Besides the fixed costs,
there are other costs due to the planning for what is known as the "Design Drought." This costly
preparedness for a water emergency -- an extended drought -- that is not likely to come will have
a devastating effect on the distribution of scarce water resources. 

I have heard that the Agency is planning for an expansion of water resource development at a
time when the usage trends are heading in the opposite direction. I've read of flawed assumptions
and planning on the part of the Agency, of people questioning the Design Drought and the
impacts felt by many citizens from the relentlessly rising rates. How can these be addressed? 

One solution is to have the Board of Supervisors demand that the SFPUC pay for an independent
audit to thoroughly review the policies and procedures of the Agency that impact rates. One
positive circumstance is that the Board has the authority to have this done, and thereby get
answers to key questions about the use of our natural resources, and hopefully about the validity
of those costly budget assumptions. 

Yet, even in these troubled times, I urge you to retain the CCSF Free City program in its current
form. It helps keep San Francisco vital with educational opportunities for all, including training
(and retraining) programs, citizenship, parenting classes ESL as well as enrichment classes and the
broad range of offerings that CCSF is known for. Please don't cut or micromanage this program
by restricting who should be eligible to take advantage of education. The young and the old can
and do benefit from this program now, and still more should know about it. The newly issued
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printed class schedule shouldl make these City College programs more accessible than ever.  

So, Board members, please do what you can to constrain the increase in our utility costs. Let's
have that audit so that the public can get a handle on what may be enabling unnecessary cost
increases. 

Thank you, 

Harry Bernstein
235 Byxbee Street
San Francisco, CA. 94132
District 11



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

From: Christine Hanson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Independent Auditor
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 7:46:41 AM

 

Dear Supervisors,

I am a SF property owner and a ratepayer to the SFPUC. Please
mandate the hiring of an independent auditor to audit the
SFPUC. 

Ideally, because of the criminal activity the top ranking official of
this “enterprise” agency was convicted of recently, a forensic
audit going back at least 5 years should happen but that’s
probably too much to hope for. 

Remember, there has been no independent oversight of this
agency and many of its top managers who served under Harlan
Kelly have been in place for decades. 

At the very least there should be an independent audit of this
agency who:
Keeps their own real estate records separate from City’s parcel
information—Inquiries about the history of their properties are
subject to the reporting of SFPUC’s in-house staff.

They (the SFPUC) have enough lawyers and reputation that San
Mateo county supervisors have admitted in public meeting that
they fear they cannot uphold their own General Plan against a
legal assault from SFPUC and they certainly are not alone in that
fear.
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And the PUC “handles” their own potential whistleblowers and
everyone who works for them knows this.

Please, in future with the rise of AI, water will become even more
precious than its ever been. Now is the time to push for more
independent oversight of this agency and an independent auditor
is a good place to start.

Thank you for this consideration,
Christine Hanson

-- 
Perfectionism is the voice of the oppressor.
Annie Lamott



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

From: agroecology@aol.com
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC"s discussions re rate increases
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 8:53:46 AM

 

Dear Board of Supervisors

It is important that the SFPUC's discussions re rate increases avoid predicting (ie
encouraging ) unnecessary growth that is unsustainable .   An independent audit
might give the SFPUC the strength it needs to modify its predictions on how much of
the Bay/Delta's precious water resources are available for unsustainable purposes.

Sincerely
Les Kishler
Bay Area resident and taxpayer
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Janet Rutherford
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: immediate audit of SFPUC
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 1:21:42 PM

 

My God ....

An immediate audit is essential: 

To show where a restructuring in SFPUC with lots of terminations might move the
needle. This is where cancel culture is appropriate; that this particular
mismanagement is criminal. Where did the money go instead?

Is there another organization that does the job well, in another sector, perhaps, that
could be held up as a model for SFPUC to follow?

So glad this is now known.

And I look forward to a much different assessment soon on how well the corrections
are manifesting.

Most sincerely,

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

From: Nancy Arbuckle
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: ratepayers demand an audit of the SFPUC
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 6:09:18 PM
Attachments: Comments for Budget and Appropriations 62424.pdf

 

mailto:crockerbuckle@mindspring.com
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Dear Supervisors,


I am writing as a citizen of San Francisco (District 3) and a utility ratepayer to urge you 
to order an audit of the SFPUC, paid for by the SFPUC. 


Every San Francisco resident will see 8% increases every year in their bills. Rates will 
triple in 20 years.


The SFPUC is carrying $8.5 billion dollars of debt.


Their capital plan calls for adding another $3 billion dollars to that astronomical number 
this year.


Not only is the SFPUC calling for egregious expenditures, their plans are not based on 
scientifically sound water demand policy. 


By their own admission, the SFPUC’s Drought planning scenario (the Design Drought) 
is an act of imagination, a once-in-25,000 years scenario. 


The SFPUC is basing their budget demands on a large increase in water demand when 
the opposite is true — water demand has declined significantly over the past three 
years. 


You have the authority and you bear the responsibility to call the SFPUC on their policy 
and expenditures. An audit is overdue.


I urge you to condition your approval of the SFPUC budget on there being an 
independent audit of the SFPUC.


Thank you.


Sincerely,


Nancy Arbuckle

2111 Hyde Street

Apt 306

San Francisco, CA 94109



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

From: Kristina Pappas
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: Re: NGO request for independent SFPUC audit
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 8:01:18 AM
Attachments: 2024_06_21_NGO Letter - Audit the SFPUC.pdf

 

Hello,

In advance of Tuesday's meeting, I wanted to make sure you saw this.

Thank you,

Kristina Pappas
President, San Francisco League of Conservation Voters

On Fri, Jun 21, 2024 at 3:05 PM Kristina Pappas <kristina.pappas@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello, please see the attached letter.

Thank you,

Kristina Pappas
President, San Francisco League of Conservation Voters

-- 
Kristina Pappas
415.812.3128

-- 
Kristina Pappas
415.812.3128
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Tahir Naim
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Audit the SFPUC
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:20:42 AM

 

Hello,

Through my city, I'm a customer of SFPUC water.
Recent scandals in procurement and elsewhere in SF
government suggest an audit of SFPUC likely would
yield positive rate results for all purchasers of SFPUC
water. 

Please authorize such an audit. 

Sincerely,

Tahir J. Naim
City of Santa Clara resident
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: john r
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Audit needed for the SFPUC, - Design Drought driving rate increases needs to be changed
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 9:38:29 AM

 
Dear Supervisors.

As a former San Francisco resident, I continue to follow the San Francisco Public Utility's
policies and decision. I have been particularly concerned about the city and utility's action that
affects the Tuolumne River and salmon having been a commercial fisherman, recreational
angler, and someone who has hiked and floated different parts of the river.

Unfortunately, San Francisco rate payers in the near future will have to pay for deferred
maintenance. Currently they (many of my friends )will be stuck with having to pay for
unneeded capital projects for unneeded water storage projects. This is the result of the flawed
analysis of future water needs through the utility's Design Drought and future demand
projections. The utility has consistently overstated future demand growth and not adjusting
them with real time data. 

Please order and fund an independent audit on the data and the resultant analysis and
projections that are being used

Thank you

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

From: Lauren Weston
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: Re: Budget approval comment
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 11:57:05 AM

 

Just refreshing this comment before tomorrow!

On Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 1:51 PM Lauren Weston <lauren.weston@acterra.org> wrote:

Hello, my name is Lauren Weston, I am the Executive Director of Acterra: Action for a Healthy
Planet (we serve 8, and sometimes 9, counties of the Bay Area). Our mission is to “bring people
together to create local solutions for a healthy planet”. I also happen to have 13 years of
residency in the Bayview/Hunters Point community under my belt-so for many reasons this
budget is critical to my personal and professional lives.

 

I want to strongly suggest approval of a budget to be contingent on an independent audit of the
SFPUC, and particularly to condition approval of the budget on the SFPUC paying for that audit.
The current structure is not sustainable and we must find a way forward that serves both our
residents and our planet. We won’t have many opportunities like this to make the hard, yet,
right, decision. Demand is changing rapidly and pricing needs to keep up in an equitable and
just way. This is an opportunity to make better-informed decisions.

 

Thank you,

Lauren

 

Lauren Weston (she/her) 

Executive Director

Acterra: Action for a Healthy Planet

(530) 219-2813

acterra.org | Subscribe

 

Acterra staff use self-identified pronouns to support workplace inclusion for everyone.
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I respectfully acknowledge that my work takes place on the ancestral and unceded land of
the Ramaytush Ohlone and/or the Yokutz. Whose land are you on? 

 

We practice Slow Fridays. Messages received on Fridays may have a delayed
response.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: mark rockwell
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Audit Request - Important before decision making
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 12:27:45 PM
Attachments: Rockwell Sig.png

 

Date: July 8, 2024

To:  San Francisco Board of Supervisors

From:  Dr. C. Mark Rockwell, Past President, Northern California Council, Fly Fishers
 International

Dear Board Members:  
I am the Conservation director of the Northern California Council, Fly Fishers International,
which represents 25 member fly fishing clubs in Northern California, most of which are either
in S.F., the Peninsula, or within the S.F. Bay-Delta watershed.  75% of our membership
(10,000) live within the geographic influence of the SFPUC water management area.  We all
have a distinct interest in the SFPUC budget decisions, as well as water operations that
influence the Bay-Delta watershed which is where the Tuolumne River empties before running
to the Pacific Ocean under the Golden Gate bridge.

Based upon data and information I have received,  it appears that deferred maintenance on
critical infrastructure is leading to significant capital investment in the next few years.  This is
driving significant future budget increases such that water and sewer bills will increase by 8%
per year for the next several years.  Additionally, SFPUC is carrying significant debt - $8.5
billion now - with an additional $3 billion being added this year alone.  Frankly, the future of
ratepayer cost increases is daunting!  Overwhelming to many.

We would suggest that more in-depth auditing is needed to better understand the predicted
costs from the SFPUC and to determine if any of these predicted costs could be avoided.  We
strongly believe they can be significantly reduced.

One of the major costs being proposed by SFPUC is $17-25 billion for developing alternative
water supplies.  This one prediction is being driven by what SFPUC refers to as the "Design
Drought".   This scenario combines 2 of the worst droughts from the last 100 years, creating a
resultant 8.5 year mega-drought that is statistically likely only once every 25,000 years. 
Along with this drought scenario, SFPUC is also predicting  ratepayer demand will increase
significantly in the years ahead.  However, SFPUC water demand has decreased significantly
over the past three decades, and is likely to continue in the years ahead.  Even SFPUC's own
Finance Bureau is predicting water demand will remain flat in the future.  

It is clear to us that these predictions on water use are not based upon either factual use
currently happening in the region, nor are they based upon a statistically likely future for
droughts.  There are more reliable scenarios available for both water use in the future as well
as future drought and its impacts.  If the current future costs are accepted it is likely that a

mailto:mrockwell1945@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:brent.jalipa@sfgov.org


"rate revolt" will happen based upon higher-than-inflation levels of rate increases demanded
by SFPUC.  Your public will not stand for these rate increases.

We would recommend the Board of Supervisors require the SFPUC to budget an outside
independent audit.  We feel that significant cost reductions are possible if other scenarios are
seriously considered.  This audit should thoroughly review the policies and scenarios used by
SFPUC to predict future rates & costs, like those that created this unrealistic & highly unlikely
"Design Drought".

Your actions here are critical to reduce ratepayer costs, as well as find better solutions to
managing water in ways that are consistent with demand and Climate Change.

Sincerely,
Dr. C. Mark Rockwell

Dr. Mark Rockwell, D.C.
VP Conservation, 
Northern Calif. Council,
Fly Fishers International
mrockwell1945@gmail.com
530 559-5759 (cell)

mailto:mrockwell1945@gmail.com


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

From: Fred Muhlheim
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); MandelmanStaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Preston, Dean

(BOS); Ronen, Hillary (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Chan, Connie (BOS); EngardioStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron
(BOS); Jean Barish

Subject: Do not approve the SFPUC budget without requiring the SFPUC to fund an independent audit.
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 1:43:37 PM

 

Dear Supervisors,
As a 50 year resident and a retired 30 year long property owner I am
extremely concerned with upcoming skyrocketing increases in utility rates
and projected balooning SFPUC budgets and deficits in the decades to
come.
As you make adjustments to the upcoming budget,  I urge you not to  approve
the SFPUC budget without  requiring  the SFPUC to fund an independent audit.  The audit
should include a review of SFPUC's  water supply analysis that is  based on an extremely
conserva/ve drought planning scenario known as the “Design Drought.”
Thank you for your work to get maximum benefit for all San Franciscans in a challenging
budget cycle.

Fred Muhlheim

fmuhlheim@yahoo.com

415-516-7425

mailto:fmuhlheim@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:dean.preston@sfgov.org
mailto:dean.preston@sfgov.org
mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:connie.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:EngardioStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
mailto:fmuhlheim@yahoo.com


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

From: julianneasla@sonic.net
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC budget
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 2:15:38 PM

 

To the San Francisco Board: of Supervisors
 
I am not a financial expert, I am a Landscape Architect based in Palo Alto.   But, it is clear
to me that the SFPUC uses outdated or incorrect data when forming water use policies and
project construction plans.    Our Palo Alto utilities rely on the SFPUC water allotments, and
I have followed the SFPUC policies and actions for many years because of my concern
over the state of the Tuolumne River and environs. 
 
I ask that the S.F.  Board of Supervisors request an independent audit of the policies as
well as the finances of the SFPUC.  For example, because of the out-of-date Design
Drought numbers that SFPUC staff is working from (8.5-year drought plan scenario), their
proposed budget includes unnecessary and costly constructions that will impact
customers.  The Design Drought already impacts the Tuolumne River because the SFPUC
insists on a low water flow allowance for the river based on the 8.5 number.
 
Folks in the bay area have been consistently using less water than the SFPUC has
predicted, and yet the SFPUC continues to project unrealistically high mgd numbers going
forward to 2045.    For example, for the past 9 years the total mgd has been below 200.  
The mgd in 2018 was 196.  This was 31% less than SFPUC projected.   Also, from 2000 to
2015 water demand in the bay area went down by an average of 25%. 
 
The SFPUC Design Drought is higher than the water districts of EBMUD, Santa Clara
Valley and Alameda County.
 
The SFPUC also uses inaccurate predictions for population growth in the Bay Area.  
The Urban Water Plan that SFPUC uses projects a population of 1.25 million by 2045
The California Dept. of Finance predicts 85 million.
 
By correcting the mgd projections, the population projections, and the Design Drought the
data would then show that the SFPUC could increase the flows to the Tuolumne River.    It
would also mean that many of the projects for water storage etc. which the SFPUC can’t
afford without customer rate increases would not be necessary
 
Thank you
 
Julianne Adams Frizzell / Landscape Architect
1175 Channing Avenue
Palo Alto  CA  94301
 

mailto:julianneasla@sonic.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: JOHN HOOPER
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Independent audit of SFPUC needed
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 4:51:03 PM

 

Dear Supervisors:

Please approve an independent audit of the SFPUC which is unnecessarily exaggerating future
water demand.

i wrote you all last month, as well as writing  my Supervisor personally , when the matter was
discussed at the Committee level so will spare you repetition now.

Thank you! 

John Hooper 
215 Buena Vista Ave EAST (D-8)
SF 94117- 4103,

415-990-9511 cell/texts

mailto:hooparb@aol.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: certifiedhypnotist
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Comment re SFPUC
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 4:59:17 PM

 

To Members of the Board of Supervisors
From Gail Sredanovic

Dear Board Members

I urge you to take very seriously the request by citizens to condition your approval of the SFPUC budget
on there being an independent audit of the SFPUC.  As a native San Franciscan and a lifelong Bay Area
resident I have seen citizens' research and efforts prevail over inadvisable plans that planners put forward
in ways we are now very grateful for. One example is the Save the Bay movement that put a stop to filling
in the Bay at a time when there were plans drawn up to fill in all but a narrow channel . Imagine!
In the present case I urge you lean on citizen research that shows that the future projections of water
need by the SFPUC are greatly exaggerated given the demonstrated ability of San Franciscans to reduce
their water consumption.

In addition, as co-chair of the Social Justice Task Force of San Mateo County Democracy for America I
am concerned about the steep rise in costs to county ratepayers of the SFPUC  proposals to date. The
gap between the affluent and those struggling financially is already great and growing. Increasing the cost
of a basic necessity like water would be a cruel blow to say the least.
Please remember the power of concerned citizens to get it right when planners get it wrong.

Gail Sredanovic
2161 Ashton Ave. 
Menlo Park CA 94025

mailto:certifiedhypnotist@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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June 21, 2024 
 
President Aaron Peskin and Supervisors 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 
 
Re: Vital Need to Audit the SFPUC 
 
Dear President Peskin and Supervisors: 
 
We call on you to initiate an independent audit of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
(SFPUC). Please condition your authority to approve the SFPUC budget on the agency agreeing 
to fund an outside audit. 
 
Skyrocketing water and sewer rates are placing a huge burden on San Francisco families and 
businesses. Combined bills will increase by 8% per year, and will triple over the next 20 years. 
 
The SFPUC has used badly-needed sewer-system-related improvements to justify rate 
increases. However, rate increases are affected by both sewer system and water system 
improvements, and the SFPUC has not adequately communicated the scope and cost of the 
water system improvements.  
 
Spending plans are primarily debt-financed, meaning that more than half of the utility rate will 
go towards debt service. The SFPUC doesn’t call out capital reserves on their balance sheet, nor 
do they appear to be building reserves for replacing aging infrastructure. We therefore expect 
significant debt and high rates to continue well into the future. 
 
The SFPUC’s budget crisis will get much worse if they proceed with their Alternative Water 
Supply Plan, which could cost $17-$25 billion, doubling their budget. The Plan is based on a 
manufactured “Design Drought,” which might occur once in 25,000 years, according to an 
internal SFPUC document uncovered through a Public Records Act request. The Plan also 
assumes water demand will increase significantly, despite the fact that it has been in decline for 
the past three decades. 
 
The audit must evaluate the Design Drought and water demand projections, and recommend 
modifications to reduce rate increases. 
 
Thank you for considering this request for an independent audit of the SFPUC. 
 



 2 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Kristina Pappas 
San Francisco League of Conservation 
Voters 
 

 
Peter Drekmeier 
Tuolumne River Trust 
 

 
Scott Artis 
Golden State Salmon Association 
 

 
Lauren Weston 
Acterra: Action for a Healthy Planet 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Heinrich Albert 
Sierra Club, Bay Chapter Water Committee 
 

 
Barbara Barrigan-Parrilla 
Restore the Delta 
 

 
Regina Chichizola 
Save California Salmon 



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

From: Peter Drekmeier
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Audit the SFPUC
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:54:06 AM
Attachments: TRT Letter to SF Budget and Appropriations Committee.pdf

TRT Letter Re- SFPUC Budget & Capital Plan.pdf

 

Dear President Peskin and Supervisors:

While attending or watching the Budget and Appropriations Committee hearings on the City
budget, it struck me just how important City services are to so many residents.  The line to
speak at Public Comment Day coursed through City Hall, and one after another, until after
5pm, people pleaded for the Board to protect the programs they depend on.

I’m hoping the City’s financial situation won’t get even worse and lines to speak don’t get
even longer.  The SFPUC’s financial situation is headed for a train wreck, but there’s a small
window of opportunity to correct course.  Please condition your approval of the SFPUC
budget on the agency paying for an independent audit.  During every future budget cycle you
will be pleased you did.

Combined water and sewer rates will triple over the next 20 years, and that’s only if
everything goes as planned, which has never been the case.  This will put further financial
stress on many residents, and they will become even more dependent on City services.  And at
the rate things are going, the SFPUC will likely have to be bailed out by the City, further
cutting into other program budgets.

Attached are my letters to the Budget and Appropriations Committee and the SFPUC.

Thank you for considering my urgent request.

-Peter

-----------------------
Peter Drekmeier
Policy Director
Tuolumne River Trust
peter@tuolumne.org

mailto:peter@tuolumne.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: 2dreames@earthlink.net
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SPUC Audit
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 12:04:49 PM

 

Please require an independent audit of the Stat Public Utilities Commission. I cannot
believe, with such clear signs, we are heading right back into the dirty PUC-PGE scandals.
It’s pretty disgusting.
 
Deborah
 
Deborah S. Reames
1726 Hayes Street
San Francisco 94117
415.218.5342
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Carol Ruth
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Budget Needs Audit
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 12:10:35 PM

 

Dear Board of Supervisors,
I am a concerned taxpayer from the Bay Area, with family property in San Francisco area. I am writing to
urge you to only approve the SFPUC budget if there is a requirement for an independent audit of the
SFPUC.  Currently, skyrocketing rates are projected for ratepayers with no end in sight. The proposed
budget is based on the Design Drought plan which is overly conservative in its projections and requires
additional spending to meet its extreme goals. 
I encourage you to initiate an independent audit of the SFPUC, including an assessment of the Design
Drought and water demand projections.  Please leverage your budget authority to require the SFPUC to
fund the audit as well. It is critical to get water usage projections that are based on strong science and
to implement a budget that reflects that reality.
Sincerely,
Carol Ruth
Stanford, CA

mailto:carolruth1@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Earthhelp
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Budget Item SFPUC
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 1:14:55 PM

 

To:   SF PUC, SF Board of Supervisors
From: Dana Dillworth
RE: SF PUC Budget
July 5, 2024

Dear Supervisors and Commissioners,

I am a lover of Yosemite and the Tuolumne River.  I came to San Francisco in 1973.  I live in San Mateo County now, but we hold our
sacred water in trust with you.

I ask that you reconsider the analysis that concludes rate hikes as its outcome for water and sewer users when other methods, such as
availability of federal infrastructure grants or different, more realistic drought scenarios and conservation measures can be considered and
implemented. 

Otherwise an audit would be in order, as to why we cannot operate within our means and resources.

Gratefully,
A Concerned Citizen

mailto:earthhelp@earthlink.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Erica Stanojevic
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Audit of SFPUC
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 1:41:21 PM

 

Please initiate an independent audit of the SFPUC, including an assessment of the Design Drought and
water demand projections. 

Thank you,
Erica Stanojevic

mailto:ericast@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Red Grifster
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Audit and water supply projections
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 2:38:27 PM

 

Dear Supervisors:

I am a retired Telco Engineer, and a student at Columbia College, in the process of
adding three additional degrees in Watershed management, Natural resource conservation and
Water resource management. 

The SFPUC water system, including Hetch Hetchy, is a vitally important part of California's
water supply, and proper management is critical to ensure this supply continues, and for the
continued health of the Tuolumne River system.

My opinion is that the SFPUC is mismanaging this vital resource. 

I request that your approval of the SFPUC budget is contingent on there being an
independent audit of the SFPUC.

The SFPUC Water supply projections are absurd, to say the least. They are based on
providing water supplies based on an 8.5 year mega drought . This is an
occurrence that will never happen!!

An additional factor in these erroneous calculations is that the SFPUC is forecasting a
large increase in water demand, despite the fact that usage has declined dramatically
over the years. 

There are several negative results derived from these inaccurate water supply
projections:

1) The oversupply required, based on these incorrect projections just ensures that
SFPUC customers will continue to pay much higher rates, due to the infrastructure
factors required to provide and store this excess amount of water.  The investment in
alternative water supplies based on this faulty analysis is estimated to be between
$17-25 billion. This is an absurd waste of money.
2) These projections will likely cause the SFPUC's budget to increase by  20%, or
more, over the next two years. Rates could triple in just 20 years. Debt will increase
from 8.5 billion to 11.5 billion
3) Water hoarded in the Hetch Hetchy system will not be available to ensure
sufficient water releases into the Tuolumne river system,and into the Bay, thus
threatening the health of the Tuolumne river watershed.

Please carefully consider this feedback, the SFPUC is suffering from "groupthink",

mailto:redgrifster.bmg@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


where outside opinions and feedback are discarded without reason. A well consider
method of prediction, and proper water supply forecast will provide significant
financial and environmental benefits. 

Michael Griffin
redgrifster.bmg@gmail.com

mailto:redgrifster.bmg@gmail.com


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

From: Diane Livia
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Audit SFPUC
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 3:04:48 PM

 

Please order an audit of the SFPUC before approving their budget.

Diane Livia
Oakland, CA
510-290-5295

Sent from AT&T Yahoo Mail on Android
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jeralyn Moran
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Please audit the FSPUC!
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 4:22:29 PM

 

I am a Wildlife Biologist, worried about the Natural World,. i.e. local
wildlife.  Our decisions affect more than just humans!

Jeralyn moran

.

-- 
Jeralyn Moran
jeralyn.moran@gmail.com

....... the Time for Climate Action Is Now.

mailto:jeralyn.moran@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Lesley Stansfield
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: PUC audit needed!
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 5:25:17 PM

 

My name is Lesley Stansfield. I live in Noe Valley and have for 27 years. I care about this city and its residents and
politics. There has been much talk about water, water rates, water conservation and water hoarding. It turns out that
the PUC is one of the main obstructions to the Bay Delta plan for the state and now wants to raise its rates too for
water and wastewater. We need to find out why and what for. An independent audit would put these questions to
rest. The PUC should pay for this. You have the authority do demand this. 

Design Drought and inflated water demand projections don’t just harm the Tuolumne River and Bay-Delta, but also
hurt ratepayers, provides us with a great opportunity to spur you, the Supervisors into action.  Please help us
leverage the SFPUC’s financial crisis to move the needle.

Thank you for your consideration, 
Lesley Stansfield
681 27th street
San Francisco, 94131

mailto:lesleys460@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: John Livingston
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Livingston recommendation to Audit SFPUC
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 6:42:02 PM

 

July 5, 2024

Letter to SF Board of Supervisors

I have lived in Northern California most of my 73 years. We are in a state of human caused climate
change and must plan very carefully and accurately for the future resilience of our communities. San
Francisco will see changes in climate but because it is by the Ocean the changes will be les noticeable
than in the interior of California.

 SFPUC needs to make accurate predictions on the impacts of growth and weather irregularities so that
the customers are fairly treated. The rates for water and wastewater services should reflect as accurate
as possible the future system requirements. Because the budget is such an important part of what
ratepayers are projected to pay I encourage you to authorize and require an independent audit of the
SFPUC, including an evaluation of how conservative the Design Drought is and what the water demand
projections might be. The audit should be funded by SFPUC, not the County. Please take action on this
matter ASAP.

 

Sincerely, John Livingston

 

 

“Climate change is going to change everything, but the problem has always been that it is
happening cataclysmically fast on a geological scale and far too slowly on a human perception
scale.”

David Wallace-Wells, The Uninhabitable Earth: Life After Warming

mailto:livingstonjohn@att.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Cedric de La Beaujardiere
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC"s Design Drought needs Independent Review
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 2:53:36 AM

 

Honorable Supervisors,

I am very concerned with the decisions and direction taken by the SFPUC in the management of the rivers and dams
under their jurisdiction and in their planning for future water needs.  They are not being good stewards of the river
ecosystems, nor of their rate payers, nor of their public funding.  As supervisors of the SFPUC budget, you have the
power to require an independent review and to demand changes in their operations and priorities.

For years the SFPUC has inexplicably stuck to a Design Drought planning framework that has repeatedly been
shown to be inaccurate by both internal and external stakeholders.  Rather than being transparent about
their process, they have repeatedly sought to hide from the public how they reached these design decisions.
Documents they finally and reluctantly released through Public Records Act requests show that their unnecessarily
severe Design Drought might only be expected to occur once in 25,000 years. Similarly, their planning scenarios
project large increases in water demand while their own Finance Bureau projects that water sales will stay steady.

As a result of this extreme pessimism, they hoard water behind dams and fail to protect the salmon which depend on
natural and sufficient flows. Then suddenly in a wet year, to prevent their dams from overflowing, they release too
much water too fast which does different types of damage to the salmon and river ecologies. The SFPUC's failure to
protect the river ecosystems is causing the salmon to go extinct, with numbers less than 1% of historic salmon runs. 
Their fears for an improbable disaster are causing an actual real-time disaster that is entirely avoidable.  Scientists,
advocates and the state proposed a Bay Delta Plan to release more water in appropriately timed and sized flows to
help restore Salmon populations, and experience has shown that such methods work. Yet the SFPUC has fought this
tooth and nail, wasting ratepayer dollars and harming the Salmon and the economic and natural systems which rely
upon them.  The SFPUC leadership is clearly out of step with their constituents, who have made great strides in
reducing water use in the hope that their savings will help keep the rivers healthy.

Even while people and businesses find ways to use less water, the SFPUC's unrealistic predictions of future water
use increases lead them to plan to spend tens of billions of dollars in expensive alternative water supplies. 
Infrastructural maintenance and expansion are often necessary, but such huge investments need to be made with
great care and be guided by open and peer-reviewed science and evidence, coupled with a responsible transparent
decision making process.  Rate payers are already feeling the brunt of the SFPUC's mismanagement with rates
expected to triple in the next 20 years, and they'll go through the roof if these billions are unwisely spent.

Please exercise your supervisorial powers and audit the SFPUC, require an independent audit which includes review
of the SFPUC policies such as the Design Drought which are negatively affecting rates and river ecosystems.
Further, it is past time to revise the SFPUC's mandate and policies such that protecting the health of the river
ecosystems should be given equal or greater priority as protecting rate payers and water reserves.  Clearly ecological
health has not been prioritized under the SFPUC's current policy framework.

Thank you for your attention to this crucial problem.

Regards,
Cedric Pitot de La Beaujardiere

mailto:cedricdlb@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Jerry Meral
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Financial mismanagement by the SFPUC
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 8:02:37 AM

 

Dear Supervisors

Problems at the SFPUC are piling up, and deserve your attention.

The most urgent problem, one common to many water agencies, is an inordinate fear of water
shortages, and the public reaction to them.

I experienced this first hand as Deputy Director of the California Department of Water
Resources during one of the most severe droughts in California history.  No one wants to
suffer the political consequences of enforced rationing and water shortages, as we did during
that drought.

The natural response to that fear is to plan for water supply facilities which can provide a full
supply through the worst drought, and to own and operate those facilities independent of other
water users.  But the SFPUC has imagined a drought which has never happened in recorded
history, and has developed a financial plan to get through such a drought.

If this were free, that might be fine.  Better safe than sorry.  But the cost of such preparation
will be enormous.  The SFPUC projects combined water and sewer rates to double in the next
ten years.  This will inevitably result in less water demand, and in consumer outrage that could
spill over toward other proposed San Francisco expenditure proposals, such as bonds.

It is time to get the SFPUC under control.  If you had to vote to impose an 8% per year rate
increase, you would find a way to avoid doing that.  San Francisco voters don't understand that
the SFPUC is somewhat isolated from the Board of Supervisors.  They will blame you for
these unnecessary rate increases.

I urge you to have the City Services Auditor perform, or cause to be performed, a full audit of
the SFPUC.  You will quickly find ways to avoid these unnecessary and harmful rate
increases, which impose the greatest costs on those who are least able to afford them.

Many thanks for considering this request.

Gerald H. Meral, Ph.D.
California Water Program Director
Natural Heritage Institute

-- 
Jerry Meral

jerrymeral@gmail.com

mailto:jerrymeral@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:jerrymeral@gmail.com


415-717-8412



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

From: John Amodio
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Need for Audit of PUC"s Design Drought
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 4:00:10 PM

 
Dear Elected Officials,

As former long-time residents of San Francisco, my wife and I are seriously contemplating a
return.  We are hesitant due to the serious fiscal challenges now confronting the City. In this
time of tight budgets for both the City and your constituents, it is more important than ever to
assure to do what we can to reduce costs for both.  

I am long familiar with the SF PUC and their resistance to making needed changes to avoid
excessive costs. As such, I urge you to require the PUC to fund an audit of the Design Drought
and water demand projections.  From my 40 years of experience with the PUC, I firmly believe
that their unwillingness to change projections in light of compelling evidence is costing its
residents to pay the highest urban water costs in California. 

We need an independent assessment.  Please act now.

Cordially,

John and Katie Amodio

mailto:jamodio@msn.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Mary McVey Gill
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC budget
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 8:20:21 AM

 

Please leverage the Board’s authority in approving the SFPUC budget to include a
requirement that they fund an audit. Water and sewer bills for SF are expected to triple in just
20 years, and a huge amount of debt (almost $12 billion) has been accumulated. The very
conservative “Design Drought” plan is not based on reliable science. This situation cannot go
on unchecked. My daughter lives in SF and has a hard time paying the rates she is being
charged—she is my source of information. But I know there are many SF residents in the
same situation.

Thank you,

Mary Gill
734 San Rafael Place
Stanford CA 94305

mailto:marymcveygill@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: denise louie
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 8:21:03 AM

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

Hi Supervisors,
I urge you to withhold your vote for the PUC budget or to initiate an audit of the PUC. You may wish to dig deep
into the budget details; to ask our City Attorney to explain the legality of an agreement ceding certain decision
making authority to ag water districts and, moreover, how the City sued the State Water Board while bypassing the
PUC Commission; and to examine how PUC staff have been presenting faulty information while the Commission
has ignored pleas from ratepayers, environmentalists and fishermen to allow for increased freshwater flows in
support of the Bay Delta ecosystem, which is at risk of collapse.

When the 10-year $11.8 billion Capital Plan was presented to the PUC Commission, a particular graph showed how
ratepayers will be very nearly unable to make payments. The PUC’s current debt is huge and will likely balloon
beyond all expectations, putting an unsustainable burden on ratepayers like myself.

A major concern is the PUC’s Design Drought, which is based on ultra conservative assumptions. The PUC has
consistently overestimated demand and now estimates an unprecedented 8-year drought. Their Alternative Water
Supply plan would more than double their capital expenditures, while a 7-year drought would obviate the need for
any alternative water supply.

In short, I urge you to initiate an audit of the PUC and to provide answers to the public regarding water concerns.

Thank you,
Denise Louie
D7 ratepayer

mailto:denise_louie_sf@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Martin Gothberg
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Budget & Conditionality
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 8:32:03 AM

 

Supervisors,

The Budget and Appropriations Committee voted to forward the City budget to the full Board of
Supervisors so it is in your hands now. I have concerns.

The Alternative Water Supply Plan and the overly conservative assumptions therein will
drive significant capital cost and potentially skyrocketing rates to water users. The AWSP
contains many assumptions on future water usage along with an arbitrary and hugely
conservative 'design drought' that has been shown to be unlikely to occur.

The public needs to see an audit of the SFPUC, to include their decision making process and
assumptions used in their planning. PLEASE MAKE APPROVAL OF THE SFPUC BUDGET
CONDITIONAL ON THIS AUDIT/SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS AND INCLUDE THIS IN THEIR
BUDGET. Doing so will likely save significant CAPEX and rate increases while still providing
the necessary infrastructure to meet future Bay Area water needs.

Thank you for your consideration.

Martin J Gothberg

mailto:martin.gothberg@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Shannon Rose
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Budget Deliberations
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 10:10:13 AM

 

Dear Board of Supervisors:

I’ve lived in Palo Alto, Mountain View and Menlo Park since 1971 so I am well acquainted with the environmental
challenges we face here in the Bay Area and on our planet.  I am a longtime environmentalist having recognized in
the 1980s that our planet was stressed from human activities and waste.  As we suffer through this nasty heatwave
and read about the floods, fires and droughts in other states and countries, I want to write to you again to ask you to
initiate an independent audit of the SFPUC and to include an analysis of the Design Drought and water demand
projections.  

I also ask you to have the SFPUC pay for the audit to make sure that an audit is funded and performed.  From what I
understand, the SFPUC is in an extremely precarious financial position.  I recently received notice from the City of
Palo Alto that our water rates will increase in July by about 9.8%.  Apparently this is due to the SFPUC’s plan to
spend $17 billion to $25 billion in expensive alternative water supplies -- thereby doubling their budget  in order to
produce water that will not be needed!

Their water supply analysis is based on an extremely conservative drought planning scenario — the “Design
Drought.”  It combines two of the worst droughts from the 1900s to forecast an extremely severe 8.5-year mega-
drought that might be expected once in 25,000 years.  This is according to a document found through a public
Records Act request.  The SFPUC also is basing its plans on the belief that there will be a huge increase in water
demand, in spite of the fact that water use has declined dramatically over the past three decades!  

You must audit the SFPUC and the audit should include a thorough review of SFPUC policies that impact rates,
including the Design Drought. The unnecessary infrastructure upgrades the SFPUC is planning would cost over the
top billions of dollars.  Since San Francisco is already struggling to close an $800 million projected shortfall over
the next two years, you certainly don’t need to face the wrath of ratepayers and the financial disaster that the
SFPUC’s proposed alternative water supplies infrastructure upgrades would bring you.  

Thank you for giving this issue your attention.  I certainly wish you all the best in your important work.

Sincerely yours,

Shannon Rose McEntee
410 Sheridan Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94306-2021
Shannon Rose McEntee

mailto:shannonrmcentee@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: sfneighborhoods.net
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Board of Supervisors require the SFPUC to fund an independent audit of “Design Drought” and water demand

forecasts.
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 10:18:36 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I am a resident of San Francisco deeply concerned about the proposed
skyrocketing water and wastewater rates outlined in the SFPUC budget.

The prospect of a 20% budget increase for the SFPUC over the next two
years,translating to 8% annual hikes in water bills for residents and
businesses,is alarming.These increases,tripling rates in just two
decades,will place a significant burden on our community,especially
during a time when San Francisco already faces an $800 million budget
deficit.

Furthermore,the justification for these drastic rate increases based on
the “Design Drought” scenario and inflated water demand projections
raises serious concerns.An 8.5-year mega-drought occurring only once in
25,000 years seems an unrealistic planning
assumption.Similarly,projections of substantial water demand growth
contradict the reality of declining water use over the past three decades.

To ensure responsible fiscal management and protect ratepayers,I urge
the Board of Supervisors to leverage its budget authority and require
the SFPUC to fund an independent audit.This audit should comprehensively
review the SFPUC’s policies impacting rates,especially the “Design
Drought” and water demand forecasts.

As of June 30, 2023, Revenue Bond Oversight Committee of the SFPUC has a
had an available account balance of $ 1,848,865. Pursuant to Proposition
P, the RBOC receives 1/20th of 1% of gross revenue bond proceeds to fund
the cost of retaining the services of “outside auditors, inspectors and
necessary experts to perform independent reviews”.

San Francisco cannot afford a “financial death spiral” for the SFPUC.An
independent audit will provide much-needed transparency and ensure our
SFPUC budget reflects realistic planning assumptions that prioritize
responsible spending and protect ratepayers from unnecessary financial
burdens.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Mark Sullivan

mailto:info@sfneighborhoods.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: Charlene Woodcock
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Budget Audit
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 10:19:05 AM

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

I write to urge the Board to conduct a long-needed audit on the SFPUC.  The SFPUC should not be run as a political
entity, but its record suggests that may be the case.  And our great Bay Delta deserves and needs much more
responsible and intelligent oversight and protection that the current SFPUC affords it.

 It was especially concerning that the SFPUC joined a lawsuit against the state to block a plan to restore the
Tuolumne and other rivers. Failure of that lawsuit represents a significant financial loss and no benefit except to
delay work on a solution for San Francisco water planning.

Instead, we need to continue the impressive efforts to conserve water that we’ve demonstrated in the past. Changes
are likely needed away from extremely water-needy crops like the miles of almond orchards in the Central Valley,
enriching the owners but depleting the states water supply for private profits from marginal lands, dependent on
significant irrigation.

It’s apparent that the 10-year Capital Plan and the extremely conservative drought planning measures taken by the
SFPUC will cause rates as well as debt to increase unsustainably in the coming years.  Instead of assuming and
planning on huge increased use of water, the SFPUC needs to plan for and educate people to focus on conservation
and greater efficiency of water use.

I very strongly urge the Board of Supervisors to require the SFPUC to commit to an independent audit that will
rigorously examine the consequences of SFPUC planning on customer rates.  The investor-owned monopoly public
utilities commissions all over the country are close to provoking customer backlash by their disregard for the
damage to ratepayers of ever-increasing rates.

Sincerely,

Charlene M. Woodcock

mailto:charlene@woodynet.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:brent.jalipa@sfgov.org


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

From: Anthony Barreiro
To: RonenOffice (BOS)
Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: Re: Audit the Public Utilities Commission
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 11:24:13 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Ronen -- Just a follow-up to my email of June 17.  I see in
the news that the Board of Supervisors Budget and Appropriations
Committee forwarded the budget to the full board, with a first vote expected
this Tuesday July 8.  I still believe the SF PUC is seriously mismanaged, with
unnecessary costs to ratepayers (like me), misguided plans for future climate
resiliency, and ongoing harm to the environment.  Please get an independent
audit of the PUC into the budget.  

Thank you for your consideration.  

With sincere best wishes, 

Anthony Barreiro 
973 South Van Ness Av, Apt B 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

==============================================
Anthony Barreiro (he, him) anthonybarreiro@yahoo.com 
San Francisco, California, Turtle Island
Ramaytush Ohlone Land
==============================================
May all beings be happy, peaceful, and free.
==============================================

On Monday, June 17, 2024 at 12:59:26 PM PDT, Anthony Barreiro <anthonybarreiro@yahoo.com>
wrote:

Dear Supervisor Ronen -- I am your constituent in District 9, a renter living
on a modest pension, and a SFPUC Water Department ratepayer.  I care
about our environment, especially the Bay and Delta, and I am very careful
to conserve water in my home.  Still, my monthly water bill goes up and up
every year (not to mention PG&E, rent, groceries, etc.).  

The City and County of San Francisco talks big about environmental
stewardship, but our Public Utilities Commission has an awful record of
stubbornly resisting even the most modest, common sense reforms that
would prevent permanent degradation of the Bay and Delta, extinction of

mailto:anthonybarreiro@yahoo.com
mailto:ronenoffice@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:brent.jalipa@sfgov.org


aquatic species, and the collapse of the fishing and recreation economies that
rely on a healthy ecosystem.  

I'm a retired social worker, I'm not an expert on water policy and
infrastructure engineering.  But I believe that outside experts should audit
the PUC, and the PUC should pay for the audit.  The Board of Supervisors
needs to make this happen through this year's budget.  We don't have time to
let things keep getting worse.  

Decades of deferred maintenance of critical infrastructure has caught up
with the SF PUC, requiring a massive amount of capital investment over a
short period of time. This has put the SFPUC in an extremely precarious
financial position, requiring utility rates to skyrocket. Without intervention
from the Board of Supervisors, the problem will continue to get worse. 

Consider these facts:

• The SFPUC budget will increase by 20% over the next two years.
• Combined water and sewer bills for San Francisco residents and businesses
will increase by 8% per year. Rates will triple in just 20 years.
• The SFPUC is already carrying $8.5 billion of debt.
• Their 10-Year Capital Plan will increase by $3 billion this year alone,
bringing the total to $11.8 billion, plus debt service.
• By 2047, the SFPUC’s annual debt service will be greater than last year’s
entire budget.

The Crisis Could Get a Lot Worse

The SFPUC is now considering the need to invest between $17 billion and
$25 billion in expensive alternative water supplies (doubling their budget), to
produce water that will not be needed. Their water supply analysis is based
on an extremely conservative drought planning scenario known as the
“Design Drought.” The Design Drought combines two of the worst
droughts from the last century to manufacture an extremely severe 8.5-year
mega-drought that might be expected once in 25,000 years, according to a
document uncovered through a Public Records Act request.

The SFPUC also is basing potential alternative water supply investments on a
large increase in water demand, despite the fact that water use has declined
dramatically over the past three decades. Their own Finance Bureau projects
water sales will remain flat. As water and wastewater rates increase, people
and businesses find ways to use less, but the SFPUC’s fixed costs stay the
same, so rates must increase even more to cover those costs. The SFPUC’s
“financial death spiral” will continue to build steam.

What Needs to Happen?

The Board of Supervisors must audit the SFPUC. They should leverage their



authority to approve the SFPUC budget to require the SFPUC to fund an
independent audit. The audit should include a thorough review of SFPUC
policies that impact rates, such as the Design Drought. The alternative is
that the SFPUC might face another “ratepayer revolt” that will freeze rate
increases and deprive the agency of new funds needed for required
infrastructure upgrades. Without intervention, the SFPUC will likely have to
be bailed out. San Francisco is already struggling to close an $800 million
projected shortfall over the next two years.

Thank you for your time and attention to this important concern, and thank
you for your service to the people of District 9 and San Francisco.  

With sincere best wishes, 

Anthony Barreiro 
973 South Van Ness Av, Apt B 
San Francisco, CA 94110  

==============================================
Anthony Barreiro (he, him) anthonybarreiro@yahoo.com 
San Francisco, California, Turtle Island
Ramaytush Ohlone Land
==============================================
May all beings be happy, peaceful, and free.
==============================================



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

From: Lorna Fear
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: Re: Please arrange for an independent audit of the SFPUC
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 12:19:20 PM

 

Re-sending this to remind you of the need for an independent audit. Thank
you.

On Sat, Jun 22, 2024 at 3:32 PM Lorna Fear <lornafear@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi There;

Thank you for all your hard work. My name is Lorna Fear.  

Will you please ensure that an independent audit of the SFPUC is
conducted and that the SFPUC pays for it? Organizations sometimes
need to hire outside consultants, and this is one of those times. 

The Design Drought and water demand projections also need to be reviewed. They
appear to be based solely upon worst-case scenarios. The SFPUC seems not to account for
the conservation efforts made by individuals and organizations. Those contributions need
to be incorporated, if you are to get a realistic picture.

Several groups of people will be negatively impacted by any rate
increase, never mind a big one, which could force more essential workers
out of The City. Please make a gargantuan effort to limit the rate increases. Thanks
again.

Best regards;

Lorna Fear
Cell: 650 520 4869
Land Line: 209 742 5858
VOIP:  650 746 6018

mailto:lornafear@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:brent.jalipa@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Rush Rehm
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: Condition your approval of SFPUC budget by reqirog audit of SFPUC, focusing on their "Design Drought" scenario
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 12:48:29 PM

 
Dear Board of Supervisors,

I wrote you last month about the SFPUC budget, and I write again to urge you
to condition your approval of their budget on the implementation of an
independent audit of the SFPUC. By my understanding of your schedule, you
would have time to work out any details prior to your final budget vote in a
couple of weeks.

As a long-time San Francisco and Bay Area resident, I join many in my
concern over water rates, water usage, and efforts to maintain safe drinking
water while maximizing efficiency and protecting the environment.  

From my work on the issue, I have come to the conclusion that the SFPUC
should undergo an independent audit, and that audit should take a very close
look at policies that will affect water rates, specifically the "Design Drought."
Given your authority to approve the SFPUC's budget, you could require this of
the Commission. 

Why should you do this? The SFPUC Design Drought is over the top, adopting
a worst-case scenario with a "once in 25,000 years" prospect of occurring,
assuming an eight-plus year mega-drought. The knock-on effects of these
assumptions look disastrous – excessive spending on alternative water
investments, even as conservation measures and population changes have
shown water usage declining over the past several decades. The SFPUC plan
will amount to a massive increase for rate payers, many of whom struggle to
live in the area to begin with, given the price of property rental and home
ownership.

Please use your authority over SFPUC budget approval to require that the
Commission fund an independent audit that reviews these policies, which will
have a direct impact on rate payers, and on conservation efforts. I know we are
all committed to effective and clearly reasoned water management policies.

mailto:mrehm@stanford.edu
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:brent.jalipa@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Rush Rehm

Professor, Theater and Performance Studies, and Classics (Emeritus), Stanford University
Artistic Director, Stanford Repertory Theater (SRT) http://stanfordreptheater.com/

Stanford Repertory Theater invites you to enjoy the Bay Area's natural beauty in the company of
Thoreau, Carson, Abbey, Sophocles, Rumi, Levertov, Lin Po, Muir, Stegner, Neruda, and many
others. Take a walk – whenever you like! – in Wunderlich Park, Pearson–Arastradero Preserve,
Coyote Hills Regional Park, Mount Diablo State Park, and Mori Point. With Sound Walks on your
phone, you will be guided to particular locations and carefully selected passages from SRT’s Voices
of the Earth -- totally free! To access Sound Walks, go to our website
 http://stanfordreptheater.com/sound-walks   

Voices of the Earth - from Sophocles to Rachel Carson and Beyond remains available, if you
would like to use the script, audio/visual presentation, and/or radio broadcast quality passages - any
and all free of charge, for non-commercial purposes Visit our SRT website
at https://stanfordreptheater.com/ and click on the Voices of the Earth Tab. Registration takes 20
seconds, and you will receive a password that give you free access to all the material.

A.J. Muste was picketing the White House in opposition to the Vietnam War, and a journalist asked
him, "Why do you demonstrate in the rain? Do you think you will change the country?" "No,"
replied Muste, "I don't do this to change the country. I do this so the country doesn't change me."

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http://stanfordreptheater.com/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo2NGM0MjhkOWRmYTdiOTg1ZjIzNTcxZGQ2MmRjMzBkNjo2OmYxNDY6ZmQzYmZkZTY3ZjJkMjk4NWE1OGRmYTM2MTRlYTljYzgwOTAzMGEwOWUxOTc5Mzg1ZmUyN2YwNzgyY2Y4YTdhOTpoOkY6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http://stanfordreptheater.com/sound-walks___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo2NGM0MjhkOWRmYTdiOTg1ZjIzNTcxZGQ2MmRjMzBkNjo2OjQzNDQ6ZjJjMzlmMjhhM2VkOTVmYWI5MTgzM2MxMGM0NDJhNzcwZmRlMDQxNzI3Yjc3ODY4ODNhM2RiM2E4NzJkOGNhNzpoOkY6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://stanfordreptheater.com/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo2NGM0MjhkOWRmYTdiOTg1ZjIzNTcxZGQ2MmRjMzBkNjo2Ojg4NTA6NTkxYWE0OTAxZTFjZWNhZGNkNzZjYmE4ZGFjOWFiODZkMWE5NzAzM2Q0YjIzMjYzM2ZlMzY5OGRlNTE1OWRjMjpoOkY6Tg


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

From: Virginia Smedberg
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Cc: Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: SF"s city budget includes cost for WATER - please audit SFPUC"s budget
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 2:54:33 PM

 
Dear Members of the Board,

A reminder that I care about costs of water, and I think you should too.

You have a budget vote coming up.  Part of that budget is the SFPUC's budget.

I live in Palo Alto, thus I drink water provided in great part by the SFPUC (with the help of the
Tuolumne River).  So the costs of that water affect me directly.  I also care about other users
of that water, human and otherwise.

Therefore I am asking you to get an independent audit done of the SFPUC's budget - which
SFPUC should pay for, since it's their responsibility to keep their customers in the "light"
(rather than dark) - and to not approve the budget unless SFPUC agrees to that.  My concerns
are especially about their "design drought" and their projections of water use, which from
what I have read are not realistic.  I think we need an outside perspective.

Sincerely,
Virginia Smedberg
441 Washington Ave
Palo Alto  94301

EARTH without ART 
    is just EH

mailto:virgviolin@hotmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:brent.jalipa@sfgov.org


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

From: Mary Butterwick
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: Fwd: Reference File No. 240595, SFPUC Budget
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 3:38:05 PM

 

I sent the forwarded message to you on June 23, 2024.  My concerns and recommendation to
initiate an independent audit of SFPUC,  including a reassessment of their 8.5-year Design
Drought, still stand.  

Thank you, Mary

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Mary Butterwick <mlbutterwick@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Jun 23, 2024 at 6:06 PM
Subject: Reference File Nos. 240595, 240596 SFPUC Budget
To: <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <brent.jalipa@sfgov.org>

My name is Mary Butterwick.  I am a resident of San Francisco, in District 7.  My comments
are in regards to San Francisco Public Utility Commission's (SFPUC) 
proposed budget.  I am alarmed that the SFPUC is facing a real fiscal crisis due to long-
deferred maintenance, unrealistic water demand projections, increased costs, and declining
sales.  As a retiree on a fixed income, I was shocked to realize that my water/sewer rates are
likely to triple in the next 20 years, with 8% increases each year.  How can low-income
families possibly afford these increases?  By 2047, the SFPUC's annual debt service will be
greater than last year's entire budget.  This amount of debt service may severely constrain the
SFPUC's ability to fund future projects.  

I am also deeply concerned that the Tuolumne River, the source of my drinking water, is in
ecological crisis, due mainly to inadequate flow releases.  An indicator of the degree of
degradation is the alarmingly low number of Fall Run Chinook Salmon in the river.  The
Tuolumne's  salmon population is currently worse off than any other Central Valley river.  It is
heartbreaking to realize that this precious resource could disappear forever in my lifetime.

In 2019, I learned that San Francisco had joined a lawsuit against the State Water Board's Bay
Delta Plan Update which established instream flow standards for the Tuolumne River.  Since
then, I and other members of the public have attended and testified at numerous SFPUC
meetings to urge the Commission to revisit its extremely conservative 8.5-year Design
Drought and inflated water demand projections.  Thus far, the Commission has been
unresponsive to our concerns. 

The proposed budget does not include the costs associated with developing alternative water
supplies. However, according to SFPUC's recently released Alternative Water Supply Plan,
they might need to develop an additional $17-$25 billion-worth of recycled water and other
alternative supplies, which would double the budget and presumably the water rates.  It is my
understanding that by reducing the Design Drought by one year and by applying reasonable

mailto:mlbutterwick@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:brent.jalipa@sfgov.org
mailto:mlbutterwick@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:brent.jalipa@sfgov.org


demand projections, such as those used by the California Department of Finance, one could
reduce the amount of alternative water supplies needed by 2/3.  I do not believe that ratepayers
should have to invest in very expensive water supplies that will not be needed.   Alternative
water supplies are important when they are truly needed.  They can also be beneficial to the
environment, but only when they offset diversions from the Tuolumne and allow more water
to flow freely.  

Therefore, I urge the Board of Supervisors to initiate an independent audit of SFPUC,
including a reassessment of the 8.5-year Design Drought and water demand projections, and to
require SFPUC to fund it. Hopefully, this reassessment would also facilitate a meaningful
dialog on the instream flows needed to restore and maintain a sustainable population of Fall
Run Chinook Salmon in the Tuolumne River.  Due to the litigation mentioned above, we have
already lost over 5 years of progress in implementing the State's instream flow standards. 
With the salmon count in the Tuolumne so critically low, we are running out of time to act. 
What are we waiting for?

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.



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

From: pol1@rosenblums.us
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC audit
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 4:59:59 PM

 

Dear Supervisors:

At your July 9th meeting you will be auditing the budget of the SFPUC. I am an end user of SFPUC
water, living in Palo Alto, and strongly object to their use of an 8 year design drought, which exceeds
any historical drought by 2 years, to push for the construction of huge infrastructure projects to
increase water delivery capabilities. These fallacious assumptions will lead to large capital
expenditures requiring huge increases in water rates for customers like me. I encourage you to
initiate an independent audit of the SFPUC, including an assessment of the Design Drought and
water demand projections.  You should leverage your budget authority to require the SFPUC to fund
the audit.
As elected officials it is your duty to protect the interests of the people you serve and make sure that
the money you spend is being truly used in their interests and not in the service of an unaccountable
bureaucracy.
 
Sincerely,
Stephen Rosenblum
Palo Alto
 

mailto:pol1@rosenblums.us
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Bill
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: audit the PUC
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 6:12:57 PM

 

Dear Supervisors,

Don't you agree the PUC, as one of the most important city commissions, needs an
audit from time to time? It'll help you know if it's doing the job properly.

Please vote accordingly.

Bill Collins

mailto:94116bc@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Steve Schramm
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: Audit budget and have SFPUC pay for it
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 7:19:28 PM

 

I encourage the Supervisors to initiate an independent audit of the SFPUC (including an analysis
of the Design Drought and water demand projections), and to require the SFPUC to fund it.
Thank you.
Steve Schramm

mailto:reelsafari@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: Amy McManus
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC AUDIT
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 7:31:30 PM

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

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:asmtoyou@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


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

From: Bry Eck
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: SFPUC Budget issue and vote
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 7:34:15 AM

 

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

As an interested party to the upcoming SFPUC hearing, I would like to express my concern
regarding the upcoming  SFPUC budget request.  

Though I am no longer a San Francisco resident, I am an owner of two apartment buildings in
San Francisco, and I pay costly water bills and property taxes amounting to many 10’s of
thousands of dollars annually.  I am writing this letter, not only on behalf of myself, but also
on behalf of my tenants, future tenants, and other SFPUC rate payers who will be affected by
the decisions the board makes on this matter.  
My understanding is that San Francisco has the highest municipal water rates of any major US
city (https://www.statista.com/statistics/1232861/tap-water-prices-in-selected-us-
cities/#:~:text=One of the most expensive,U.S. dollars per cubic meter.).  And as we all know,
the cost of living in San Francisco is extremely high and is a major factor in our ever
worsening homeless situation.  Even though rents have not recovered to pre-Covid levels in
San Francisco, they remain very high as do all other costs to residents (and property owners)
in San Francisco.  Water and Sewage rates ultimately get paid by tenants/residents either
indirectly (via eventual rent increases) or directly (sub metering).  All these costs contribute to
the terrible housing crisis that we face here in San Francisco.

My concern is that, since the SFPUC is not comprised of elected officials, there has been a
lack of accountability with regard to the financial and infrastructure health of the City’s water
system.  
Unfortunately, poor management and policy decisions by the SFPUC over many decades has
created an untenable financial situation with serious deferred maintenance expenses.  The
SFPUC is now trying to railroad through a rate increase without sufficient oversight. 
Specifically, the Alternative Water Supply Plan that is being proposed may require a massive
additional debt of $17-$25 billion dollars.  This would result in massive rate increases to rate
payers (two-fold, by some estimates!).

I question the assumptions used in the Alternative Water Supply Plan, specifically, with regard
to the hypothetical mega drought (8.5 years!?) and projected future demand.  Is this an
unnecessary costly precaution for an unlikely/unrealistic scenario?  Given the
extraordinarily high projected rate hikes resulting from this SFPUC proposal, I believe
it is incumbent on the Board of Supervisors to require an independent audit funded by
the SFPUC to specifically examine their policy decisions that affect rate hikes.  In
particular, the projected water demand and the reasonableness of using such extreme
drought scenarios in their modeling for the Alternative Water Supply Plan needs to be
much more closely assessed and evaluated.

I sincerely hope you will consider my suggestion during your upcoming hearing on the matter.

mailto:bryeck@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.statista.com/statistics/1232861/tap-water-prices-in-selected-us-cities/%23:~:text=One___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzozMWJlODU4NTQwMzc1YjdiNjg3NzY5OWVlYzZmNDBkNDo2OmFiNzI6MjE5MTM3YjIyNTQzZWY5MDEwYzhmZmViYmIxODY1Yzk1N2RhYTZhMDRjYTMzNmNhOTY1MzUwYmI0YmZhNzJmMzpoOlQ6Tg
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.statista.com/statistics/1232861/tap-water-prices-in-selected-us-cities/%23:~:text=One___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzozMWJlODU4NTQwMzc1YjdiNjg3NzY5OWVlYzZmNDBkNDo2OmFiNzI6MjE5MTM3YjIyNTQzZWY5MDEwYzhmZmViYmIxODY1Yzk1N2RhYTZhMDRjYTMzNmNhOTY1MzUwYmI0YmZhNzJmMzpoOlQ6Tg


Sincerely,

Bryan Eckert

(SF Property owner of 
122 Guerrero Street
772-778 Oak Street)
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May 21, 2024 
 
Supervisors Chan, Mandelman, Melgar, Peskin and Walton 
SF Budget and Appropriations Committee 
Email: Brent.Jalipa@sfgov.org 
 
Re: Item 3 – Need to Audit the SFPUC 
 
Dear Committee Members: 
 
It’s imperative that you rein in SFPUC spending. The agency is already facing a 
financial death spiral in which skyrocketing rate increases send a price signal to 
customers to use less water, which forces further rate increases as less water is 
sold. Water sales projections in the current 10-Year Financial Plan are highly 
likely to be inflated (as they have been every year in the past), which will make 
the SFPUC budget even more precarious than what has been presented to you. 
 
A lot has changed just since you approved last year’s SFPUC budget. The 10-Year 
Capital Plan has grown by $3 billion. Combined water and sewer bills are now 
projected to be 43% higher in 10 years than in last year’s projection. Despite the 
fact that water sales were the second lowest on record last year, current SFPUC 
sales projections for 10 years out are now 9 million gallons per day higher than 
they were last year. If they are wrong, which is likely, there will be budget 
shortfalls. 
 
It's highly unlikely the SFPUC will be able to keep rates below the established 
affordability target. The budget approved by the SFPUC three months ago had 
less than a 1% cushion in 2044. That budget showed an 18% rate increase over 
the next two years. The Mayor’s budget now shows a 20% rate increase. 

 
        Source: Mayor’s Budget 
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The current financial crisis was primarily caused by deferred maintenance. Capital costs that 
should have been spread out over many decades must now be covered in a very short 
timeframe. While you can’t reverse this past mistake, there’s something you can do now to 
prevent a future mistake of even greater magnitude.  
 
Please commission an independent audit the SFPUC, not just for financials, but also their Design 
Drought, which harms ratepayers as well as the Tuolumne River and San Francisco Bay-Delta. 
The Design Drought must be reviewed and corrected before the SFPUC over-invests in a 
tremendous amount of expensive and unnecessary alternative water supplies.  
 
The Design Drought arbitrarily combines two of the worst droughts from the last century to 
create a manufactured mega-drought. As a result, water needed to cover a six- or seven-year 
drought now must be stretched to cover an unheard of 8.5-year extremely severe drought. The 
SFPUC is now planning to cover the perceived deficit by developing expensive alternative water 
supplies. The SFPUC’s recent Alternative Water Supply Plan suggests that full implementation of 
the Plan would cost $17 to $25 billion, doubling the SFPUC budget. 
 
An internal SFPUC document uncovered through a Public Records Act request suggests the 
chances of the Design Drought occurring (even with climate change) is 1-in-25,000. Consultants 
who produced the SFPUC’s Long-Term Vulnerability Assessment (climate change study) 
reviewed 100 years of observed data, 1,100 years of tree ring data, and generated 25,000 
simulated model runs, but could not produce a single drought as severe as the Design Drought. 
 
We can demonstrate that the SFPUC could manage a drought far more severe than any on 
record with a much more modest investment in alternative water supplies, saving billions of 
dollars. 
 
Attached, please find our letter to the SFPUC regarding their budget and Alternative Water 
Supply Plan. It will give you a better sense of our concerns. 
 
Please commission an audit of the SFPUC. We would be very interested in providing 
information and analysis. 
 
Thank you for serving as our watchdog over the SFPUC! 
 
Sincerely. 

 
Peter Drekmeier 
Policy Director 
peter@tuolumne.org 
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February 12, 2024 
 
President Paulson and Commissioners 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
525 Golden Gate Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Via Email 
 
Re: Items 8-11 on the February 13, 2024 Agenda. 
 
Dear President Paulson and Commissioners: 
 
First of all, I’d like to commend your finance team for doing a good job at 
presenting the SFPUC Operating Budget and 10-Year Financial Plan. The 
materials are more transparent than in previous years, especially when it comes 
to debt service. I have grave concerns about the SFPUC’s precarious financial 
position, but my comments should not be misconstrued as criticism of the 
messengers. 
 
The SFPUC Budget and 10-Year Capital Plan are alarming, as evidenced in the 
staff presentation.1 For example: 
 

• The operating budget will grow by 18% over the next two years (slide 11). 

• The 10-Year Capital Plan will grow by $3 billion to $11.8 billion (slide 21). 

• Average combined water and sewer bills are projected to increase by 
8.1% annually, tripling from $142 to $436 in 2044 (slide 34). 

• Last year, the average combined water and sewer bills were projected to 
be $305/month in 2033.2 This year combined bills are projected to be 
43% greater by 2034. 

• The SFPUC is entering this budget cycle with $8.5 billion in outstanding 
debt.3 

• By FY 2034, the debt service will increase to 54% of the water budget, 
and 58% of the wastewater budget.4 

 
 

 
1 Adoption of Operating Budget, Capital Budget, 10-Year Capital Plan, and 10-Year Financial Plan, 
February 13, 2024 – 
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sa5aa9dc8590b40cbb7522c580d5d3a33 
2 SFPUC 2023 budget presentation, slide 34, February 14, 2023 –  
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sf9945272ac084c808af1130182a3e878 
3 FY 2024-25 & FY 2025/26 Proposed Budget, slide 51, January 22, 2024 – 
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/s88ba5fa8c40842e0936b7158825f5b5e 
4 Ibid, slide 65. 

https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sa5aa9dc8590b40cbb7522c580d5d3a33
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sf9945272ac084c808af1130182a3e878
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/s88ba5fa8c40842e0936b7158825f5b5e
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Water Sales and Affordability 
 
In the proposed budget, Regional Water System (RWS) sales are projected to be 197 million 
gallons per day (mgd) in 2034 (slide 29). Last year sales were projected to be 188 mgd in 2033.5 
Someone should explain why sales projections increased by 9 mgd despite the fact that RWS 
sales were the second lowest on record in FY 2022/23 (172 mgd)6 and the California 
Department of Finance revised its population growth projections downward last summer.7 
 
If sales are below 197 mgd, which is likely, the SFPUC will not meet its affordability target. A 
July 5, 2022 SFPUC report8 acknowledged that both Water Enterprise and Finance Bureau 
demand/sales projections have always exceeded actuals, significantly in the case of the Water 
Enterprise, which produces the Urban Water Management Plan. 
 
On November 28, 2023, while discussing affordability, Commissioner Ajami pointed out that if 
water use goes down further, the SFPUC will have a very different revenue projection, which 
would impact rates. She directed staff to run a scenario under that situation.9 Staff has yet to 
respond to this request, which would have been helpful prior to the budget hearings. The lack 
of follow through on this request is inconsistent with the statement on slide 4 of the budget 
presentation that states, “Commission follow up questions answered.” 
 
What happens when actual sales are below projections? We received an example in December 
in the 1st Quarter Budget Report.10 Due to lower-than-projected water sales, water revenues 
are projected to be $25 million below budget (slide 3), and wastewater service charges $26 
million below budget (slide 4). 
 
How Did We Get Here, and Where Are We Headed? 
 
The SFPUC’s current financial situation is the result of many decades of deferred maintenance 
that now require catch-up. The SFPUC finally began to address the backlog of capital projects 
with the $4.8 billion Water System Improvement Program (WSIP) approved in 2008. Much of 
the SFPUC’s current debt is due to debt financing for the WSIP. The Sewer System Improvement 
Program (SSIP) is responsible for most of the projected new debt. 

 
5 SFPUC 2023 budget presentation, slide 31, February 14, 2023 –  
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sf9945272ac084c808af1130182a3e878 
6 Water Resources Division Annual Report, December 12, 2023 – 
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sccdee3d7212a4b2ab1b00f9b1ef411e2 
7 California: No Growth to 2060 Per State Projections, newgeography, July 30, 2023 – 
https://www.newgeography.com/content/007894-california-no-growth-2060-state-projections 
8 Water Enterprise and Finance Bureau Water Demand Projections, July 5, 2022 – 
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sa628ebe9c31e4326b84ffa2976f9f9a3 
9 SFPUC meeting, Item 12, November 28, 2023 – 
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/44938?view_id=22&redirect=true (2:30:40) 
10 SFPUC FY 2023-24 1st Quarter Budget Report, December 12, 2024 – 
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/se1f88d7d5b3a41829939713649bc1802 

https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sf9945272ac084c808af1130182a3e878
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sccdee3d7212a4b2ab1b00f9b1ef411e2
https://www.newgeography.com/content/007894-california-no-growth-2060-state-projections
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/sa628ebe9c31e4326b84ffa2976f9f9a3
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/44938?view_id=22&redirect=true
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/se1f88d7d5b3a41829939713649bc1802
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When the WSIP was being considered, RWS demand projections for 2018 were 285 mgd. Under 
the leadership of GM Ed Harrington, the SFPUC capped water sales at 265 mgd as a 
compromise to avoid lawsuits over the proposed diversion of an additional 25 mgd from the 
Tuolumne River. Between 2008 and 2013, prior to the 2012-16 drought, water demand 
dropped from 257 mgd to 223 mgd. As water rates soared (now more than triple what they 
were), consumers took advantage of opportunities to reduce their water use and keep their 
bills manageable. Actual demand in 2018 was 196 mgd, 31% below the projection. For the past 
nine years, RWS demand has been under 200 mgd. 
 
The proposed rate increases will continue to drive per capita water use downward. As a result 
of rising system costs and decreasing sales, the SFPUC is likely headed toward an economic 
death spiral – rates will continue to increase to cover fixed costs, driving consumption down, 
increasing rates further. This should be of major concern to the SFPUC, Capital Planning 
Committee, Board of Supervisors and Mayor. 
 
Alternative Water Supply Plan 
 
While we can’t reverse past mistakes, there’s still time to avoid a potentially catastrophic future 
mistake. If implemented as proposed, the SFPUC’s Alternative Water Supply (AWS) Plan would 
double the budget, producing expensive new water that will not be needed. The SFPUC must 
make a thorough review of the AWS Plan a top priority. 
 
AWS can be extremely expensive. The Peninsula and South Bay purified water projects would 
be similar to what Valley Water is proposing at the Regional Water Quality Control Plant in Palo 
Alto. Valley Water projects their project will produce purified water at a cost $7,842 per acre 
foot of water.11 The current price per acre-foot of SFPUC water is approximately $2,000. 
 
Before embarking on an extremely expensive AWS Plan that would require additional funding 
on top of the already astronomical SFPUC budget, it’s imperative that the SFPUC be confident 
about projected future water needs. The numbers used in the AWS Plan are based on the 
SFPUC’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. These Plans have historically over-projected 
demand in the range of 25%.12  
 
The draft AWS Plan projects the SFPUC will need to develop between 92 mgd (demands) and 
122 mgd (obligations) of new water supplies. According to the report, developing 22 mgd to 48 
mgd of AWS would cost $4 billion to $10 billion.13 Based on these figures, one can project that 
developing the full AWS Plan would cost between $19 billion and $25 billion. 

 
11 Valley Water, Water Supply Master Plan presentation, page 21 of 29 – Preliminary Unit Cost of Major Supply 
Projects, September 19, 2023. 
12 See footnote 9. 
13 Draft Alternative Water Supply Plan, pp. XIII and 124, June 30, 2023 –  https://sfpuc.org/sites/default/files/about-
us/policies-reports/AltWaterSupply_DraftPlan_6.23.23_Web.pdf 

https://sfpuc.org/sites/default/files/about-us/policies-reports/AltWaterSupply_DraftPlan_6.23.23_Web.pdf
https://sfpuc.org/sites/default/files/about-us/policies-reports/AltWaterSupply_DraftPlan_6.23.23_Web.pdf
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SFPUC staff project that budgeting $209 million (approximately 1% of the full cost of the AWS 
Plan) would increase retail rates by 0.9% above the current rate plan,14 suggesting that full 
buildout of the AWS Plan would increase retail rates by 90%. 
 
Need to Reevaluate the Design Drought and Demand Projections 
 
The SFPUC’s Design Drought combines two of the worst droughts from the 20th century – the 
six-year drought of record from 1987 to 1992, and the driest two-year period on record, 
1976/77 – to produce an artificial 8.5-year megadrought. It assumes demand will increase 
dramatically to 265 mgd (274 mgd if San Jose and Santa Clara are made permanent customers). 
 
However, if we accept the fact that water demand will remain at 200 mgd or below, as believed 
by experts in the field, the amount of new AWS needed would be reduced by 44 to 73 mgd. 
Shortening the Design Drought to 7.5 years would shave off an additional 25 mgd or more. We 
explained this at the SFPUC Design Drought workshop in 2022.15 
 
Much has changed since the Design Drought was conceived following the 1987-92 drought of 
record. For example: 
 

• Water demand peaked at 293 mgd immediately prior to the 1987-92 drought. Demand 
has been below 200 mgd for the past nine years. In FY 2022/23, water sales were just 
172 mgd. 

• Following the 1987-92 drought, the SFPUC adopted its “Water First” policy, prioritizing 
water supply over hydropower generation. 2020 and 2021 were almost as dry as 1976 
and 1977, yet on June 10, 2021, the SFPUC had 350,000 acre-feet more in storage 
(enough to last 1.5 years) than on June 10, 1977.16 

• The SFPUC’s Cherry Lake reservoir, with three-fourths the capacity of Hetch Hetchy, was 
drained in 1989, reducing storage significantly. 

• The SFPUC’s recent Long-Term Vulnerability Assessment (climate change study) – using 
100 years of observed data, 1,100 years of tree ring data, and 25,000 simulated model 
runs – could not produce a single drought as severe as the Design Drought. A document 
uncovered through a Public Records Act request showed that the consultants who 
prepared the study projected the Design Drought might occur once-in-25,000 years. 

 
A clear example of how the Design Drought hurts ratepayers began on November 23, 2021, 
when the SFPUC declared a Water Shortage Emergency. At the time, the SFPUC had enough 

 
14 Ibid, p. 125. 
15 SFPUC Design Drought workshop, August 23, 2022, starting at 25:00 – 
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/41900?view_id=22&redirect=true&h=087062ed80a1dea47c9be980b
598239b 
16 Steve Ritchie presentation, July 13, 2021, starting at 27:23 – 
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/38951?view_id=22&redirect=true 

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/41900?view_id=22&redirect=true&h=087062ed80a1dea47c9be980b598239b
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/41900?view_id=22&redirect=true&h=087062ed80a1dea47c9be980b598239b
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/player/clip/38951?view_id=22&redirect=true
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water in storage to last 4.5 years.17 By declaring an emergency, the SFPUC was able to impose a 
drought surcharge on ratepayers of 5% in April 2022. During the three-year drought, the SFPUC 
never had less than four years-worth of water in storage, yet consumers were required to 
conserve and then make up for the lost revenue through higher rates. 
 
Please make reevaluation of the Design Drought a top priority. Ratepayers are in desperate 
need of relief, and amending the Design Drought would have a huge positive impact on 
skyrocketing water rates. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Peter Drekmeier 
Policy Director 
 
 
Cc: Mayor London Breed 
  SF Board of Supervisors 
  SF Capital Planning Committee 
  SFPUC Citizens Advisory Committee 
  BAWSCA Board of Directors 
 

 
17 SFPUC Drought Conditions Update, slide 2, December 6, 2021 – 
https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/s3f98fbd30ca8422f9bf2697011658a15 

https://sfpuc.sharefile.com/share/view/s3f98fbd30ca8422f9bf2697011658a15


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

From: Richard B. Allen
To: Farrah, Michael (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
Cc: Peder Jones; Morten; Frank Noto; Peter Hanson; Tim; Richard B. Allen
Subject: Fwd:
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 10:28:57 AM

 

7/11/2024

Hi Michael,
 
Thank you for taking the time to instantly send me the four links
to the earlier in-house SFPUC audits. I learned from reading the
in-house audits, that the SFPUC commissions audits itself and
the public was not involved. I also learned that the in-house
audits of the SFPUC did find departmental operating
deficiencies. 
 
An outside audit with input from the public would be beneficial.
Ideally, there would be a public scoping meeting where the public
could ask questions and present information for the outside
auditor to consider. The outside auditor would be incentivized to
follow up on the public scoping meeting to the benefit of San
Francisco.
 
With so much at stake, an outside audit of the SFPUC is called
for. An in-house audit can open the risk that the auditing body
can select information to produce audit results they want the
Commission and the public to see.
 
Did the SF Board of Supervisors and the public know about
pending debt service for the proposed $3.05 billion in Water,
Wastewater, and Power bonds (just in the next two years) over
30 years is approximately $221.5 million (per year) over $6.6
billion in total debt. (a)
 
Also, is the management of the Tuolumne River in compliance

mailto:richardballen35@gmail.com
mailto:michael.farrah@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org
mailto:pederj@earthlink.net
mailto:msarawak@yahoo.com
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with the Endangered Species Act?
 
Sincerely,
Dick Allen, District 7
Richardballen35@gmail.com
 

(a)          San Francisco Chronicle, July 9, 2024. San Franciscans:
Brace yourselves for skyrocketing water and sewer rates, too.
By Peter Drekmeier. Mr. Drekmeier is a former mayor of Palo
Alto and serves as policy director for the Tuolumne River Trust.
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: BOS-Operations; BOS Legislation, (BOS); Young, Victor (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS);

Entezari, Mehran (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: 27 Letters regarding File Nos. 240547 and 240548
Date: Thursday, July 11, 2024 12:16:24 PM
Attachments: 27 Letters Regarding File Nos. 240547 and 240548.pdf

Hello,
 
Please see attached for 27 letters regarding File Nos. 240547 and 240548:
 

File No. 240547: Charter Amendment (Second Draft) to amend the Charter of the City
and County of San Francisco to establish the Commission Streamlining Task Force
charged with making recommendations to the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors
about ways to modify, eliminate, or combine the City’s appointive boards and
commissions to improve the administration of City government; require the City
Attorney to prepare a Charter Amendment to implement the Task Force’s
recommendations relating to Charter commissions, for consideration by the Board of
Supervisors; and authorize the Task Force to introduce an ordinance to effectuate its
recommendations relating to appointive boards and commissions codified in the
Municipal Code, which ordinance shall go into effect within 90 days unless rejected by
a two-thirds vote of the Board of Supervisors; at an election to be held on November 5,
2024. (Peskin, Ronen)
 
File No. 240548: Charter Amendment (First Draft) to amend the Charter and the
Municipal Code of the City and County of San Francisco to 1) establish the
Commission Streamlining Task Force charged with making recommendations to the
Mayor and the Board of Supervisors about ways to modify, eliminate, or combine the
City’s appointive boards and commissions to improve the administration of City
government; 2) require the City Attorney to prepare a Charter Amendment to
implement the Task Force’s recommendations relating to Charter commissions, for
consideration by the Board of Supervisors; 3) authorize the Task Force to introduce an
ordinance to effectuate its recommendations relating to appointive boards and
commissions codified in the Municipal Code, which ordinance shall go into effect
within 90 days unless rejected by a two-thirds vote of the Board of Supervisors; 4)
remove from the Charter certain commissions that are purely advisory and move them
to the Municipal Code; and 5) eliminate the Streets and Sanitation Commission and
the Our Children Our Families Council; at an election to be held on November 5, 2024.
(Peskin)

 
Regards,
 
John Bullock
Office of the Clerk of the Board
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San Francisco Board of Supervisor
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-5184
BOS@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
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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From: chadcalc@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Charles Callaghan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 2:30:08 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Charles Callaghan

mailto:chadcalc@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:chadcalc@yahoo.com
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From: hsnphoto@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Helen Sinelnikoff-Nowak
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 11:33:10 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Helen Sinelnikoff-Nowak

mailto:hsnphoto@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:hsnphoto@mail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: tomionagano@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Tomio Denver-Nagano
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 5:14:41 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Tomio Denver-Nagano

mailto:tomionagano@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:tomionagano@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: kmyash@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kay M Ash
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Wednesday, July 3, 2024 6:01:50 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Kay M Ash

mailto:kmyash@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:kmyash@fu.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: nhofacket@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Naomi Hofacket
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 9:54:07 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Naomi Hofacket

mailto:nhofacket@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:nhofacket@gmail.com
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From: lau.a.lily@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Lily Lau
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Thursday, July 4, 2024 6:06:28 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Lily Lau

mailto:lau.a.lily@everyactioncustom.com
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From: donnacoopersf@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Donna Cooper
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 6:28:49 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Donna Cooper

mailto:donnacoopersf@everyactioncustom.com
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From: kshea201@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of kathleen kraus
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 6:41:44 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
kathleen kraus

mailto:kshea201@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:kshea201@aol.com
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From: cnke888@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Curtis Lee
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 9:21:39 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Curtis Lee

mailto:cnke888@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:cnke888@aol.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: cyred00@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Carolyn Young
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Friday, July 5, 2024 10:59:20 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Young

mailto:cyred00@everyactioncustom.com
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From: hubstack3469@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Herbert Stackhouse
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 5:52:39 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Herbert Stackhouse

mailto:hubstack3469@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:hubstack3469@hotmail.com
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From: weslinngm@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Mary Wesling
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 6:20:46 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Mary Wesling

mailto:weslinngm@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:weslinngm@aol.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: jnejaime88@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Jacqueline NeJaime
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 9:55:06 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Jacqueline NeJaime

mailto:jnejaime88@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:jnejaime88@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: billalvarado@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Bill Alvarado
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2024 10:53:06 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Bill Alvarado

mailto:billalvarado@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:billalvarado@comcast.net
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: kriskapur@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Balram Kapur
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 1:00:13 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Balram Kapur

mailto:kriskapur@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:kriskapur@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: gcfuel@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Gerald Crump
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 1:00:26 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Gerald Crump

mailto:gcfuel@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:gcfuel@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: gumbogarcon@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Drew T.
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 9:55:59 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Drew T.

mailto:gumbogarcon@everyactioncustom.com
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mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: fcassinelli66@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Frank Cassinelli
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 2:19:19 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Frank Cassinelli

mailto:fcassinelli66@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:fcassinelli66@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: johnhartzellmunz@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of John H Munz
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 2:40:56 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
John H Munz

mailto:johnhartzellmunz@everyactioncustom.com
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From: alanburradell@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Alan Burradell
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 9:15:38 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Alan Burradell

mailto:alanburradell@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:alanburradell@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jordan Davis
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Ronen, Hillary (BOS); RonenStaff (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Waltonstaff

(BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); PeskinStaff (BOS)
Subject: Commission Reform Charter Amendment (File: 240547)
Date: Sunday, July 7, 2024 9:55:22 PM

 

All,

I wanted to express my complex feelinga about the commission Reform Charter amendment
from Supervisor Peskin.

I write this as perhaps the only San Franciscan for which these three things are all true:

A) I served on a commission (albeit advisory)
B) As a member of a commission, I pushed for issues which are within our subject matter
jurisdiction that would eventually become municipal law, and even if I wasn't able to advance
some recommendations 
C) I would eventually call for the dissolution of said commission due to its fatal flaws and its
lack of efficacy.

If this charter amendment was to go on the ballot, I would vote "yes", but I don't know how
necessary it is (and FTR, I hate the idea of limiting the number of commissions, as right wing
forces are trying to do, first because of all the disinformation they are spreading about
commission powers, and second, because such prescriptiveness does not belong in our
charter).

I posit to you, couldn't this be achieved in other ways?

1. I think that for actual power commissions (ie: those that need Form 700s), a hearing could
be held in which each power commission has to present on their necessity, and based on this,
introduce charter amendments in case there is a need for elimination (like the Streets and
Sanitation Commission, which oversees a non-existent department) or realignment or addition
(there may still be departments that need to be under a commission, like MOHCD). We also
need to look at composition, Personally, if we are to keep our mayor-council system, I think
that every commission should be 3 mayor, 3 BOS, and 1 Controller appointment, and that seat
qualifications should be set by ordinance rather than baked into the charter, so there is no need
to go back to the ballot. I know it would be super long hearing, but a lot of sustainable and
lasting changes could come out of it.

2. I think for advisory commissions, there needs to be more scrutiny whenever they come up
for renewal, and if they are not up for renewal, there should be a hearing to determine their
efficacy and decisions should be made on their future. Case in point, as you know, I served on
the now defunct SRO Task Force for two and a half years. While I managed to get some major
things done (Hillary, I was proud to work with you on the gender neutral restrooms legislation,
which came out of the Task Force, along with the 30% rent standard for PSH which I worked
with a certain high roller in higher office who shall not be named), I saw how this body was

mailto:jodav1026@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:hillary.ronen@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:shamann.walton@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:peskinstaff@sfgov.org


often a country club where landlords landlord, other tenants aren't in a position to challenge
landlords, and conflicts of interest and absences kneecapped its ability to serve the needs of
tenants, who really need allies. I know there are other advisory commissions that may suffer
from similar issues.

To determine whether an advisory commission should stay, ask them, are you pushing for
recommendations for municipal law and departmental policy within your purview? Are you
giving meaningful input and recommendations on pending legislation? If not, then you are just
a Brown Act version of The View. The Youth Commission is actively making
recommendations, and they set the standard for how all advisory committees should perform.

I think that when it comes to advisory commissions, we should neither be prescriptive in the
number, nor permissive in allowing bodies to exist that don't do anything and just waste civil
servants time. For example, I think we need an advisory committee to drill down on
Permanent Supportive Housing issues more than some committees.

I know I have become a gadfly in recent years, and I have been proceeding as if I will never be
appointed to another commission, but I am grateful for the time I spent on an advisory body,
and what I learned and what I was able to achieve. And I had to do it without much guidance
and never got figurative roses.

I leave you with an article I wrote for Street Sheet about the lies TogetherSF be pushing about
commissions.

https://www.streetsheet.org/the-sf-civics-lesson-you-never-knew-you-needed/

-Jordan (she/they)

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.streetsheet.org/the-sf-civics-lesson-you-never-knew-you-needed/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpjZGJjOTkyZGMyZWFmM2QzZjZlZmFhZTMwNzNkNzY2MTo2OjU3ZTg6NTNkNTI3Y2Q5OWUxNzVlZmM0NjM5MmU5Y2QwODY0NDA1YWJkOWE3MWRmMjljOGYyYTdiYzY2NmEwNTU5YTllYzpoOkY6Tg


From: fabrcius@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Raymond Fabrizio
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 1:55:29 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Raymond Fabrizio

mailto:fabrcius@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:fabrcius@yahoo.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: steve.beal@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Stephen Beal
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 11:24:05 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Stephen Beal
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From: kohsayo@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of James Larson
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Monday, July 8, 2024 3:52:01 PM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
James Larson

mailto:kohsayo@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:kohsayo@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: 12thlawton@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kathy McTiernan
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 6:38:54 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Kathy McTiernan

mailto:12thlawton@everyactioncustom.com
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From: bbellasf@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Barbara Bella
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 7:14:11 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Barbara Bella

mailto:bbellasf@everyactioncustom.com
mailto:bbellasf@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: andydb20@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Andrew Barela
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)
Subject: In opposition to File #240547, File #240548
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2024 4:40:10 AM

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

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

I’m writing to express my opposition to the recent “commission on commissions” charter amendment put forth by
Board President Aaron Peskin, and urge you to vote against it.

Supervisor Peskin has done more than maybe any other elected official to break San Francisco’s government—he
can't be the one to fix it. His charter amendment doesn't guarantee any reduction in San Francisco’s ~130 oversight
commissions. It actually adds more bureaucracy, creating a completely unprecedented committee with a mandate to
make new laws about commissions. As supervisors, I elected you to craft legislation. This is your job as a duly-
elected representative for San Francisco. It would be incredibly disappointing to watch you delegate that
fundamental authority to an unelected, unaccountable committee.

This charter amendment does nothing to improve city government or make it more effective. While I’m glad elected
officials realize San Francisco needs reform, I hope you will vote in opposition to this hypocritical measure, and
support real government reform in the future.

Sincerely,
Andrew Barela
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